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1

Section revised per comment.

2

Section revised per comment.

3

Section revised per comment.

4

Yes, these are equivalent terms. A single term has been used to avoid confusion.

5

This is not consistent with the Section 106 regulations. However, no action will be taken that has a potential to
effect a resource until eligibility is determined.

6

“Resources of Tribal Concern” is not a term used in this FEIS.

7

Section has been revised per comment in FEIS.
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Confederated
Tribes of the
Colville
Reservation
Yakama Nation
DNR
Yakama Nation
DNR

8

Thank you for your comment. As part of Section 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to implement a
Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and land
management implications to cultural resources. This will be done in collaboration with the consulting parties.

1

Thank you for your comment. None of the alternatives impact the Yakama Nation's treaty rights.

2

Yakama Nation
DNR
Yakama Nation
DNR
Yakama Nation
DNR
Yakama Nation
DNR
Yakama Nation
DNR
Yakama Nation
DNR

3

Impacts to fish in the Yakima River are described in section 4.6 in terms of changes in habitat suitability in
different seasons resulting from changes in instream flow under each alternative. Where relevant, impacts to
Chinook, sockeye, coho salmon are specified for given species. Otherwise, impacts to fish are referenced
generally based on the assumption the larger the deviation from normative flows the larger the impact for
native fishes of any species.
Thank you for your comment.

4

Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS.

5

Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS.

6

Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS.

7

Thank you for your comment. None of the alternatives impact the Yakama Nation's treaty rights.

8

Yakama Nation
DNR
Yakama Nation
DNR
Yakama Nation
DNR

9

Reclamation recognizes the project area is within the Yakama ceded lands and that the Wenatshapam band is
covered under the Treaty of 1855. However, members of the Wenatshapam (also known as the Wenatchi)
band are also found in the Colville Confederated Tribes. Therefore both federally recognized tribes have a
cultural connection to the project area. For this reason this section is not re-edited.
This information is updated in this FEIS (see Section 1.8.1).

10

This information is updated in this FEIS (see Section 1.8.1).

11

No lands in Yakima County are potentially affected and no permits are anticipated from Yakima County. Table
1-2 has been updated in this FEIS to reflect this.
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Yakama Nation
DNR
Yakama Nation
DNR

18

Yakama Nation
DNR

20

March 2019

13
14

Comment Response

Thank you for this comment about obtaining a share of the newly available water. The water rights section
has been edited and expanded to address this comment.
Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS.

15

Since it is under construction, the Cle Elum Pool Raise project is discussed in Section 2.1; however it is not
included in Section 2.2.1 as it is not an ongoing project affecting annual operations.
Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS.

16

Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS.

17

Franklin County was discussed in Table 2-9 because it was identified in Section 3.22.2.1 as having a potential
environmental justice population because the Hispanic/Latino population was greater than 50 percent. None
of the other counties assessed had Hispanic/Latino populations greater than 50 percent.
Thank you for this factual correction. Section 3.3.1.3 of this FEIS has been edited in response.

19

Thank you for this comment reminding Reclamation and Ecology of the Nation’s rights. We acknowledge the
comment and it will be included in the record of this EIS. We did not find it necessary to make a change in this
FEIS in response.
A comparative analysis of flows under different alternatives up to the Wapato Reach (Parker) is provided in
section 4.3, Surface Water. As explained in section 4.3, the drought-year changes in flow downstream of Roza
Dam would remain within current operating flows experienced in most years. Downstream from Roza Dam to
the Parker gage, the relative change in streamflow would be less than in upstream reaches because some or
most of the additional water supplied by KDRPP would be diverted. Any remaining increased supply could be
diverted by WIP at Wapato Dam. The small change in streamflow downstream from Parker gage on the
Yakima River would occur as Kachess Reservoir refills after a drought. The change would occur in winter and
spring. The change would occur in winter and spring. As summarized in Tables 4-32 and 4-33 (Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4), winter and spring flows at Parker are reduced by up to 1.2 percent. During refill years, high
exceedance flows are reduced by 2.9 percent. As summarized In Tables 4-69 and 4-70 (Alternatives 5A, 5B,
and 5C) winter and spring flows are reduced by up to 1.6 percent. During refill years, high exceedance flows
are reduced by 4.6 percent.
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1
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2

204
204
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25
26

Comment Response

Comment noted. Returning anadromous fish undoubtedly brought beneficial marine-derived nutrients to
these lakes prior to dam installation. However Lake Kachess is likely oligotrophic (nutrient poor), like many
mountain lakes, because the reservoir has steep side slopes with little shoal area and is cold, clear, and
relatively deep (310 feet) (WSDF, 1967).
Comment noted. Existing summer flows are only described from the Keechelus Dam downstream to Granger
(RM 88 to RM 83) in order to provide a baseline for comparisons to the changes in flows with the proposed
alternatives, which would affect the Yakima River mainly upstream of Granger.
Thank you for the suggested revisions. The title of the subsection indicates the section of Kachess River being
described is downstream of the dam: 3.6.4 Yakima River and Kachess River Downstream of Keechelus and
Kachess Dams
Thank you for your comment. Table 3-1 provided detailed reach descriptions. This was added to the notes in
Table 3-18.
Suggested revisions will be made. Given uncertainty in the range in the number of sockeye passed over Roza
Dam reported by DART, these data will be revised in the FEIS with data from resources other than DART.
Reclamation recognizes the project area is within the Yakama ceded lands and that the Wenatshapam band is
covered under the Treaty of 1855. However, members of the Wenatshapam (also known as the Wenatchi)
band are also found in the Colville Confederated Tribes. Therefore both federally recognized tribes have a
cultural connection to the project area. For this reason this section is not re-edited.
Thank you for your comment supporting the proposed action. It has been noted and will be included in the
record for this EIS. The section regarding acre-feet of water available for diversion at the Roza Irrigation
District head works has been clarified in the Final EIS. The additional (instream) water supply available during
drought years, up to 200,000 acre-ft from Kachess Reservoir, would be distributed among the Participating
Entities of the Proposed Action, therefore the water supply could be available for diversion at KRD, Roza, WIP,
or KID.
Please see the response to Common Issue 13. Additionally, Reclamation and Ecology share your concern with
bull trout and supporting the YBIP. We are committed to working with the Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife and all MOU partners to implement BTE projects. A change was not made to this FEIS in response
to this comment.
See Section 1.5 and Appendix A of this FEIS. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to working with all MOU
partners to implement BTE projects through the Federal and State regulatory processes.
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Avoidance, minimization and mitigation measure for direct impacts are identified in this FEIS. See response to
Common Issue 7.
The comment raises several issues that are addressed in this response:
1. Upstream fish passage to Kachess River and Box Canyon Creek from Little Kachess. The passage for bull
trout at the mouth of Box Canyon Creek and the Kachess River (where they enter into Little Kachess Lake)
exists independent of any assessment of scour potential in the Narrows. These major tributaries to Little
Kachess continually deliver bedload sediments into Little Kachess at their mouths and form ever changing
deltas through with each tributary must flow. When the water surface elevation in Little Kachess is low, the
upstream passage challenge is exacerbated, particularly when coupled with low flows in each tributary.
Regardless of any potential effect on water surface elevation in Little Kachess that might be attributable to
channel degradation in the Narrows, any fish passage improvements at the mouths of these two tributaries
should be designed to accommodate a wide range of water surface elevations in Little Kachess and should be
designed and constructed so that the continuing delivery of bedload sediments by both tributaries into Little
Kachess will not adversely affect the performance of any such fish passage improvements. An adaptive
management approach in conjunction with the above design criteria is an appropriate and prudent measure
to include in the design of any fish passage improvements at these two locations.
2. Scour potential in the Narrows under KDRPP operations. The soils that comprise the Narrows channel were
not deposited over the most recent 100 years. Rather, the Narrows is a glacial moraine that has existed since
the at least the most recent ice age, some 12,000 to 15,000 years ago. There are two major tributaries to Little
Kachess: the Kachess River that enters Little Kachess at its North end, and Box Canyon Creek that enters Little
Kachess on the West shore of Little Kachess, just upstream of the Narrows. Both of these tributaries deposit
their bedload sediments in deltas that occur at their terminus where they enter Little Kachess. Because Little
Kachess is a quiescent body of water having little to no velocity in it, Little Kachess is not capable of
transporting bedload sediments to the Narrows from either of these tributaries for deposition in the Narrows.
There is however, a recent deposition of very fine sediments at the upper end of the Narrows. These fine
sediments have deposited over the past 100 years. The depth of these sediments has not yet been established
but could be established relatively easily. It is likely that this very fine sediment deposit will be mobilized in
the future when KDRPP goes into operation. Once mobilized, the sediments comprising the Narrows Channel
that existed prior to the construction of Kachess Dam will again be exposed. It is not known at this time if the
Narrows Channel sediments that lie beneath these fine sediment deposits will be susceptible to scour. This
separate and distinct question is addressed in the following text.
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4(continued)

3. Susceptibility of the Narrows channel glacial moraine sediment to scour. The waters in Little Kachess flow
into Big Kachess by passing through the Narrows channel when the Kachess Reservoir water surface elevation
is at or below approximate elevation 2,223. At these lower elevations, the flows in the Narrows Channel
flowing from Little Kachess to Big Kachess could be referred to as the Kachess River. At water surface
elevations above 2,223, water passes from Little Kachess to Big Kachess above the Narrows, as the Narrows
inundates beginning at water surface elevations higher than 2223. Above elevation 2,223, the two bodies of
water begin to become a single large body of water that we refer to as Kachess Reservoir.
Regardless of the origin of the soils comprising the Narrows, as stated in the comment, a flow restriction
caused by the soils comprising the Narrows controls the upstream water surface elevation in Little Kachess
whenever the water surface elevation in Big Kachess is below approximately 2,223.
The majority of the time when high flows are moving from Little Kachess into Big Kachess (under present
Reservoir operations) the Narrows is inundated and water velocities are very low or virtually non-existent over
and through the Narrows; and no scouring of the Narrows channel is possible under these hydraulic
conditions. In the future however, under drought relief pumping conditions, when Big Kachess has been
drawn down below the water surface elevation present in Little Kachess, high flows will need to pass through
the Narrows in the incised channel that exists in the Narrows now. It is under these conditions that the
Narrows channel will experience high flows and their associated higher velocities that may or may not be
capable of scouring these sediments.
Prior to the construction of Kachess Dam, these high flows and attendant higher velocities had to pass
through the glacial moraine we refer to as the Narrows, as well as pass through the incised channel that
existed in the terminal glacial moraine that is the site of Kachess Dam at this time. These two glacial moraines,
the Narrows and the Kachess Dam site, had achieved a state of equilibrium in terms of scouring. The state of
equilibrium achieved is attested to by the huge remnant Cedar stumps that lined the banks of the Kachess
River at both of these locations. The soils comprising these two glacial moraines are extremely dense and hard
packed and are not easily eroded.
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4(continued)

The amount of time that the water surface elevation in Big Kachess will be lower than the water surface
elevation is Little Kachess will however be more frequent and be of longer durations with the implementation
of KDRPP. We believe the question being asked by WDFW is more correctly posed as follows: Will the glacial
moraine soils that comprise the present day Narrows be susceptible to scour when Big Kachess is lowered for
drought relief pumping purposes and the water surface elevation in Big Kachess is lower than the water
surface elevation in Little Kachess more frequently and for longer durations?
With the exception of the very fine sediments that exist at the upstream end of the Narrows, the glacial
moraine sediments that exist in the Narrows are not likely to be easily scoured when Kachess Reservoir is
drawn down by the proposed future operation of KDRPP. A small amount of scour may be possible in the
Narrows channel, but the possibility of the Narrows channel scouring down 16 feet as suggested in the
comment, is improbable.
Therefore, to answer this question more precisely, a geotechnical exploration program will be undertaken to
identify and categorize the soils comprising the existing channel in the Narrows in support of design of
volitional fish passage. Then, with this information in hand, a hydraulic analysis of the scour potential of these
soils should be performed to analyze their susceptibility to scour when they are exposed to the more frequent
and longer durations of higher flows and the associated higher velocities that will occur within the Narrows
channel under future KDRPP operations.
4. Hyporheic Flows in the Narrows. The potential for hyporheic flows within the Narrows is very small. The
reason being, there is very little thickness of sediments between the water flowing in the Narrows channel
and the underlying glacial moraine soils which are virtually impervious.
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The comment raises several issues that are addressed in this response:
1. Upstream fish passage to Kachess River and Box Canyon Creek from Little Kachess. The passage for bull
trout at the mouth of Box Canyon Creek and the Kachess River (where they enter into Little Kachess Lake)
exists independent of any assessment of scour potential in the Narrows. These major tributaries to Little
Kachess continually deliver bedload sediments into Little Kachess at their mouths and form ever changing
deltas through with each tributary must flow. When the water surface elevation in Little Kachess is low, the
upstream passage challenge is exacerbated, particularly when coupled with low flows in each tributary.
Regardless of any potential effect on water surface elevation in Little Kachess that might be attributable to
channel degradation in the Narrows, any fish passage improvements at the mouths of these two tributaries
should be designed to accommodate a wide range of water surface elevations in Little Kachess and should be
designed and constructed so that the continuing delivery of bedload sediments by both tributaries into Little
Kachess will not adversely affect the performance of any such fish passage improvements. An adaptive
management approach in conjunction with the above design criteria is an appropriate and prudent measure
to include in the design of any fish passage improvements at these two locations.
2. Scour potential in the Narrows under KDRPP operations. The soils that comprise the Narrows channel were
not deposited over the most recent 100 years. Rather, the Narrows is a glacial moraine that has existed since
the at least the most recent ice age, some 12,000 to 15,000 years ago. There are two major tributaries to Little
Kachess: the Kachess River that enters Little Kachess at its North end, and Box Canyon Creek that enters Little
Kachess on the West shore of Little Kachess, just upstream of the Narrows. Both of these tributaries deposit
their bedload sediments in deltas that occur at their terminus where they enter Little Kachess. Because Little
Kachess is a quiescent body of water having little to no velocity in it, Little Kachess is not capable of
transporting bedload sediments to the Narrows from either of these tributaries for deposition in the Narrows.
There is however, a recent deposition of very fine sediments at the upper end of the Narrows. These fine
sediments have deposited over the past 100 years. The depth of these sediments has not yet been established
but could be established relatively easily. It is likely that this very fine sediment deposit will be mobilized in
the future when KDRPP goes into operation. Once mobilized, the sediments comprising the Narrows Channel
that existed prior to the construction of Kachess Dam will again be exposed. It is not known at this time if the
Narrows Channel sediments that lie beneath these fine sediment deposits will be susceptible to scour. This
separate and distinct question is addressed in the following text.
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5(continued)

3. Susceptibility of the Narrows channel glacial moraine sediment to scour. The waters in Little Kachess flow
into Big Kachess by passing through the Narrows channel when the Kachess Reservoir water surface elevation
is at or below approximate elevation 2,223. At these lower elevations, the flows in the Narrows Channel
flowing from Little Kachess to Big Kachess could be referred to as the Kachess River. At water surface
elevations above 2,223, water passes from Little Kachess to Big Kachess above the Narrows, as the Narrows
inundates beginning at water surface elevations higher than 2223. Above elevation 2,223, the two bodies of
water begin to become a single large body of water that we refer to as Kachess Reservoir.
Regardless of the origin of the soils comprising the Narrows, as stated in the comment, a flow restriction
caused by the soils comprising the Narrows controls the upstream water surface elevation in Little Kachess
whenever the water surface elevation in Big Kachess is below approximately 2,223.
The majority of the time when high flows are moving from Little Kachess into Big Kachess (under present
Reservoir operations) the Narrows is inundated and water velocities are very low or virtually non-existent over
and through the Narrows; and no scouring of the Narrows channel is possible under these hydraulic
conditions. In the future however, under drought relief pumping conditions, when Big Kachess has been
drawn down below the water surface elevation present in Little Kachess, high flows will need to pass through
the Narrows in the incised channel that exists in the Narrows now. It is under these conditions that the
Narrows channel will experience high flows and their associated higher velocities that may or may not be
capable of scouring these sediments.
Prior to the construction of Kachess Dam, these high flows and attendant higher velocities had to pass
through the glacial moraine we refer to as the Narrows, as well as pass through the incised channel that
existed in the terminal glacial moraine that is the site of Kachess Dam at this time. These two glacial moraines,
the Narrows and the Kachess Dam site, had achieved a state of equilibrium in terms of scouring. The state of
equilibrium achieved is attested to by the huge remnant Cedar stumps that lined the banks of the Kachess
River at both of these locations. The soils comprising these two glacial moraines are extremely dense and hard
packed and are not easily eroded.
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1

The amount of time that the water surface elevation in Big Kachess will be lower than the water surface
elevation is Little Kachess will however be more frequent and be of longer durations with the implementation
of KDRPP. We believe the question being asked by WDFW is more correctly posed as follows: Will the glacial
moraine soils that comprise the present day Narrows be susceptible to scour when Big Kachess is lowered for
drought relief pumping purposes and the water surface elevation in Big Kachess is lower than the water
surface elevation in Little Kachess more frequently and for longer durations?
With the exception of the very fine sediments that exist at the upstream end of the Narrows, the glacial
moraine sediments that exist in the Narrows are not likely to be easily scoured when Kachess Reservoir is
drawn down by the proposed future operation of KDRPP. A small amount of scour may be possible in the
Narrows channel, but the possibility of the Narrows channel scouring down 16 feet as suggested in the
comment, is improbable.
Therefore, to answer this question more precisely, a geotechnical exploration program will be undertaken to
identify and categorize the soils comprising the existing channel in the Narrows in support of design of
volitional fish passage. Then, with this information in hand, a hydraulic analysis of the scour potential of these
soils should be performed to analyze their susceptibility to scour when they are exposed to the more frequent
and longer durations of higher flows and the associated higher velocities that will occur within the Narrows
channel under future KDRPP operations.
4. Hyporheic Flows in the Narrows. The potential for hyporheic flows within the Narrows is very small. The
reason being, there is very little thickness of sediments between the water flowing in the Narrows channel
and the underlying glacial moraine soils which are virtually impervious.
Water temperature in the Volitional Bull Trout Passage channel and effects of water temperature on fish have
been addressed in section 4.6.4 in the FEIS. Generally, surface water temperatures are predicted to decrease
slightly in Lake Kachess with the proposed alternatives except for during late September.
Thank you for this comment. It has been noted and will be included in the administrative record for this EIS. A
change was not made to this FEIS in response to this comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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Comment Response

Please see the response to Common Issue 13. Reclamation and Ecology share your concern with potential
impacts to bull trout. We are committed to working with the Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board
and all MOU partners to implement BTE projects. A change was not made to this FEIS in response to this
comment.
Thank you for the offer to discuss priority actions or convene the Working Group. We look forward to working
collaboratively with you and others as we implement the alternative that will be selected in the ROD and
future actions that would assist in the recovery of bull trout. A change was not made to this FEIS in response
to this comment, because no response was required.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
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ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon
Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details.
The analysis allowed for assessment of impacts of the KKC element sufficient for the purposes of NEPA.
Construction would affect wildlife, but the KKC North Tunnel Alignment would not permanently impact
wildlife connectivity.
Inconsistencies have been addressed in this FEIS, however the key point remains that fish passage will be
provided by a roughened to channel.
The volitional bull trout passage improvements specifically address fish passage between Big and Little
Kachess during drought relief pumping. See Section 2.3.5 of this FEIS.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW. Additional details are provided in the Biological Assessment.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW. Additional details are provided in the Biological Assessment.
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Comment Response

Details of operations of the Preferred Alternative are presented in the KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant Draft
Appraisal Design Report. (https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/fppaappraisal.pdf)
Tables 2-9 and 4-4 have been reconciled in this FEIS.
Table 2-9 is intended to illustrate the differences between alternatives in terms of time when passage at the
Narrows is imbedded. The table has been revised to indicate the period of the modeling.
Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon
Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details.
revised preceding paragraph - no change to table to keep consistent with other sections
Thank you for the correction, the section on listed species and critical habitat was changed accordingly.
When Keechelus Reservoir level falls below elevation 2,466, bull trout access to its tributaries is adversely
affected. This impact is summarized in Table 4-4 of the SDEIS. For all alternatives, Keechelus Reservoir typically
falls below elevation 2,466 from August to November. Under Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C, Keechelus Reservoir
levels would fall below elevation 2,466 in 11 fewer years than under Alternative 1 (from 80 years for
Alternative 1 to 69 years for Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) but for an additional 5 days per year in years
Keechelus Reservoir levels fall below elevation 2,466.
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A change was not made to this FEIS in response to this comment because Reclamation only partially agrees,
and partially disagrees. The disagreement lies with the stated adverse effects of existing operations on bull
trout and critical habitat. Please note that Reclamation remains fully committed to its Section 7(a)(2)
responsibilities of avoiding actions that would jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or
adversely modifying designated critical habitat. As such, Reclamation has prepared a biological assessment
evaluating the effects of its preferred alternative on bull trout and their designated critical habitat.
Reclamation looks forward to collaboration with the Services on this consultation and working with the
Services to ensure that it will avoid adverse modification of critical habitat, including adverse effects on the
PCEs.
The part of the comment that Reclamation agrees with is the Service’s recommendation to implement Section
7(a)(1) conservation measures aimed at benefiting or promoting recovery of the species, and of improving
PCEs of critical habitat.
Overall in response, the water quality section of this FEIS was not changed in response to this comment, but a
biological assessment is appended to this FEIS and it will be used in Section 7 consultation and coordination
with the Services.
Bull trout passage problems (access to Lake Kachess tributaries) are addressed in the noted section describing
the No Action alternative. Benefits of providing passage between Big Kachess and Little Kachess to bull trout
(or other fish) are described in the sections pertaining to Volitional Bull Trout Passage. When Keechelus
Reservoir level falls below elevation 2,466, bull trout access to its tributaries is adversely affected. This impact
is summarized in Table 4-4 of the SDEIS. For all alternatives, Keechelus Reservoir typically falls below elevation
2,466 from August to November. Under Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C, Keechelus Reservoir levels would fall
below elevation 2,466 in 11 fewer years than under Alternative 1 (from 80 years for Alternative 1 to 69 years
for Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) but for an additional 5 days per year in years Keechelus Reservoir levels fall
below elevation 2,466.
In addition, please see the response to Common Issue 19. Reclamation is planning to collaborate with the
Services on Box Canyon passage improvements or other conservation measures that might be within the
agency’s discretionary authorities.
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ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
As noted, impacts on the food web (zooplankton) of pumping from the epiliminion as proposed under the
alternatives are described in the SDEIS using updated modeled scenarios published in 2017 (Hansen et al.
2017 and PSU 2017). The food-base (zooplankton abundance) is expected to be sufficient to support increased
prey consumption rates
Noise impacts described from previous sections for Alternatives2 and 3. Statement about potential to cause
individuals to be disrupted and leave area and pre construction surveys added
Reclamation does not agree with the part of the comment about current operations adversely impacting bull
trout or critical habitat, so in response to that part of the comment, no change was made to this FEIS.
However, now that a preferred alternative has been identified, Reclamation is providing a biological
assessment to the Services assessing effects of the preferred alternative compared to the baseline. Also,
Reclamation and Ecology agree that there will be subsequent NEPA and ESA compliance on BTE actions, but
these future actions and analyses will be site-specific and at a different times than the action analyzed in this
FEIS or in the biological assessment.
Thank you for the identification of Roza’s willingness to “…fully fund, construct, operation, and maintain the
proposed Action, Alternative 4—Floating Pumping Plant. We have changed multiple sections in this FEIS to
reflect this.
The analysis was based on the most recent comprehensive data and supports a comparative analysis to meet
the requirements of NEPA.
This study area has been used as the regional study area for the economic analyses completed for the
Integrated Plan, and has been subject to peer review. From the perspective of evaluating impacts related to
the region's economy, it continues to be the appropriate study area, for the reason the comment or
identified: the economies of these counties are tied together.
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The agricultural data for the economic analysis conducted for this EIS were supplied by the irrigation districts
and Washington Department of Agriculture’s geographic information system database of agricultural land use.
The data from the districts relied on data and interviews with the districts from 2006 to 2010. I assume that
interview process would need to be repeated at considerable effort to update those data. The Four Accounts
Analysis for the Integrated Plan, which was used for the economic analysis in this EIS, utilized Agricultural
Census data to determine the share of product from Yakima vs. elsewhere in Washington and the US to
provide context and assess the likelihood of price effects from changes in Yakima production. These
Agricultural Census data are from 2007, and more current data (from 2012) do exist. However, Reclamation
and Ecology’s economic analysts believe it is unlikely 2012 data would yield a different conclusion than was
derived from an analysis using the 2007 data.
Changes in crop patterns within irrigation district areas would be unlikely change the conclusions in the
socioeconomic analysis -- notably that effects of the project would have positive impacts on the regional
economy by providing additional water to farmers during droughts.
This FEIS incudes a more detailed description of the impacts of the 2015 drought, based on the Washington
State Department of Agriculture 2015 report.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the
SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North
Tunnel alignment.
The analysis was based on the most recent comprehensive data and supports a comparative analysis to meet
the requirements of NEPA.
This study area has been used as the regional study area for the economic analyses completed for the
Integrated Plan, and has been subject to peer review. From the perspective of evaluating impacts related to
the region's economy, it continues to be the appropriate study area, for the reason the comment or
identified: the economies of these counties are tied together.
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The agricultural data for the economic analysis conducted for this EIS were supplied by the irrigation districts
and Washington Department of Agriculture’s geographic information system database of agricultural land use.
The data from the districts relied on data and interviews with the districts from 2006 to 2010. I assume that
interview process would need to be repeated at considerable effort to update those data. The Four Accounts
Analysis for the Integrated Plan, which was used for the economic analysis in this EIS, utilized Agricultural
Census data to determine the share of product from Yakima vs. elsewhere in Washington and the US to
provide context and assess the likelihood of price effects from changes in Yakima production. These
Agricultural Census data are from 2007, and more current data (from 2012) do exist. However, Reclamation
and Ecology’s economic analysts believe it is unlikely 2012 data would yield a different conclusion than was
derived from an analysis using the 2007 data.
Changes in crop patterns within irrigation district areas would be unlikely change the conclusions in the
socioeconomic analysis -- notably that effects of the project would have positive impacts on the regional
economy by providing additional water to farmers during droughts.
This FEIS incudes a more detailed description of the impacts of the 2015 drought, based on the Washington
State Department of Agriculture 2015 report.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the
SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North
Tunnel alignment.
The analysis was based on the most recent comprehensive data and supports a comparative analysis to meet
the requirements of NEPA.
This study area has been used as the regional study area for the economic analyses completed for the
Integrated Plan, and has been subject to peer review. From the perspective of evaluating impacts related to
the region's economy, it continues to be the appropriate study area, for the reason the comment or
identified: the economies of these counties are tied together.
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The agricultural data for the economic analysis conducted for this EIS were supplied by the irrigation districts
and Washington Department of Agriculture’s geographic information system database of agricultural land use.
The data from the districts relied on data and interviews with the districts from 2006 to 2010. I assume that
interview process would need to be repeated at considerable effort to update those data. The Four Accounts
Analysis for the Integrated Plan, which was used for the economic analysis in this EIS, utilized Agricultural
Census data to determine the share of product from Yakima vs. elsewhere in Washington and the US to
provide context and assess the likelihood of price effects from changes in Yakima production. These
Agricultural Census data are from 2007, and more current data (from 2012) do exist. However, Reclamation
and Ecology’s economic analysts believe it is unlikely 2012 data would yield a different conclusion than was
derived from an analysis using the 2007 data.
Changes in crop patterns within irrigation district areas would be unlikely change the conclusions in the
socioeconomic analysis -- notably that effects of the project would have positive impacts on the regional
economy by providing additional water to farmers during droughts.
This FEIS incudes a more detailed description of the impacts of the 2015 drought, based on the Washington
State Department of Agriculture 2015 report.

6

Thank you for your comment.

1

Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the
SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North
Tunnel alignment.
This study area has been used as the regional study area for the economic analyses completed for the
Integrated Plan, and has been subject to peer review. From the perspective of evaluating impacts related to
the region's economy, it continues to be the appropriate study area, for the reason the comment or
identified: the economies of these counties are tied together.
This FEIS incudes a more detailed description of the impacts of the 2015 drought, based on the Washington
State Department of Agriculture 2015 report.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the
SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North
Tunnel alignment.
The analysis was based on the most recent comprehensive data and supports a comparative analysis to meet
the requirements of NEPA.
This study area has been used as the regional study area for the economic analyses completed for the
Integrated Plan, and has been subject to peer review. From the perspective of evaluating impacts related to
the region's economy, it continues to be the appropriate study area, for the reason the comment or
identified: the economies of these counties are tied together.
The agricultural data for the economic analysis conducted for this EIS were supplied by the irrigation districts
and Washington Department of Agriculture’s geographic information system database of agricultural land use.
The data from the districts relied on data and interviews with the districts from 2006 to 2010. I assume that
interview process would need to be repeated at considerable effort to update those data. The Four Accounts
Analysis for the Integrated Plan, which was used for the economic analysis in this EIS, utilized Agricultural
Census data to determine the share of product from Yakima vs. elsewhere in Washington and the US to
provide context and assess the likelihood of price effects from changes in Yakima production. These
Agricultural Census data are from 2007, and more current data (from 2012) do exist. However, Reclamation
and Ecology’s economic analysts believe it is unlikely 2012 data would yield a different conclusion than was
derived from an analysis using the 2007 data.
Changes in crop patterns within irrigation district areas would be unlikely change the conclusions in the
socioeconomic analysis -- notably that effects of the project would have positive impacts on the regional
economy by providing additional water to farmers during droughts.
This FEIS incudes a more detailed description of the impacts of the 2015 drought, based on the Washington
State Department of Agriculture 2015 report.
Thank you for your comment.
Reclamation will coordinate with NMFS to establish operating criteria to apply during KDRPP operations as
part of ESA compliance and ongoing Yakima Project operations.
Reclamation is committed to working with the Services to protect salmon, steelhead and bull trout during
refill and other operations. See Sections 4.3 and 4.6 of this FEIS.
Details of operations of the Preferred Alternative are presented in the KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant Draft
Appraisal Design Report. (https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/fppaappraisal.pdf)
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When refill operations commence, refills into Kachess Reservoir will be dependent on hydrologic conditions.
The quantity of refill may be more or less than 239,000 acre-feet in any given year. See Section 4.3 and
Appendix F of the Final EIS.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS.

4

See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on responsibilities for pumping during refill operations.

5

Under the proposed action, KDRPP would not be pumped in years when prorationing is above 70 percent
except when pumping is needed to fill senior and non-proratable water rights in years following drawdown.
KDRPP will not change TWSA and or other ongoing operations. FEIS has been expanded to address this topic.
Reclamation anticipates entering into an agreement with Roza and/or the other Participating Entities that will
include assurances that pumping will be performed in refill years so Reclamation can meet its obligations for
water supply and stream flows.
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Reclamation anticipates ongoing annual communications with fish and wildlife agencies regarding provision of
sufficient flows for ecological purposes in the spring and other seasons.
Reclamation is committed to working with the Services to protect salmon, steelhead and bull trout during
refill and other operations. See Sections 4.3 and 4.6 of this FEIS
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the
SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North
Tunnel alignment.
Thank you for your comment. These comments were addressed as part of the development of the Final EIS.
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Under Alternative 4, Roza Irrigation District and any other participating entities would pay all power costs for
operating the pumping plant. Power requirements for the East Shore and South Pumping Plants (Alternatives
2 and 3) were estimated during the feasibility study of KDRPP performed in 2014. They account for years
when pumping is not required; years when drought-relief pumping is performed; and years when refill
operations are under way. The power cost reported in Table 2-5 of the SDEIS shows results for those two
alternatives. For Alternative 2 (East Shore), estimated costs for power were: $48,000 in all years; plus
$502,500 in years when KDRPP is actively pumping; plus 29,100 in years when KDRPP is not actively pumping.
For the Alternative 3 (South) the power costs were estimated to be lower than Alternative 2. The power cost
for Alternative 4 (floating pumping plant) was judged to be lower than Alternative 3. The cost listed in Table 25 of the SDEIS is a rough estimate based on changes in the pumping units and physical configuration of
Alternative 4 in comparison with Alternative 3.
Section 2.3.7 describes power substation and transmission line proposal.
Reclamation and Roza have coordinated directly with both Puget Sound Energy (PSE) and the Bonneville
Power Administration (BPA) regarding the power supply needs of the KDRPP project and where the KDRPP
project would interconnect to the existing high voltage electrical utility grid. PSE is the local supplier of power
to the Easton and surrounding areas of Kittitas County and as such will supply power to KDRPP. PSE and BPA
supply far more power to the region than the KDRPP project will require and they have assured Reclamation
that they have sufficient generating capacity for the KDRPP project along with the other power needs of the
region.
See response to Common Issue 1. For the Preferred Alternative, Roza proposes to fund, design, construct,
operate, and maintain the floating pumping plant at Kachess Reservoir. Roza would coordinate participation
by other proratable entities.
Volumes would be determined annually, depending on hydrological conditions and subject to operating
agreements. Volumes available to participating proratable entities would be limited to amounts needed to
raise prorationed supplies to a maximum of 70%.
There would be no change to the calculation of TWSA with KDRPP. As a condition for the operation of the
preferred alternative Roza will be required to ensure that the Kachess contribution to TWSA in subsequent
years is not changed based upon the operation of KDRPP. Additional information is available in the Interim
Comprehensive Basin Operating Plan for the Yakima Project.
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See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on these points.
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Pumping will be provided to supply instream flows and other obligations as required when Kachess Reservoir
is below the gravity outlet elevation. Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs
to refill Kachess Reservoir after a drought while meeting Project obligations, which causes lower minimum
elevations in Keechelus Reservoir during refill years. See Appendix F for additional details.
Rimrock Reservoir minimum pool elevations would be up to 11 feet lower in prorated years and up to 23 feet
lower in refill years
Seasonal flow changes at Parker are within 1.3 percent of the No Action Alternative, which are relatively small.
Therefore, no mitigation is required.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on these points.
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See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on these points.
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In addition to the storage transfer portion of the KKC, the KKC would also reduce summer flows in the
Keechelus Reach of the Yakima River to improve flow conditions. Pumping will be provided to supply instream
flows and other obligations as required when Kachess Reservoir is below the gravity outlet elevation.
Keechelus Reservoir flows would increase to help refill Kachess Reservoir during refill years.
Seasonal flow decreases at Parker are within 1.3 percent of the No Action Alternative, which are relatively
small. Therefore, no mitigation is required.
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The Preferred Alternative is designed to improve prorationing up to 70% in drought years for participating
proratable entities. It is possible that other proratable entities could benefit as an incidental effect of
operations.
Reclamation is open to discussion with non-participating, proratable users regarding the small diminishment
of prorationed supply that may occur during some refill years. Specific solutions would need to be negotiated
consistent with Reclamation law and the Yakima Basin adjudication to maintain the TWSA status quo
Reclamation is open to discussion with non-participating, proratable users regarding the small diminishment
of prorationed supply that may occur during some refill years. Specific solutions would need to be negotiated
consistent with Reclamation law and the Yakima Basin adjudication.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on these points.
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Reclamation has an obligation to meet entitlements therefore no mitigation should be required. The scenario
difference is only 0.2 percent increase and is therefore not a notable change. This may be modeling nuance
for the TWSA calculation, that because TWSA is higher, therefore the target flows are higher over Parker. Also,
flows over Parker could be higher because Storage Control Period was extended in prorated years due to the
Kachess inactive volume.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on these points.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS, which provides information with KID’s participation, consistent with the
comment.
The request to provide daily flow data cannot be addressed in this FEIS because the modelling was performed
at seasonal and annual time steps. An appendix was added to this FEIS clarifying the modelling that was
performed to analyze effects of the alternatives on flows in the study area, but modelling was not performed
using daily data.
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Reclamation and Ecology reviewed ASARCO, all 3 BARRIE cases, and LESCHI to understand this comment. We
disagree with the commenter that there are deficiencies in the disclosure of potentially significant adverse
environmental impacts. We carefully reviewed the court rulings provided in this comment and conclude from
ASARCO that we have given full consideration to environmental values, new information, and comments
received on the DEIS, as well as SDEIS. In compliance with SEPA, Ecology’s officials will be using this FEIS and
the project record as the basis upon which a balancing judgment can be weighed between the benefits to be
gained by the proposed action and its impact upon the environment.
With respect to LESCHI, we reviewed all Environmental Consequences and Section 4.26 on the relationship
between short-term uses of the environment and maintenance of long-term productivity; and Section 4.27 on
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. We did not find a specific change that needed to be
made to these sections in this FEIS based on the case or comment.
BARRIE II revolved around the need for an amended or new draft of an EIS based on substantial changes to a
proposal or new information concerning anticipated environmental impacts. Please note that the SDEIS was
issued for that reason: to ensure the public and decision-makers consider all reasonable alternatives to meet
the purpose and need for action and to update the analysis of effects to the quality of the human
environment that might arise from implementation of the alternatives. We believe that issuance of the SDEIS,
and now this FEIS, is responsive to the concerns raised by the BARRIE cases.
In summary, after reviewing the court findings, we believe the SDEIS and now this FEIS fully disclose the
effects the alternatives would have on the quality of the human environment. No changes were made to this
FEIS in response to this comment.
A wetland delineation and jurisdictional determination is not needed for making a choice among the
alternatives. With the selection of an alternative to be implemented, the project proponents would complete
a wetland delineation/jurisdictional determination to support permitting (see Section 4.7.10).
See Appendix F of the Final EIS.
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Thank you for your comment.
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The intake and outlet for Alternative 4 are described and illustrated in Section 2.5.1 of this FEIS.
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As stated in Section 1.4 of this FEIS Roza would fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain a pumping
plant at Kachess Reservoir. Other Proratable Entities could participate. Adverse and beneficial impacts of the
project including regional economic are described in Chapter 4.
Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing the Integrated Plan and will conduct specific
environmental impact analyses for additional work in the future.

5

See response to Common Issue 8.

6

See response to Common Issue 10.

7

As noted in Section 4.17.10 of the SDEIS, if any road deterioration merits repair, Reclamation and
Ecology would coordinate with local jurisdictions, WSDOT or others as needed.

8

See response to Common Issue 17.

9

See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on when pumping would begin. In any given year, prorationing
(curtailment) begins at the time Reclamation initiates storage control in the spring.

10

ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See Appendix F of the Final EIS.
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2

See Appendix F of the Final EIS.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for this comment about the Floating Pumping Plant alternative, we agree. This alternative has been
identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS.
Thank you for your comments on the SDEIS and DEIS. In response, we identified the Floating Pumping Plant as
the agency’s preferred Alternative in the Final EIS.
Thank you for the LO score on the SDEIS. Your letter and the score will be included in the administrative
record for this EIS. No change was made to this FEIS in response.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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The commenter questioned why this EIS does not include all the components of the broader, programmatic
IP. This project is tiered from the IP, but it is an individual, site-specific action not intended to encompass all
components or elements of the broader, programmatic IP. Instead, as the commenter mentions, based on the
purpose and need for action, this EIS is to analyze an individual, site-specific action.
The KDRPP project is a component of the Integrated Plan selected alterative, which is a comprehensive
program to balance water needs and restore ecosystems in the Yakima River basin.
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The proposed action provides more sustainable water resources for agricultural, municipal, and domestic
needs, while also helping to restore ecological functions and the health of the riverine environment in the
Yakima River basin as specific action identified in the Integrated Plan. The EIS evaluates KDRPP and KKC in a
site-specific analysis tiered to the Integrated Plan FPEIS and ROD. See Section 1.3 of this FEIS and response to
Common Issue 4.
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Hyak Home
Owners
Association

7

Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association

8

The proposed action provides more sustainable water resources for agricultural, municipal, and domestic
needs, while also helping to restore ecological functions and the health of the riverine environment in the
Yakima River basin as specific action identified in the Integrated Plan. The EIS evaluates KDRPP and KKC in a
site-specific analysis tiered to the Integrated Plan FPEIS and ROD. See Section 1.3 of this FEIS and response to
Common Issue 4. In response to the question about drying wells, please see the response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 8.

9

See response to Common Issue 4.

10

See response to Common Issue 4.

11

See response to Common Issue 4.

12

See response to Common Issue 4.

13

See response to Common Issue 2.

14

Per the purpose of the Integrated Plan, this site-specific action improves availability of water supply.

15

See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on these points.
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Hyak Home
Owners
Association

16

Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association

17

A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
See response to Common Issue 16.

18

See response to Common Issue 10.

19

See Section 1.5.4 of this FEIS.

20

Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association

21

The analysis contained in this FEIS enables a comparison between the Alternatives 4 and 5. Alternative 4 is the
floating pumping plant, and Alternative 5 includes the floating pumping plant plus KKC. Alternative 5 would
enable faster refill of Kachess Reservoir inactive pool but this FEIS demonstrates that KKC is not essential to
meeting the purpose and need for the project. None of the model runs for Alternative 4 indicates return to
maximum pool levels would require 20 years.
The DEIS and SDEIS both state in Section 4.3.2 that Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in
2 to 5 years after a drought. The mention of a 20-year cycle in the DEIS (and SDEIS) is the replacement time of
pumps and associated equipment.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
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23

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.

24

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.

25

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.

26

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.

27

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.

28

Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.

29

ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
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Hyak Home
Owners
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Owners
Association

31

Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association

34

Hyak Home
Owners
Association

36
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ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.

32

See response to Common Issue 14.

33

ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See response to Common Issue 13.

35

The Bureau of Reclamation’s Dam Safety Program is in place to confirm that dams are operated and
maintained in a safe manner. The proposed project does not involve modifications to the Kachess or
Keechelus dams; operational changes in Kachess Reservoir proposed under the action alternatives would not
impact the stability of Kachess Dam, which has been subject to fluctuations in reservoir levels throughout its
history.
Figure 4-2 in this FEIS illustrates the surfaces below current low pool elevation.
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37

See response to Common Issue 15.

38

See response to Common Issue 15.

39

Section 4.2 of the SDEIS describes risks and related effects of landslides and seismic events.

40

See response to Common Issue 15.

41

Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association

42

Reclamation and Ecology reviewed the economic analysis and especially the analysis of effects on property
values, the fire department, and recreational opportunities. For fire, see Common Issue 10; for recreation see
Common Issue 16. No new economic data are available that would change the analysis presented in the SDEIS,
so the comment will be included in the record for this EIS, but no change was made to this FEIS in response.
See response to Common Issue 8.

43

See response to Common Issue 8.
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224
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Reclamation and Ecology acknowledge the statement from the Hyak Property Owner’s Association, but this
FEIS was not altered in response. We point the commenter to the agencies’ missions and legal authorizations;
in particular, to the 1902 Reclamation Act which authorized the Department of the Interior to construct
irrigation projects and operate them in conformity with state water laws and water rights. The operation of a
particular Reclamation project, including the Yakima Project, is governed largely by the 1902 Act, the statute
authorizing the project, and by the contracts under which the project delivers water for authorized and
designated uses. Please note in response to this comment that the Record of Decision will be issued after
weighing economic, social, and technical considerations, as well as the potentially significant environmental
effects described in this FEIS, and after reviewing comments and concerns of the public, agencies, tribes, and
private individuals and organizations, including this commenter’s.
Reclamation and Ecology have jointly prepared the DEIS, SDEIS, and Final EIS, including responses to
comments.

1

Thank you for your comment.

1
2
3
4
5
6

Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Reclamation was not required to respond to comments received on the DEIS as part of preparation of the
SDEIS (40 C.F.R. § 1503.4[a]). All comments on the DEIS and SDEIS have been reviewed, considered, and
responded to by Reclamation and Ecology. They are included in this FEIS.
The purpose and need meets Reclamation's requirements under NEPA and Ecology and Roza's requirements
under SEPA. See responses to Common Issues 3, 4 and 12. As a condition of the Preferred Alternative, Roza
would be required to fund, design, construct, operate and maintain the project, which would result in no
direct federal funding on the project.
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See response to Common Issue 4. The use of "Proposed Action" in the purpose and need section was a
typographical error that has been corrected in this Final EIS. As a condition of the Preferred Alternative, Roza
would be required to fund, design, construct, operate and maintain the project, which would result in no
direct federal funding on the project. Further, the analysis considers the potential impacts of the proposed
project regardless of who is funding the project.
See response to Common Issue 3. Under the Yakima Project Authorization Reclamation has Congressional
Authority for ongoing project maintenance and operation. Operation of KDRPP falls within this authorization.
As a condition of the Preferred Alternative, Roza would be required to fund, design, construct, operate and
maintain the project, which would result in no direct federal funding on the project.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 13.
See response to Common Issue 13.
See response to Common Issue 7.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 8.
The US Forest Service served as a cooperating agency for the purpose of preparing this EIS. As such, they
provided information, comments, and technical expertise to Reclamation and Ecology regarding the
campground and other issues for which they have both legal jurisdiction and special expertise.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment. In addition, Reclamation and Ecology will ensure that the Irrigation Providers
are on mailing lists regarding future operational plans or other information disseminated by the agencies.
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Xerces Society

1

American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
Society
American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
Society
American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
Society
American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
Society
American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
Society
American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
Society

1

WDFW’s Priority Habitat and Species database has been reviewed by Reclamation to assess the presence of
any freshwater mussels in Kachess Reservoir. As a result, no documentation was found. Neither of these
species are recognized by the USFS and BLM as species of conservation and population viability concern. As
the project is implemented project proponents will work with Federal and state agencies to consider potential
impacts to mussels.
Thank you for your comment.

2

Thank you for your comment.

3

Thank you for your comment.

4

Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the
SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North
Tunnel alignment.

5

Thank you for your comment.

6

Thank you for your comment.
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American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
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American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
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Society
American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
Society

7

See response to Common Issue 7.

8

KDRPP will not change TWSA and or other ongoing operations. FEIS has been expanded to address this topic.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS.

9

Thank you for your comment.

10

American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
Society
American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
Society

11

ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5). Please see the response to
Common Issue 13. Depending on the Services’ opinions and the conclusion of the Section 7 consultation
process, Reclamation will be working collaboratively to develop reasonable and prudent alternatives, should
this be necessary. Depending upon timing, this may be included in the ROD as an environmental commitment
or it might be after the ROD.
See Section 1.5 and Appendix A. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to working with all MOU partners to
implement BTE projects through the Federal and State regulatory processes.
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12

The roughened channel design will comply with NMFS (with USFWS approval) design criteria. For the
Preferred Alternative, Roza may choose to contract with WDFW for maintenance and operations of this
facility, including monitoring fish passage performance.
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American Rivers Trout Unlimited Wilderness
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Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon
Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details.
Project proponents will coordinate with WDFW and USFWS to identify measures to provide fish passage
during construction of volitional fish passage at the Narrows, in accordance with requirements of the Service's
biological opinion.

15

During refill operations flow in the Kachess River will be maintained to meet required minimum flow level.

16

A comparison of July-September Title XII target flow impacts has been added to Section 4.3.4.2 and 4.3.7.2 of
the Final EIS. The winter and spring target flows will be maintained at level they would have been under
existing conditions without refill at Kachess.

17

Construction impacts to fish (including the habitat elements that support fish such of riparian and shoreline
vegetation) are addressed for each Alternative in section 4.6 and this impact is broadly characterized as a "loss
of habitat complexity". Construction impacts on fish of the floating pumping plant facility (Alternative 4)
would be similar to those described for Alternative 2. Currently text states that "Permanent reductions in
shoreline vegetation would occur." This FEIS has been expanded to indicate that benthic habitat will be
permanently altered by construction of mooring structures with alternatives 4 and 5C, reducing benthic
habitat complexity, vegetation, and invertebrate productivity, affecting benthic oriented fish species like
mountain whitefish, peamouth, largescale sucker, and threespine stickleback.
See response to Common Issue 15.
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19

statement added about shoreline habitat and more detailed info on reservoir food web etc. is already
provided in section 4.6

20

See response to Common Issue 8.

21

See response to Common Issue 10.

22

Thank you for your comment.

1

Thank you for your comment.

2

Section 1.2 describes Reclamation and Ecology's commitment to the Integrated Plan

3

The KDRPP project is a component of the Integrated Plan selected alterative, which is a comprehensive
program to balance water needs and restore ecosystems in the Yakima River basin.

4

The proposed action provides more sustainable water resources for agricultural, municipal, and domestic
needs, while also helping to restore ecological functions and the health of the riverine environment in the
Yakima River basin as specific action identified in the Integrated Plan. The EIS evaluates KDRPP and KKC in a
site-specific analysis tiered to the Integrated Plan FPEIS and ROD. See Section 1.3 of this FEIS and response to
Common Issue 4.
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The proposed action provides more sustainable water resources for agricultural, municipal, and domestic
needs, while also helping to restore ecological functions and the health of the riverine environment in the
Yakima River basin as specific action identified in the Integrated Plan. The EIS evaluates KDRPP and KKC in a
site-specific analysis tiered to the Integrated Plan FPEIS and ROD. See Section 1.3 of this FEIS and response to
Common Issue 4.
This FEIS presents the how the proposed action addresses the purpose and need, and provides Reponses to
public comments on the DEIS and SDEIS.

7

See response to Common Issue 4.

8

See response to Common Issue 4.

9

See response to Common Issue 4.

10

See response to Common Issue 4.

11

See response to Common Issue 2.

12

Per the purpose of the Integrated Plan, this site-specific action improves availability of water supply.

13

See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on these points.
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15

A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
See response to Common Issue 16.

16

See response to Common Issue 10.

17

See section 1.5.5 of this FEIS.

18

Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association

19

The analysis contained in this FEIS enables a comparison between the Alternatives 4 and 5. Alternative 4 is the
floating pumping plant, and Alternative 5 includes the floating pumping plant plus KKC. Alternative 5 would
enable faster refill of Kachess Reservoir inactive pool but this FEIS demonstrates that KKC is not essential to
meeting the purpose and need for the project. None of the model runs for Alternative 4 indicates return to
maximum pool levels would require 20 years.
The DEIS and SDEIS both state in Section 4.3.2 that Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in
2 to 5 years after a drought. The mention of a 20-year cycle in the DEIS (and SDEIS) is the replacement time of
pumps and associated equipment.
An appendix has been added to this FEIS explaining in more detail the hydrologic modelling used to project
effects to eater resources and other resources in this FEIS. Please note that modelling does not provide a
“prediction” but rather, a projection of reasonably likely water resource responses to the alternatives.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
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22

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged.
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project.
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23

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.

24

To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in
supported documents referenced in the EIS. The Preferred Alternative would not be funded by taxpayers.

25

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.

26

Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.

27

228

Hyak Home
Owners
Association

28

228

Hyak Home
Owners
Association
Hyak Home
Owners
Association

29

ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
Mitigation measures for ESA Threatened and Endangered fish species (bull trout) related to changes in
Kachess Reservoir water levels, including monitoring of the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements, if
warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS which is ongoing, as explained in
section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.
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See response to Common Issue 14.
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34

The Bureau of Reclamation’s Dam Safety Program is in place to confirm that dams are operated and
maintained in a safe manner. The proposed project does not involve modifications to the Kachess or
Keechelus dams; operational changes in Kachess Reservoir proposed under the action alternatives would not
impact the stability of Kachess Dam, which has been subject to fluctuations in reservoir levels throughout its
history.
Figure 4-2 in this FEIS illustrates the surfaces below current low pool elevation.

35

See response to Common Issue 15.

36

See response to Common Issue 15.

37

Section 4.2 of the SDEIS describes risks and related effects of landslides and seismic events.

38

See response to Common Issue 15.
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ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See response to Common Issue 13.
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39

See response to Common Issue 9.

40

See response to Common Issue 8.

41

See response to Common Issue 8.

42

Thank you for your comment.

43

Reclamation and Ecology have jointly prepared the DEIS, SDEIS, and Final EIS, including responses to
comments.

1

Thank you for your comment.

2

Thank you for your comment.

3

Thank you for your comment.

4

BPA is listed as a cooperating agency as they would potentially oversee any power requirements for the
constructed facility.
The SDEIS has been updated regarding the applicability of the Shoreline Management Act. See Section
3.15.2.3.

5

SDEIS-CR-45

Comment
Letter
Number
229

229
229
229

229
229
229
229
229

Commenter

Comment
Number

Wise Use
Movement

6

Wise Use
Movement
Wise Use
Movement
Wise Use
Movement

7

Wise Use
Movement
Wise Use
Movement
Wise Use
Movement
Wise Use
Movement
Wise Use
Movement

10

March 2019

8
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The volitional fish passage channel will convey all flow leaving Little Kachess up to 100 cfs into Big Kachess.
The waters in the volitional fish passage channel will remain the same native headwaters that flow through
the Narrows and into Big Kachess today as they have for thousands of years. The entrance to the volitional fish
passage channel will be comprised of the same alluvium that the Narrows Channel is comprised of now. The
entrance to the volitional fish passage channel will be anywhere from 100 feet away to 2,600 feet away from
the existing entrance to the Narrows channel, depending on the water surface elevation in Big Kachess when
KDRPP and the volitional fish passage channel is in operation. Therefore, there are no known concerns
associated with fish being able to find and enter the volitional fish passage channel. The upstream passage of
fish into Box Creek Canyon is an existing, separate and independent issue from the volitional fish passage
channel at the Narrows.
See response to Common Issue 4.

11

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
BTE was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not included in the Proposed Action, therefore not
carried forward as part of this action because BTE project designs were not sufficiently advanced. In the
future, BTE projects undertaken by Reclamation or Ecology would require separate NEPA or SEPA compliance
prior to implementation. This includes Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation on BTE projects remaining
as part of the Integrated Plan. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to working with all MOU partners to
implement BTE projects through the Federal and State regulatory processes
Workgroup formation and membership is described in Section 1.9.3 of the Integrated Plan Final PEIS, and is
incorporated here by reference.
See response to Common Issue 4.
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Thank you for your comment.

13

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
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Cost for the Integrated Plan are presented in the Integrated Plan FPEIS. Cost for the proposed action are
presented in Section 2.7 of the SDEIS.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
The volitional fish passage channel would convey all flow leaving Little Kachess up to 100 cfs into Big Kachess.
The waters in the volitional fish passage channel will remain the same native headwaters that flow through
the Narrows and into Big Kachess. The entrance to the volitional fish passage channel will be comprised of the
same alluvium that the Narrows Channel is comprised of now. The entrance to the volitional fish passage
channel will be anywhere from 100 feet away to 2,600 feet away from the existing entrance to the Narrows
channel, depending on the water surface elevation in Big Kachess when KDRPP and the volitional fish passage
channel is in operation. Therefore, there are no known concerns associated with fish being able to find and
enter the volitional fish passage channel.
Reclamation and Ecology are committed to working with all MOU partners to implement BTE projects through
the Federal and State regulatory processes, as demonstrated in the Bull Trout Enhancement Memorandum of
Understanding. See Section 1.5.5 and Appendix A of this FEIS.
The KKC project was not presented in this SDEIS as a stand-alone (KKC only) alternative as described in the
DEIS; instead, it was advanced as a component of a KDRPP alternative. Reclamation and Ecology will continue
to analyze KKC for other benefits, consistent with the Integrated Plan.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See response to Common Issue 4.
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See response to Common Issue 7.
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Comment Response

KDRRP would not create new or additional agricultural activities as water supplied by KDRPP would not be
used to serve new irrigated agricultural lands. Greenhouse gas impacts anticipated from KDRPP are described
in Section 4.12 of this FEIS.
See response to Common Issue 2.

26

Section 4.25 of the SDEIS includes the Integrated Plan as part of the present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions.
See response to Common Issue 4.

27

Thank you for your comment.

28

The effects of the proposed project, including beneficial and adverse impacts, are described in Section 4.21
and summarized in the Executive Summary.
Reclamation determined that a public hearing in western Washington was not necessary. Following the Notice
of Availability and the publication of the SDEIS, Reclamation and Ecology held two public meetings (with a
court reporter to record public testimony) in the area where environmental impacts would occur. See Section
5.
The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS
was tiered to the Programmatic EIS but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC
alternatives.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
The US Forest Service is a cooperating agency for this EIS, and is a preparer of the document. The location of
the proposed action with respect to Okanagan-Wenatchee National Forest and the potential impacts are
acknowledged in the EIS along with the US Forest Service's roles and responsibilities with respect to the EIS
and the proposed action.
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Water rights are described in sufficient detail to analyze the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.
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Thank your for your comment.
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Workgroup formation and membership is described in Section 1.9.3 of the Integrated Plan Final PEIS, and is
incorporated here by reference.
Ecology issues a report to the WA. State Legislature periodically to summarize implementation progress.
Information is available in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan
Implementation Status Report 2017 (Department of Ecology 2018).
See Section 1.2.4 of FEIS or https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-supply/Water-supply-projectsEW/Yakima-River-Basin-projects/Yakima-integrated-plan for additional details about Integrated Plan
Implementation.
RCW 90.38.110 directed WSU to do a cost-benefit analysis of individual storage projects, prior to the
Legislature appropriating funds exceeding $100M for water storage projects listed in Integrated Plan.
See response to Common Issue 2.
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See Section 2.3.5 of this FEIS describes volitional fish passage. See Figure 4-3 which displays pool levels under
different scenarios under No Action and the Preferred Alternative.
See response to Common Issue 4.

41

Section 1.8.1 of the SDEIS describes the authorization of YRBWEP in sufficient detail.
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Thank you for your comment.

43

See response to Common Issue 3.

44

Most of the information requested in this comment is out of scope for this FEIS, however the table 3-7 on
page 3-20 of the FPEIS contains the Yakima Project Irrigation District Water Rights in acre-feet per year.
Section 1.4 of SDEIS describes the USFS role in the EIS process.
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46
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This level of detail about YRBWEP Phase II is not required to analyze the impacts of the proposed action and
alternatives.
This is outside the scope of the EIS.

48

This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.

49

See response to Common Issue 4.

50

Section 2.2.1 of the SDEIS clarifies that target flow levels at Keechelus Reservoir have not been an issue since
1996.
Specific crop irrigation requirements are beyond the scope of the EIS. In the RiverWare modeling period,
Kachess Reservoir has not been drawn down below 2197.75 feet in 88 of the 91 years for the No Action
Alternative. In all years, the No Action Alternative remains within existing operating levels.
Environmental analysis of 70% threshold was completed in the Integrated Plan FPEIS. The reference to
"catastrophic loss" is based upon input provided by farm producers during development of the Integrated
Plan. Reclamation has no authority to reduce deliveries to senior water rights holders.
The volitional fish passage channel will convey all flow leaving Little Kachess up to 100 cfs into Big Kachess.
The waters in the volitional fish passage channel will remain the same native headwaters that flow through
the Narrows and into Big Kachess today as they have for thousands of years. The entrance to the volitional fish
passage channel will be comprised of the same alluvium that the Narrows Channel is comprised of now. The
entrance to the volitional fish passage channel will be anywhere from 100 feet away to 2,600 feet away from
the existing entrance to the Narrows channel, depending on the water surface elevation in Big Kachess when
KDRPP and the volitional fish passage channel is in operation. Therefore, there are no known concerns
associated with fish being able to find and enter the volitional fish passage channel.
See response to Common Issue 5.
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Comment Response

Wind data used to assess the moorage requirements and stability of the Floating Pumping Plant Barge were
taken from the nearby Easton Airport.
The nylon net proposed for use in precluding fish from gaining entry into the pump intakes is the same
material as used for constructing net pens for raising salmon or other fish species in a salt water marine
environment. The project proponents would inspect the net annually and repair or replace the net upon
seeing deterioration of the net, as appropriate.
Rigid pipe bridges are commonly used throughout the world. The flexible pipe bridge concept is used on
marine applications; and most notably seen in association with dredging operations where the dredge
discharge line needs to accommodate tides, wind, waves and the constant need to move the dredge itself to
locations that need to be dredged.
Cardanic joints of the type to be used on the floating pumping plant will have a normal design life of between
25 and 50 years (dependent upon the actual service conditions experienced) under continuous operating
conditions. The cardanic joints for this installation will experience only limited periodic operation and minimal
frequency of flexure. Thus, in the envisioned operating conditions, these cardanic joints should have a life
expectancy that will likely exceed the normal design life expectancy.
Thank you for your comment.
Construction impacts to fish (including the habitat elements that support fish such of riparian and shoreline
vegetation) are addressed for each Alternative in section 4.6 and this impact is broadly characterized as a "loss
of habitat complexity". Construction impacts on fish of the floating pumping plant facility (Alternative 4)
would be similar to those described for Alternative 2. Currently text states that "Permanent reductions in
shoreline vegetation would occur." This FEIS has been expanded to indicate that benthic habitat will be
permanently altered by construction of mooring structures with alternatives 4 and 5C, reducing benthic
habitat complexity, vegetation, and invertebrate productivity, affecting benthic oriented fish species like
mountain whitefish, peamouth, largescale sucker, and threespine stickleback.
Approximately 60,000 cubic yards of materials would be dredged. The dredged material will be side cast onto
the floor of the reservoir within a silt curtained area. Far less handling of the dredge spoils if simply side cast
onto the floor of the Reservoir. Additional storage volume not needed that would be added by employing an
upland disposal site.
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Comment Response

The design appraisal report for Alternative 4, which was used for the environmental analysis, was posted on
Reclamation's website concurrently with publication of the SDEIS. It provides design details in addition to
those presented in the SDEIS. It can be found at
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/fppaappraisal.pdf .
The design appraisal report for Alternative 4, which was used for the environmental analysis, was posted on
Reclamation's website concurrently with publication of the SDEIS. It provides design details in addition to
those presented in the SDEIS. It can be found at
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/fppaappraisal.pdf .
See response to Common Issue 16.
Disposal areas have yet to be identified; for this SDEIS analysis, Reclamation assumed the offsite location
would be within 10 miles of the Keechelus Reservoir. An existing quarry near Keechelus Dam may be available
for disposing of the crushed material excavated from the tunnel. Depending on construction timing, WSDOT
could potentially use the material as fill for the I-90 improvement project. Reclamation would ensure that all
required permits and clearances are obtained for use of any material disposal area(s).
Operations impacts were analyzed based on drought relief pumping of up t0 200,000 acre-feet. Operational
characteristics of Alternative 4 that are distinct from other pumping plant alternative are described in this
FEIS. Project proponents and authorizations are described in Sections 1.3 and 1.8 of this FEIS, respectively, and
in response to Common Issue 3.
Reclamation will meet obligations to non-proratable irrigation districts. Pumping would continue while
Kachess Lake is below the existing outlet works. In the period of record analyzed, pumping could last up to 33
months in Alternative 4.
Thank you for your comment. The cross reference has been updated in this FEIS.
Mitigation measures for ESA Threatened and Endangered fish species, including monitoring of fish impacts
downstream of Kachess Dam, if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS
which is ongoing, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in
the EIS supported documents referenced in the EIS (feasibility-level design reports and appraisal report).
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The Bureau of Reclamation’s Dam Safety Program is in place to confirm that dams are operated and
maintained in a safe manner. The proposed project does not involve modifications to the Kachess or
Keechelus dams; operational changes in Kachess Reservoir proposed under the action alternatives would not
impact the stability of Kachess Dam, which has been subject to fluctuations in reservoir levels throughout its
history. Project effects on slope stability and seismic factors are described in Section 4.2.
Figure 3-3 illustrates flows under current conditions, which are the basis of the affected environment.
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These questions are beyond the scope of the EIS.
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78

The purpose of this table is to present target flows established in the Yakima River; these target flows are an
element of the operational requirements that determine how much water needs to be released from
Keechelus and Kachess (and other) Reservoirs.
The RiverWare modeling covered the period from 1926 to 2015 - in this period, the modeled prorationing of
less than 70 percent occurred 15 years. Other questions are beyond the scope of the EIS.
The Keechelus Reservoir drainage area has a much higher average precipitation than the Kachess Reservoir
drainage area. Mean annual precipitation quantities have been added to Tables 3-5 and 3-7 in the Final EIS
As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would improve Keechelus Reach July flow
conditions by 68 days compared to the No Action Alternative, and Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C would improve
Keechelus Reach July flow conditions by 2,635 days compared to the No Action Alternative (out of the period
of record modeled).
Section 3.6.4.3 of the EIS has been updated to include mention of a recently implemented plan to rear coho
salmon at the Sampson Hatchery for reintroduction to the upper Yakima Basin.
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See response to Common Issue 2.
To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in
supported documents referenced in the EIS, and include volitional bull trout passage. The Preferred
Alternative is substantially lower in cost than $500M and would not be funded by taxpayers. The upstream
passage of fish into Box Creek Canyon is an existing, separate and independent issue from the volitional fish
passage channel at the Narrows.
See response to Common Issue 4.
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Figure 3-6 has been updated in the Final EIS to show existing minimum pool and lake separation elevations.
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Water quality is described in Section 3.4 of the SDEIS. Kachess and Kachess Reservoirs are the headwaters of
the Yakima River so they are the initial source of Yakima River water quality. As noted in Section 3.4.7.1,
Ecology rates the overall Yakima River water quality as meeting or exceeding expectations and is of lowest
concern.
Changes in water temperature with each alternative are addressed in section 4.4 Surface Water Quality of the
SDEIS. Water temperatures in Lake Kachess would decrease under most alternative scenarios, except for a
slight increase in late September, with the impacts to fish discussed in section 4.6. The Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Report (BOR 2012) discusses predicted changes in temperature due to climate change
relative to existing temperature problems in the Yakima Basin.
This is outside the scope of the EIS.

83

Temperature change due to the projects are summarized in Section 4.4.2 of the SDEIS.
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Fish passage at Keechelus is not proposed under the Proposed Action.
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Fish passage at Keechelus is not proposed under the Proposed Action.
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Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam,
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.
Please see updates to section 3.6 and 4.6 in the SDEIS which reference recent WDFW and University of
Washington studies of Kachess and Keechelus reservoirs productivity and zooplankton abundance (Hansen et
al. 2017, PSU 2017a). The comparison to sockeye-producing lakes in Alaska by Goodwin and Westley (1967)
refers to Tikchik Lakes system which also supports Chinook, coho, chum, and pink salmon.
Section 3.6.4.3 of the EIS has been updated to include mention of a recently implemented plan to rear coho
salmon at the Sampson Hatchery for reintroduction to the upper Yakima Basin.
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Commenters have identified uncertainty in the range in the number of sockeye passed over Roza Dam
reported by DART, these data have been revised in the FEIS with data from resources other than DART.
Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam,
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.
The listing of the Pacific lamprey as a threated or endangered species is outside of the scope of this EIS.
Evaluation of wetlands at an inventory level to compare EIS alternatives is adequate. Wetlands that will be
directly impacted by the project will be delineated as required for federal, state, and local permits.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
The listing of the Pacific lamprey as a threated or endangered species is outside of the scope of this EIS.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
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98

As outlined in Section 4.9 of this FEIS, Water temperatures are expected to decrease by 1 to 2 degrees in
Kachess Reservoir, which would be a benefit to bull trout. ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife
Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species
to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service
and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific
mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage
improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate
and encourage resident bull trout migration through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see
Section 2.3.5).
Climate change effects on reservoir levels (which influence fish passage) and stream flows, and the effects of
alternatives considering those climate change effects, are described in Section 4.12 of the SDEIS.
Reclamation and Ecology developed more specific information as part of the Yakima River Basin Study
(Reclamation 2011) that focused on the Yakima Basin and that was used as the basis for the Integrated Plan.
See response to Common Issue 17.

99

See response to Common Issue 16.
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The Supplemental EIS provides a description of environmental impacts of the project alternatives, including
those impacts that would occur on National Forest lands (See Supplemental EIS Chapter 4).
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
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The SDEIS has been updated regarding the applicability of the Shoreline Management Act. See Section
3.15.2.3.
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See Sections 3.3 and 4.3 Surface Water Resources of the SDEIS and Section 1.3 of the Integrated Plan PEIS
describes the 70 percent proration level determination. Section 1.3 of the Integrated Plan PEIS states: "A
water supply of 70 percent of proratable water rights during a drought year would provide a minimally
acceptable supply to prevent severe economic losses to farmers. This number was reached following
extensive discussions with stakeholders regarding the lowest level of water supply that could be
accommodated without catastrophic losses to crops, assuming aggressive water management techniques
were employed. This 70 percent threshold is similar to the State of Washington’s definition of a drought
condition contained in RCW 43.83B.400, which recognizes a drought when water supply for a significant
portion of a geographic area falls below 75 percent of normal and is likely to cause undue hardship for various
water uses and users."
As stated in Section 4.4.1 of the SDEIS, these indicators are not addressed because the project is not expected
to affect these parameters.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
Section 1.2.3 in the SDEIS notes that reservoir fish passage is one of the seven elements of the Integrated
Plan's comprehensive package address ecosystem restoration, water supply, and climate change flexibility
issues in the basin. Fish passage at Kachess Dam, while included in the reservoir fish passage element, is not
an objective of the KDRPP and KKC projects; however KDRPP would be designed to not preclude future fish
passage improvements to Kachess Dam consistent with the Integrated Plan.
With the KKC (Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) the addition of nutrients through the conveyance of water from
Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir would cause a small increase in the productivity of Kachess
Reservoir. Generally, zooplankton and benthic invertebrate (fish prey) productivity is estimated to decrease
with all pumping alternatives.
Please see section 4.6 of the SDEIS which describes adverse impacts to benthic invertebrate
productivity (a fish food base) with increased drawdown under pumping alternatives.
The Supplemental EIS provides a description of environmental impacts of the project alternatives, including
those impacts that would occur on National Forest lands (See Supplemental EIS Chapter 4).
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In the period of record analyzed, pumping could last up to 33 months.
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Reclamation's mission includes providing water for irrigated agriculture. The Federal Government does not
make individual cropping decisions.
Table 4-155 of the SDEIS summarizes the economic impacts under adverse climate change conditions
associated with the change in agricultural production attributed to the additional water provided by this
alternative compared with the amount of water provided by Alternative 1.
This text has been removed from the SDEIS.
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Fish passage is an element of the Integrated Plan (and as such is discussed in Section 4.24); it is not part of the
Purpose and Need for the KDRPP and KKC project.
Section 4.25 of the SDEIS considers whether the impacts of KDRPP and KKC could have additive or iterative
effects in combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects in the area with the
defined analysis area. Neither KDRPP nor KKC would have no effect on the recruitment of gravels, small
cobbles, or large woody debris.
The existing National Forest Management Plan was considered in describing the affected environment.
Reclamation has coordinated with the Forest Service as a cooperating agency.
This text has been removed from the SDEIS.

119

The existing National Forest Management Plan was considered in describing the affected environment.
Reclamation has coordinated with the Forest Service as a cooperating agency.
This text has been removed from the SDEIS.

120

This text has been removed from the SDEIS.
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This text has been removed from the SDEIS.
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This text has been removed from the SDEIS.
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See response to Common Issue 8.
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126
1

Thank you for your comment.

230

Wise Use
Movement
Lewis, Ann (KCA,
East Kachess HOA,
Kachess Ridge,
Friends of
Bumping Lake,
North Cascades
CC, CELP,
Snoqualmie Pass
Fire, Yakima
Coalition)
Lewis, Ann, et al

Section 5.5 lists substantive environmental laws only. FACA is a procedural law and would be complied with as
appropriate.
Thank you for your comment. As noted in the Integrated Plan FPEIS (Section 1.9.3) In April 2009, Reclamation
and Ecology initiated the YRBWEP Workgroup to help develop a proposal for an Integrated Water Resource
Management Plan. Current membership includes environmental non-governmental organizations.
Impacts from the artificial channel from Lake Kachess to Box Canyon Creek are outside the scope of this EIS.

2

230
230

Lewis, Ann, et al
Lewis, Ann, et al

3
4

The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS
was tiered to the Programmatic EIS but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC
alternatives.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Both the Yakama Nation and Colville Confederated Tribes are involved and are the two tribes identified as
having a cultural connection to the project area. Both Tribes have been assisting Reclamation in identifying
and addressing any cultural resource concerns that may arise as a part of the project. In response to the
question about potential artifacts unearthed in the future, please note that this specific comment was not
addressed in this FEIS due to NEPA’s no derogation clause at §104 which means that Reclamation retains
responsibility to comply with the specific statutory obligations of NHPA, ARPA, or NAGPRA; however Section
4.18 of this FEIS clarifies that as part of NHPA § 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to implement a
Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and land
management implications to cultural resources.
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The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
See response to Common Issue 6.
See Section 3.3.1 of the SDEIS for a description of Yakima Project operations. The five reservoirs in the Yakima
Project are operated in a coordinated manner to provide for surface water needs of the system as a whole; no
single reservoir is designated to supply the needs of any particular area. Water rights senior to Reclamation's
water right will not be impacted.
The results of the value analysis study concluded that a floating pumping plant would be feasible.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
NEPA allows refinement of the proposed action to get to a preferred alternative. Impacts were fully disclosed
in the SDEIS and this FEIS, and mitigation measures will be stated in the Record of Decision.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
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Thank you for this comment about the terms lake and reservoir. The comment has been noted and will be
included in the record for this EIS; however, the requested change was not made to this FEIS due to the
common, public understanding and historical uses of these terms. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and
SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of
Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water
can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store,
regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or constructed lake, in which water is collected
and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
The 2013 “Yakima River Basin Resource Management” law (2SSB 5367) set the vision for the forest and
authorized the state Board of Natural Resources to enroll the property as the Teanaway Community Forest
under the Community Forest Trust Program. The 2013 state authorizing legislation specifies that if the
214,000 acre feet of water is not developed by 2025, the TCF would be returned to the common school trust.
See Section 1.8.2 of the SDEIS for additional details.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
See Figure 4 -2 in this FEIS for additional illustration of proposed drawdown.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.
See response to Common Issue 13.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS.
See response to Common Issue 11.
See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential
impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of
the water right permitting process
See response to Common Issue 4.
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See response to Common Issue 17.
Specific quantities and management of excavated and fill material for this feature would be further refined as
part of final design, if KKC is included in the selected alternative.
As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may
occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality).
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)."
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with
fish foraging and growth.
No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout
much of the areas surrounding the project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied
by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess east shore and they have never been
detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered
to have no potential effects on northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are
present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 2.
The DEIS used the 2012 303(d) list, which was the most updated list at the time of the report. The SDEIS used
the 2014 303(d) list, which was published between the releases of the DEIS and the SDEIS. As noted in Table 39 of the SDEIS, PCBs were listed due to being found in fish tissue and do not have a known source. PCBs were
found in fish throughout the river and the reservoirs; downstream Yakima River fish were found to have
higher levels of PCBs than upper Yakima River and reservoir fish.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
Impacts from construction for each alternative and each resource are described in Chapter 4 of this FEIS.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for this comment about the terms lake and reservoir. The comment has been noted and will be
included in the record for this EIS; however, the requested change was not made to this FEIS due to the
common, public understanding and historical uses of these terms. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and
SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of
Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water
can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store,
regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or constructed lake, in which water is collected
and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged.
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 4. Further, a pumping plant at Keechelus Reservoir is not feasible to provide
the volume of water needed. Moreover, releases from Keechelus adversely impact fish habitat below
Keechelus Dam to Lake Easton.
The SDEIS is a standalone document that can be read on its own, but it was prepared to supplement the 2015
Draft EIS.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
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See response to Common Issue 4. Roza and other potentially participating entities are currently improving
canals to improve conservation.
See response to Common Issue 5.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Groundwater storage is an element in the Integrated Plan selected alternative, and as such is part of the
comprehensive strategy to address ecosystem restoration, water supply and climate change flexibility issues
in the Yakima basin.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 9.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Wildlife would continue to have access to water under drought relief pumping.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Thank you for your comment.
Modeling used for environmental analysis included multi-year drought (1992 through 1994). Surface water
resource impacts for multiple drought years are included in Section 4.3 and are results were used in other
applicable impact assessments.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 17.
Operational impacts from the proposed project are addressed throughout Chapter 4 of the SDEIS.
The construction and operational impacts of the proposed project on wildlife are addressed in Section 4.8 and
on groundwater in Section 4.5 of the EIS.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 4.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
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Habitat connectivity and migration routes discussed in Section 3.8.2 and impacts to migration in Section 4.8
Restoration scenarios referenced in Section 4.6 of the SDEIS are Big Kachess tributary connections to Lake
Kachess (Gale, Thetis, and Lodge creeks. Information on potential restoration actions can be found in
Reclamation 2005, Phase I Assessment Report Storage Dam Fish Passage Study Yakima Project, Washington,
Technical Series No. PN-YDFP-001. U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation Pacific Northwest
Region, Boise, Idaho, Chapter 5: Tributary Habitat Conditions. Future restoration actions could include
removal of man-made barriers such as culverts and restoration of riparian and stream channel conditions
that do not meet USFS Forest Plan standards.
The adverse effects to the zooplankton could adversely affect bull trout, an ESA-listed species. Mitigation
measures for ESA Threatened and Endangered fish species related to changes in Kachess Reservoir water
levels (and zooplankton), if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS which is
ongoing, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Actions would require review and approval of Ecology under the Clean Water Act.
In a typical year, the proposed alternatives for pumping and drawdown would typically begin around August,
but depending on drought duration and severity could begin as early as June and may continue to pump while
the reservoir is below the outlet works to meeting flow obligations ending in late September or early October.
Most species spawn early enough in the year that larval stages would not be present in the lake in June, with
the exception of Northern pike minnow that spawn in summer.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Both Kachess Reservoir and Keechelus Reservoir were both identified as containing PCBs in both the Draft EIS
and the SDEIS.
See response to Common Issue 16.
It is unclear what the exact comment was that you heard during a particular public meeting, but we would like
to respond that the statement about not increasing the amount of irrigated land is correct; consequently, no
change was made to this FEIS. By way of explanation, if additional irrigated land or acres are proposed for
addition to an existing Reclamation project area, that action is called an inclusion. An inclusion is viewed as a
discretionary action undertaken by Reclamation and as such, it would require its own NEPA and other
environmental reviews. No inclusion is proposed for this action.
See response to Common Issue 9.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the
SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North
Tunnel alignment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
The purpose and need for the proposed action are described in the EIS Executive Summary and in Section 1.3.
Thank you for your comment.
Power requirements for the East Shore and South Pumping Plants (Alternatives 2 and 3) were estimated
during the feasibility study of KDRPP performed in 2014. They account for years when pumping is not
required; years when drought-relief pumping is performed; and years when refill operations are under way.
The power cost reported in Table 2-5 of the SDEIS shows results for those two alternatives. The power cost for
the floating pumping plant (Alternative 4) was a rough estimate using engineering judgment. It is based on
changes in the pumping units and physical configuration of Alternative 4 in comparison with Alternatives 2
and 3. All values are discounted over the 100 year period analyzed. The $5M power cost shown for Alternative
4 is equivalent to approximately $17.5M over the 100 year period without discounting.
Thank you for your comment. Executive Order 13783 (March 28, 2017) withdrew documents regarding social
cost of carbon as no longer consistent with government policy. GHG and climate change assessment was
retained in the SDEIS and FEIS based on public scoping and at the request of Ecology, but did not include using
social cost of carbon as an assessment tool.
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To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in
supported documents referenced in the EIS. The Preferred Alternative is substantially lower in cost than
$450M and would not be funded by taxpayers.
Specific cost were not developed for this EIS, however slope stability will be monitored and erosion control
will be implemented, as needed. See response to Issue 12 (Slope Stability)
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 10.
The DEIS evaluates the socioeconomic impacts of the alternatives. It is not intended to serve, nor is it required
to serve as a benefit-cost analysis of the project (40 CFR 1502.23). Other documents prepared by Reclamation
and Ecology serve this function, and are cited in the EIS.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See response to Common Issue 17.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Runoff water coming into lower Kittitas County during the spring supplies irrigation demands and
supplements downstream Yakima River instream flows.
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See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment.
Section 5 of the Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
A water supply of 70 percent of proratable water rights during a drought year would provide a minimally
acceptable supply to prevent severe economic losses to farmers. This number was reached following
extensive discussions with stakeholders regarding the lowest level of water supply that could be
accommodated without catastrophic losses to crops, assuming aggressive water management techniques
were employed. This 70 percent threshold is similar to the State of Washington’s definition of a drought
condition contained in RCW 43.83B.400, which recognizes a drought when water supply for a significant
portion of a geographic area falls below 75 percent of normal and is likely to cause undue hardship for various
water uses and users.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 17.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Runoff water coming into lower Kittitas County during the spring supplies irrigation demands and
supplements downstream Yakima River instream flows.
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See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 10.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
As shown in Table 4-36 of the SDEIS, under Alternatives 5A, 5B or 5C an average annual volume of 81,170
acre-feet would be transferred from Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir with a maximum annual
volume transferred of 143,758 acre-feet.
Snow removal activities along I-90 are outside of the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
This EIS is the environmental study of the proposed project.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 15.
The effects of climate change on fish is considered and described in Section 4.6 of the SDEIS.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See response to Common Issues 8 and 12.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project. How they fund the project is outside the scope of the EIS. However,
Reclamation expects that any authorization will contain provisions that ensure financial responsibility for all
mitigation.
See response to Common Issue 3.
See response to Common Issue 8.
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ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
Whenever the reservoir falls below the existing gravity outlet, the water stored cannot be delivered to
downstream users except by pumping. During the refill period, there will be times when this occurs, and
pumping will be needed to satisfy contracts for water deliveries downstream.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 17.
As described in Section 2.5.1.1, the floating pumping plan intake will be 18 feet below the water surface.
Impacts to Lake Kachess water temperature are discussed in Section 4.4.6.2 of the SDEIS. The effects of the
change in water temperature on bull trout are discussed in Section 4.6.6.2 of the SDEIS. Pumping large
volumes of warm water from near-surface depths would improve the general thermal conditions for growth
for cold water salmonid species in Kachess Reservoir like bull trout, however Overall, the potential benefits
of improved thermal conditions for growth are not expected to be significant because of the loss of
zooplankton production that is also anticipated under Alternative 4.
See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential
impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of
the water right permitting process
Operations during the project’s construction periods will need to be planned carefully to manage impacts to
water users, the flip-flop operation and associated fisheries resources. Details of the temporary constructionrelated drawdown would be developed during a subsequent design stage, in consultation with Yakima Project
users, state and federal fish and wildlife agencies and the Yakama Nation.
Disposal areas have yet to be identified; for this SDEIS analysis, Reclamation assumed the offsite location
would be within 10 miles of the Keechelus Reservoir. An existing quarry near Keechelus Dam may be available
for disposing of the crushed material excavated from the tunnel. Depending on construction timing, WSDOT
could potentially use the material as fill for the I-90 improvement project. Reclamation would ensure that all
required permits and clearances are obtained for use of any material disposal area(s).
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As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may
occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality).
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)."
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with
fish foraging and growth.
No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout
much of the areas surrounding the project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied
by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess east shore and they have never been
detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered
to have no potential effects on northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are
present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area.
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to
recreation.
The SDEIS presents impacts based on preliminary designs to provide a reasonable comparison of alternatives.
Specific areas and costs easements or other property acquisition would be confirmed as part of final design of
a selected alternative.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs to refill
Kachess Reservoir after a drought while meeting Project obligations. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further
information.
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The long-term effects of the proposed project are outlined in Chapter 4 of the EIS.
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Many bull trout undertake spawning migrations as early as mid-July, when tributaries may still have adequate
flow, then hold until spawning in September and October. Other bull trout may attempt to migrate upstream
just before spawning and if prevented from access to high quality spawning areas may attempt to spawn in
lower quality habitat near their natal tributary, or may stray into other tributaries.
See response to Common Issue 17.
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See response to Common Issue 10.
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Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 8.
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If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged.
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
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Water will remain in Kachess Reservoir under all foreseeable conditions. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for
additional detail.
The alternatives under consideration are outlined in Chapter 2 of the SDEIS.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 7.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged.
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project.
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It is Reclamation policy to avoid impacts and leave cultural materials in place. If that is not feasible cultural
materials will be recovered scientifically in advance of construction. Recovered materials will be curated at a
museum which meets federal standards. As part of Section 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to
implement a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and
land management implications to cultural resources.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged.
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 4.
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Thank you for your comment.
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Currently no anadromous salmon exist in Lake Kachess. Reintroduction of anadromous salmon into upper
Yakima Basin reservoirs is occurring first in Cle Elum Reservoir. At this time, a plan to reintroduce anadromous
salmon to Lake Kachess has not been developed. Effects to resident salmonids like bull trout, kokanee,
rainbow trout and cutthroat trout are discussed in the SDEIS, section 4.6.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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As shown in Table 4-36 of the SDEIS, under Alternatives 5A, 5B or 5C an average annual volume of 81,170
acre-feet would be transferred from Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir with a maximum annual
volume transferred of 143,758 acre-feet.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Climate change is specifically considered with respect to water. Sections 3.12 and 4.12 of the SDEIS provide
descriptions of the effects of climate change. With respect to your comment on No Solar on our Farm Lands,
this part of your comment is beyond to scope of the action analyzed in this EIS, but your comment has been
noted and will be included in the record for this EIS.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 3.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Following the Draft EIS, Ecology conducted a review of groundwater elevations around Kachess Lake,
downstream of the reservoir, Lake Easton will continue to serve as a recharge boundary and maintain
groundwater levels near the lake.
Estimation of the number of bull trout that could potentially be encountered and/or killed in construction and
operation of the preferred alternative will be calculated in consultation with USFWS under the Endangered
Species Act. Consultation with The USFWS and NMFS which is ongoing, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the
SDEIS.
See response to Common Issue 11.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 17.
See response to Common Issue 3.
Disposal areas have yet to be identified; for this SDEIS analysis, Reclamation assumed the offsite location
would be within 10 miles of the Keechelus Reservoir. An existing quarry near Keechelus Dam may be available
for disposing of the crushed material excavated from the tunnel. Depending on construction timing, WSDOT
could potentially use the material as fill for the I-90 improvement project. Reclamation would ensure that all
required permits and clearances are obtained for use of any material disposal area(s).
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As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may
occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality).
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)."
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with
fish foraging and growth.
No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout
much of the areas surrounding the project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied
by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess east shore and they have never been
detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered
to have no potential effects on northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are
present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Acquisition of real property interests based on design concepts for the alternatives are summarized in Section
4.15 of the SDEIS. Reclamation would comply with Federal property acquisition policies. Reclamation would
survey properties before construction to determine whether acquisition is required. Reclamation would follow
the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42
USC 4601) and the procedures described in the 2003 Reclamation Manual Directives and Standards LND 06-01
for any property or easement acquisition.
The DEIS used the 2012 303(d) list, which was the most updated list at the time of the report. The SDEIS used
the 2014 303(d) list, which was published between the releases of the DEIS and the SDEIS. As noted in Table 39 of the SDEIS, PCBs were listed due to being found in fish tissue and do not have a known source. PCBs were
found in fish throughout the river and the reservoirs; downstream Yakima River fish were found to have
higher levels of PCBs than upper Yakima River and reservoir fish.

SDEIS-CR-77

Comment
Letter
Number
299

Commenter

Brandt, Gordon

17

299

Brandt, Gordon

18

299
300

Brandt, Gordon
Carmody, Tom

19
1

301
302
302

Curd, Kevin
Fountain, Jean
Fountain, Jean

1
1
2

302

Fountain, Jean

3

March 2019

Comment
Number

Comment Response

It is Reclamation policy to avoid impacts and leave cultural materials in place. If that is not feasible cultural
materials will be recovered scientifically in advance of construction. Recovered materials will be curated at a
museum which meets federal standards. As part of Section 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to
implement a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and
land management implications to cultural resources.
Normal reservoir operations would continue during construction, and Kachess Reservoir would not be drawn
down for construction purposes below the current operations drawdown.
See response to Common Issue 3.
Thank you for this comment about the terms lake and reservoir. The comment has been noted and will be
included in the record for this EIS; however, the requested change was not made to this FEIS due to the
common, public understanding and historical uses of these terms. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and
SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of
Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water
can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store,
regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or constructed lake, in which water is collected
and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project. Roza Irrigation District and potentially other
participating proratable irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 16.
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Thank you for this comment about the terms lake and reservoir. The comment has been noted and will be
included in the record for this EIS; however, the requested change was not made to this FEIS due to the
common, public understanding and historical uses of these terms. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and
SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of
Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water
can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store,
regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or constructed lake, in which water is collected
and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )
Thank you for your comment.
Throughout Section 4.3 of the SDEIS, details were added that describe impacts to streamflow and water
levels during refill periods.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 16.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
See response to Common Issue 9.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
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Following the Draft EIS, Ecology conducted a review of groundwater elevations around Kachess Lake,
downstream of the reservoir, Lake Easton will continue to serve as a recharge boundary and maintain
groundwater levels near the lake.
Thank you for your comment. This FEIS has been updated to include more specific information on private
property and homes in the project area.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS.
See responses to Common Issues 4 and 5.
See response to Common Issue 2.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
See response to Common Issue 11.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Individual farmers make independent decisions about which crops they plant and the benefits or costs of
those plantings. Such decisions are beyond the scope of this EIS.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
As co-lead agencies, Reclamation and Ecology jointly prepared these responses to comments. And you will
receive this FEIS and ROD when they are released.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for the comment, as well as the attached photos of turf lawn. The comment and photos will be
included in the record for this EIS. Please note that Reclamation project water is delivered to contractors
primarily for agricultural purposes, although municipalities may also receive project water.
Thank you for your comment.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 17.
See response to Common Issue 14.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 16.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
As described in Section 4.3.4.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir could be below the existing outlet level for
multiple years in a row during a multi-year drought.
See response to Common Issue 7.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Owens, Joann
Owens, Joann
Owens, Joann
Owens, Joann
Owens, Joann
Owens, Joann
Owens, Joann
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Owens, Rachel
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See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged.
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 9.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
See response to Common Issue 8.
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Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Kittitas Reclamation District has embarked on a program to increase canal efficiencies. In addition, the
Integrated Plan contains a comprehensive package of strategies to address ecosystem restoration, water
supply, and climate change flexibility issues in the Yakima River Basin. It includes seven elements, including
surface water storage and groundwater storage, and enhanced water conservation (see Section 1.2.3). As
such, the Integrated Plan evaluated, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of
alternative strategies to address identified needs, including conservation, storage, water marketing, and other
methods. The Integrated Plan Final Programmatic EIS (March 2012) assessed impacts from all seven elements.
In July 2013, Reclamation published the Record of Decision (2013 Integrated Plan ROD) to implement the
Integrated Plan in cooperation with Ecology and other Federal, State, local, and Tribal partners. The selected
alternative presented in the 2013 Integrated Plan ROD implements the Integrated Plan, and identifies specific
actions for further analysis in tiered NEPA reviews. The project-level Draft EIS and SDEIS on KKC and KDRPP
address impacts of these projects, and as such do not evaluate other elements identified in the Integrated
Plan’s selected alternative. However the interrelationships are described in Section 2.1 of the SDEIS.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Cle Elum will be raised by approximately 3 feet, which is not part of this proposed action.
Thank you for your comment.
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9
10
1
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See response to Common Issue 9.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 10.
As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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7

Throughout Section 4.3 of the DEIS, details were added that describe impacts to streamflow and water levels
during refill periods.
The effects of lowered water elevations on connections between Lake Kachess and tributary streams have
been quantified in terms of days in which water elevation falls below critical elevations, summarized in section
4.3 and table 4-4 of the SDEIS. An increase in drawdown with the proposed alternatives is likely to have an
adverse impact on connectivity between the lake and tributaries and associated adverse impact on fish,
including bull trout. When Keechelus Reservoir level falls below elevation 2,466, bull trout access to its
tributaries is adversely affected. This impact is summarized in Table 4-4. For all alternatives, Keechelus
Reservoir typically falls below elevation 2,466 from August to November. Under Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C,
Keechelus Reservoir levels would fall below elevation 2,466 in 11 fewer years than under Alternative 1 (from
80 years for Alternative 1 to 69 years for Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) but for an additional 5 days per year in
years Keechelus Reservoir levels fall below elevation 2,466.
The effects of lowered water elevations on connections between Lake Kachess and tributary streams have
been quantified in terms of days in which water elevation falls below critical elevations, summarized in section
4.3 and table 4-4 of the SDEIS. An increase in drawdown with the proposed alternatives is likely to have an
adverse impact on connectivity between the lake and tributaries and associated adverse impact on fish,
including bull trout. When Keechelus Reservoir level falls below elevation 2,466, bull trout access to its
tributaries is adversely affected. This impact is summarized in Table 4-4. For all alternatives, Keechelus
Reservoir typically falls below elevation 2,466 from August to November. Under Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C,
Keechelus Reservoir levels would fall below elevation 2,466 in 11 fewer years than under Alternative 1 (from
80 years for Alternative 1 to 69 years for Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) but for an additional 5 days per year in
years Keechelus Reservoir levels fall below elevation 2,466.
The groundwater elevation around Kachess is approximately 60 feet below the ground surface. The effects of
drawdown under KDRPP on groundwater would not impact the forest surrounding Kachess Reservoir.
See response to Common Issue 16.
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Thank you for your comment.

9

Thank you for your comment.

1

Thank you for your comment.
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Benediktsson,
Lynn
Benediktsson,
Lynn
Benediktsson,
Lynn
Benediktsson,
Lynn
Benediktsson,
Lynn
Benediktsson,
Lynn
Benediktsson,
Lynn
Benediktsson,
Lynn

1

Thank you for your comment.

2

Thank you for your comment.

3

See response to Common Issue 4.

4

See response to Common Issue 4.

5

See responses to Common Issue 8 and 12

6

See response to Common Issue 8.

7

This EIS serves as the assessment of the environmental impacts.

8

349

Benediktsson,
Lynn

9

349

Benediktsson,
Lynn

10

349

Benediktsson,
Lynn
Benediktsson,
Tom
Benediktsson,
Tom

11

Mitigation measures for ESA Threatened and Endangered fish species, including for bull trout habitat
fragmentation, if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS which is ongoing,
as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Reclamation is working with the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes in regards to potential
impacts to resources of tribal concern, and they are consulted with on a continual basis. It is Reclamation
policy to avoid impacts and leave cultural materials in place, if at all possible. As part of Section 110
responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to implement a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to
address ongoing and future operational and land management implications to cultural resources.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area.
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to
recreation.
Thank you for your comment.

1

Thank you for your comment.

2

See response to Common Issue 4.
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Benediktsson,
Tom
Benediktsson,
Tom
Benediktsson,
Tom
Benediktsson,
Tom
Benediktsson,
Tom
Benediktsson,
Tom
Benediktsson,
Tom

3

See response to Common Issue 4.

4

7

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Sections 3.12 and 4.12 describe the implication of climate change on reservoir operations, including refill for
action alternatives.
Yes, pumping will draw the reservoir pool down below the pool level of the original lake. See Appendix F of
the Final EIS.
See response to Common Issue 8.

8

See response to Common Issue 10.

9

10

351
352
352
352

Benediktsson,
Tom
Bondarenko, Raya
Brewer, Lynn
Brewer, Lynn
Brewer, Lynn

Drought relief pumping would expose areas and make them susceptible to erosion. As noted in Section 4.2:
Under all alternatives, drawdown associated with the operation of KDRPP would result in exposure of up to
about 628 acres of shoreline at Kachess Reservoir. If reservoir rim stability or erosion are identified following
drawdown, Reclamation would implement erosion control measures to minimize the impacts.
Thank you for your comment.
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Brewer, Lynn
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Charlie
de la Chapelle,
Charlie
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Thank you for attaching the geological assessment of your well. We have reviewed it and it will be included in
the project record for this EIS.
Thank you for your comment.
Risks of contamination to groundwater from project-related activities are very low. Such risks and proposed
measures to avoid and minimize risks are described in Section 4.5 of this FEIS.
Thank you for your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
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de la Chapelle,
Charlie
de la Chapelle,
Charlie

3

Section 4.12 describes how climate change would affect the project's performance.

4

de la Chapelle,
Charlie
de la Chapelle,
Charlie

5

A comparative analysis of flows under different alternatives up to the Wapato Reach (Parker) is provided in
section 4.3 Surface Water. As explained in section 4.3, the drought-year changes in flow downstream of Roza
Dam would remain within current operating flows experienced in most years. Downstream from Roza Dam to
the Parker gage, the relative change in streamflow would be less than in upstream reaches because some or
most of the additional water supplied by KDRPP would be diverted. Any remaining increased supply could be
diverted by WIP at Wapato Dam. The small change in streamflow downstream from Parker gage on the
Yakima River would occur as Kachess Reservoir refills after a drought. The change would occur in winter and
spring. As summarized in Tables 4-32 and 4-33 (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4), winter and spring flows at Parker are
reduced by up to 1.2 percent. During refill years, high exceedance flows are reduced by 2.9 percent. As
summarized In Tables 4-69 and 4-70 (Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) winter and spring flows are reduced by up
to 1.6 percent. During refill years, high exceedance flows are reduced by 4.6 percent. In the SDEIS, recent
analyses were used to update the foodweb and productivity relationships in Kachess Reservoir (See Hansen et
al. 2017) and recent counts of salmon (including sockeye salmon) at Roza Dam (section 3.6).
Thank you for your comment.

Duncanson,
Harold
Duncanson,
Harold
Duncanson,
Harold
Duncanson,
Harold
Duncanson,
Harold

1

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project. How they fund the project is outside the scope of the EIS. However,
Reclamation expects that any authorization will contain provisions that ensure financial responsibility for all
mitigation.
Thank you for your comment.

2

Thank you for your comment.

3

The SDEIS comment period was 90 days, which is substantially longer than 45-day comment period required.

4

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 16.
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Duncanson,
Harold
Duncanson,
Harold
Elder, James and
Barbara
Erickson, Brandon
Fountain, AP
Fountain, AP
Fountain, Tim
Fountain, Tim
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See response to Common Issue 4.
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Thank you for your comment.

1

Thank you for your comment.

1
1
2
1
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Fountain, Tim
Garrison, Neil and
Tom
Garrison, Neil and
Tom
Garrison, Neil and
Tom
Garrison, Neil and
Tom

3
1

Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 9.
As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs to refill
Kachess Reservoir after a drought while meeting Project obligations. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further
information.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.

2

Thank you for your comment.

3

Thank you for your comment.

4

Garrison, Neil and
Tom

5

The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Thank you for your comment.
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Gold, Raelene

7

361

Gold, Raelene
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Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 9.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 9.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 8.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.
WDFW’s Priority Habitat and Species database has been reviewed by Reclamation to assess the presence of
any freshwater mussels in Kachess Reservoir. As a result, no documentation was found. Neither of these
species are recognized by the USFS and BLM as species of conservation and population viability concern. As
the project is implemented project proponents will work with Federal and state agencies to consider potential
impacts to mussels.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Gratama, Candace
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Guilfoyle, Josh
Guilfoyle, Josh
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Guilfoyle, Josh
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See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 10.
The DEIS and SDEIS both state in Section 4.3.2 that Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in
2 to 5 years after a drought. The mention of a 20-year cycle in the DEIS (and SDEIS) is the replacement time of
pumps and associated equipment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you (as well as commenters 412, 453) for attaching a photograph of what appears to be organic
matter—not solid waste. While we cannot comment on whether this particular substance would be classified
as a pollutant under the legal definition at 33 USC §1362(6), please be assured that the WDFW maintains the
fish passage at Box Canyon Creek in compliance with all applicable sections of the Clean Water Act and all
applicable state and local laws.
Impacts from the artificial channel from Lake Kachess to Box Canyon Creek are outside the scope of this EIS.
Thank you for your comment.
As stated in Section 4.3.2, under KDRPP, Kachess Reservoir water levels would be below the existing low level
outlet in portions of 32 to 34 years (out of 91 years modeled). This assumes the full 200,000 acre-feet, which is
a maximum pumping scenario. See Appendix F for additional information on frequency and magnitude of
operational scenarios.
Reclamation and Ecology determined that, at this time, the benefits of KKC in terms of enhancing water
supply did not merit its consideration as a standalone project. However, the contribution to refill of Kachess
Reservoir when KDRPP would operate warranted consideration as a component of KDRPP. See Section 1.5.4.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 4.
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Hamilton, Alistair
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Harris, Sophie
Haugen, Geraldine
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2

If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Impacts to wildlife habitat is described in Section 4.8 of the SDEIS.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be included in the record for this EIS. No change was
made to this FEIS in response.
Reponses to the DEIS comments are also included in this comment response appendix.

3

Thank you for your comment.

4

Thank you for your comment.

5

See response to Common Issue 4.

6

Thank you for your comment.

7

See response to Common Issue 4.

8

See response to Common Issue 4.

9

As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs to refill
Kachess Reservoir after a drought while meeting Project obligations. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further
information.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS.
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Henderson,
Edward
Henderson,
Edward
Henderson,
Edward
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Thank you for your comment.
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Henderson,
Edward
Henderson,
Edward
Henderson,
Edward
Henderson,
Edward
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Henderson,
Edward
Henderson,
Edward
Henderson,
Edward
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Henderson,
Edward
Henderson,
Edward
Hendricks, Brooke

21

Deign studies for KDRPP and KKC are referenced in the SDEIS and FEIS and are located on the Reclamation
website: https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kdrpp/ and https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/
Staging areas for construction have been identified in the DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS. Disposal of materials (like
excavated soils) has been estimated and management of those materials has been characterized in a manner
sufficient to allow a reasonable disclosure and comparison of alternatives. Quantities and specific
management like transportation will be further defined as part of final design of a selected alternative.
Materials will be managed in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Suitability of material and specific management like transportation will be further defined as part of final
design of a selected alternative.
The alignment corridor for the KKC North Tunnel is described in this FEIS. The specific location within the
corridor would be defined as part of final design, if included in the selected alternative.
Additional design information is available in the KKC feasibility-level design report at
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/2018kkcfesdesign.pdf .
The DEIS and SDEIS document positive economic impacts of the projects in terms of increased jobs and
income from construction and crop production that likely otherwise would not occur in the region. A separate
document, "Economic Analyses of the Proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant" (ECONorthwest 2015)
documents the direct economic benefits of the project, in terms of increased value of agricultural production.
As noted in Section 1.5.4 of the SDEIS, KKC is not presented as a stand-alone alternative and is a component of
a KDRPP alternative. The Preferred Alternative in this FEIS does not include construction of KKC.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Kachess Dam currently does not have facilities for upstream fish passage, and the proposed action will not
change this condition. The design of the proposed action does not preclude future installation of fish passage
facilities at Kachess Dam.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.

1

Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
The SDEIS comment period was 90 days, which is substantially longer than 45-day comment period required.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 3.
See response to Common Issue 8.
The DEIS and SDEIS both state in Section 4.3.2 that Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in
2 to 5 years after a drought. The mention of a 20-year cycle in the DEIS (and SDEIS) is the replacement time of
pumps and associated equipment.
See response to Common Issue 13.
See response to Common Issue 9.
As described in Section 2.3, drought years are defined by the State of Washington when water supply for a
significant portion of a geographic area fall below 75 percent of normal and is likely to cause undue hardship
for various water uses and users. Reclamation would manage Kachess Reservoir pumping in addition to the
Yakima Project reservoirs as a system to increase prorationing up to 70 percent.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Reclamation and Ecology had project engineer’s review your proposal or possible draft alternative, but they
did not find it viable at this time and for this place or sufficiently different from those studied in this FEIS. That
said, please note that Reclamation engineers are investigating similar ideas called floatovoltaics or floating
solar photovoltaic arrays for the Southwest. These would not work in the Pacific Northwest, but innovative
ideas like yours are and will continue to be investigated. Your comment will be included in the project record.
We hope you keep “…wearing your scientist hat.”
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.

1
1

Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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This comment is outside the scope of the Proposed Action.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS
was tiered to the Programmatic EIS but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC
alternatives.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Reclamation has identified the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes as Tribes with a cultural
connection with the project area. Reclamation continues to work with these Tribes in addressing potential
impacts to resources of tribal concern.
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The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
The results of the value analysis study concluded that a floating pumping plant would be feasible.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
You questioned why a preferred alternative was not identified and whether there was a change in scope from
the IP. There is a difference in scope between the programmatic IP (from which this site-specific action is
tiered) and the action analyzed here. This action is not intended to encompass all components or elements of
the broader, programmatic IP. As to the identification of the agency’s preferred alternative, the agencies had
no preference for one alternative over another at the SDEIS stage. The intent was to receive and review
comments on the alternatives and impacts, and after careful weighing of comments, the agencies would
select a preferred alternative that would be identified in the Final EIS. Please note that this is in compliance
with the CEQ regulations at §1502.14(e) which states that if the responsible official has no preference at the
draft stage, a preferred alternative need not be identified at that time, but by the time the Final EIS is filed,
§1502.14(e) requires the selection of a preferred alternative. The identification of the Floating Pumping Plant
as the preferred alternative in this FEIS is based on a review of comments and concerns, and based on the
missions of the two agencies. Reclamation and Ecology believe this would fulfill both agencies’ statutory
missions and responsibilities, while considering the economic, environmental, technical and other factors.
See response to Common Issue 8.
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The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
The 2013 “Yakima River Basin Resource Management” law (2SSB 5367) set the vision for the forest and
authorized the state Board of Natural Resources to enroll the property as the Teanaway Community Forest
under the Community Forest Trust Program. The 2013 state authorizing legislation specifies that if the
214,000 acre feet of water is not developed by 2025, the TCF would be returned to the common school trust.
See Section 1.8.2 of the SDEIS for additional details.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
See Figure 4 -2 in this FEIS for additional illustration of proposed drawdown.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS.
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See response to Common Issue 11.
See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential
impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of
the water right permitting process
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 17.
Specific quantities and management of excavated and fill material for this feature would be further refined as
part of final design, if KKC is included in the selected alternative.
As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may
occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality).
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)."
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with
fish foraging and growth.
No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout
much of the areas surrounding the project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied
by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess east shore and they have never been
detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered
to have no potential effects on northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are
present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 2.
The DEIS used the 2012 303(d) list, which was the most updated list at the time of the report. The SDEIS used
the 2014 303(d) list, which was published between the releases of the DEIS and the SDEIS. As noted in Table 39 of the SDEIS, PCBs were listed due to being found in fish tissue and do not have a known source. PCBs were
found in fish throughout the river and the reservoirs; downstream Yakima River fish were found to have
higher levels of PCBs than upper Yakima River and reservoir fish.
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As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
During construction Kachess reservoir would release flows early in the season to meet demands in the System.
The goal would be to release Kachess water but not “waste” any water. This would accelerate Kachess usage
so that construction could begin as early as possible in the late summer or early fall. Kachess flow would then
likely be low in the fall. This would impact mini-flip-flop so that the Keechelus reach would not be open for
spawning during construction
As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Pumps would be used when water levels are below the existing gravity outlet to provide flow to the Kachess
River.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
Keechelus Reservoir water levels will be managed such that transfers to Kachess Reservoir would occur when
there is sufficient water available.
None of the alternatives affect river flows in such a way that will impact tribal hatcheries.
Lake Easton will continue to have water in drought years.
The proposed project would not impact Lake Easton reservoir levels.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area.
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to
recreation.
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See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 8.
These effects are not reasonably foreseeable, and are outside the scope of this review.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged.
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 17.
As shown in Section 2.3, backup diesel generators are proposed to be located away from Kachess Reservoir.
As discussed in Section 4.4.10, appropriate spill response plans will be developed to prevent spills from
entering receiving waters.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
The potential locations of the pumping plant are described in Chapter 2 of the EIS.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Pumped water would go to participating proratable entities.
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Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.

1
1

See responses to Common Issue 8 and 9.
Thank you for your comment.

2

See response to Common Issue 4.

1
2
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Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
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Newman,
Katherine
Newman,
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The Integrated Plan selected alternative includes and enhanced water conservation element that is part of the
comprehensive strategy presented in the Integrated Plan Final PEIS. The KDRPP and KKC projects are also part
of that integrated plan. The KDRPP and KKC EIS addresses those specific projects, and is tiered off of the
Integrated Plan Final PEIS.
The cost of drip irrigation is outside the scope of this EIS. For additional details about alternatives considered,
see response to Common Issue 4.
Section 4.11 describes operational effects on air quality, including dust generated by additional exposed
shoreline area with KDRPP alternatives. The additional exposed shoreline could increase the amount of
windblown dust, but shoreline materials are mostly stable. Therefore, particulate emissions due to drawdown
is not expected to cause air quality or human health impacts.
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See response to Common Issues 8 and 12.
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See response to Common Issue 17.
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Reclamation is not aware of this resource; however, is committed to compliance with Paleontological
Resources Preservation Act.
Contaminated soils, if any, encountered in the project, will be handled and disposed of in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.

2

See response to Common Issue 4.
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See response to Common Issue 9.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Reclamation has been working with, and continues to work with the Yakama Nation to resolve potential
impacts to resources of tribal concern.
Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 8.
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Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
See response to Common Issue 9.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area.
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to
recreation.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for providing this proposal. Project engineers considered whether this could be superior to those
alternatives in this FEIS. Their response is that if the lake bed were excavated and no other changes were
made, the additional water stored could not flow to the Kachess River and downstream because it would lie
below the existing gravity outlet. A pump station would still be needed to access water below elevation of the
existing outlet. Thus, we did not find this proposal to be a feasible, additional alternative, although it will be
included in the project record.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Power requirements for the East Shore and South Pumping Plants (Alternatives 2 and 3) were estimated
during the feasibility study of KDRPP performed in 2014. They account for years when pumping is not
required; years when drought-relief pumping is performed; and years when refill operations are under way.
The power cost reported in Table 2-5 of the SDEIS shows results for those two alternatives. The power cost for
the floating pumping plant (Alternative 4) was a rough estimate using engineering judgment. It is based on
changes in the pumping units and physical configuration of Alternative 4 in comparison with Alternatives 2
and 3. All values are discounted over the 100 year period analyzed. The $5M power cost shown for Alternative
4 is equivalent to approximately $17.5M over the 100 year period without discounting.
Thank you for your comment. Executive Order 13783 (March 28, 2017) withdrew documents regarding social
cost of carbon as no longer consistent with government policy. GHG and climate change assessment was
retained in the SDEIS and FEIS based on public scoping and at the request of Ecology, but did not include using
social cost of carbon as an assessment tool.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 15.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 16.
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The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
No acquisition of private property is anticipated for the Preferred Alternative. If private property acquisition is
required, procedures for acquisition are described in Section 4.15.10 of this FEIS.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
The Yakama Nation is a cooperator on the project. Reclamation has been working with, and continues to work
with the Yakama Nation to resolve potential impacts to resources of tribal concern.
Thank you for your comment.
Environmental effects were analyzed based on design and operations information sufficient for making
reasonable assessment of the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives for the purposes of NEPA and
SEPA.
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Thank you for your comment.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
See response to Common Issue 11.
See response to Common Issue 4.
The Final Programmatic EIS on the Integrated Plan documented establishment of the 70 percent prorationing
target for water supply. The amount of water that KDRPP would provide contributes toward achieving this
target.
See response to Common Issue 11.
In drought years where pumping occurs, Roza alone were using the facility, the maximum quantity likely to be
needed in the worst historic drought year would have been approximately 70,000 acre-feet.
Additional figures to illustrate visual impacts have been added to Section 4.10 of this FEIS.
Figures in this FEIS have been added and updated for consistency.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
The operation effects of KKC are not anticipated to adversely affect groundwater. See Section 4.5.7. The scope
of the environmental justice analysis is appropriate for this environmental review.
See response to Common Issue 4.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
No surveys have been done in Lake Kachess to identify the species of freshwater shellfish that exist in the lake
and therefore impacts to freshwater invertebrates (reduced survival and productivity) are described in general
terms in the SDEIS. The California floater (Anodonta californiensis) is a freshwater mussel that is recently listed
as a State of Washington candidate priority species, however no specific knowledge of this species exists in
Lake Kachess.
See response to Common Issue 15.
Additional figures to illustrate visual impacts have been added to Section 4.10 of this FEIS.
See response to Common Issue 17.
Reclamation will require best management practices for construction and operational activities (like fuel
delivery) to minimize impacts like fugitive dust emissions from such activities. Carbon emissions were
considered for anticipated construction activities consistent, see Section 4.12 of the SDEIS.
Thank you for your comment.
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The proposed roughened channel would be constructed out of rock that would not be impacted by being
submerged under water; therefore, no long-term erosion issues from the channel are anticipated. Final design
of the roughened channel will consider soil and geological conditions and the channel will be designed to
minimize erosion potential.
Construction traffic impacts were estimated based on proposed activities and are documented in Section 4.17
of the SDEIS.
Reclamation has identified the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes as Tribes with a cultural
connection with the project area and they are consulted with on a continual basis. Reclamation continues to
work with these Tribes in addressing potential impacts to resources of tribal concern.
The image in question has not been modified to deceive. Please see Figure 4-2 of the SDEIS for the latest
version.
See response to Common Issue 8.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
The comment is outside of the scope of the proposed action. These questions should be directed to the USFS
or Washington State Parks.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon
Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details.
Impacts from the artificial channel from Lake Kachess to Box Canyon Creek are outside the scope of this EIS.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
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The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS
was tiered to the Programmatic EIS but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC
alternatives.
Reclamation has identified the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes as Tribes with a cultural
connection with the project area and they are consulted with on a continual basis. Reclamation continues to
work with these Tribes in addressing potential impacts to resources of tribal concern.
Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Thank you for your comment.
See Section 3.3.1 of the SDEIS for a description of Yakima Project operations. The five reservoirs in the Yakima
Project are operated in a coordinated manner to provide for surface water needs of the system as a whole; no
single reservoir is designated to supply the needs of any particular area. Water rights senior to Reclamation's
water right will not be impacted.
The results of the value analysis study concluded that a floating pumping plant would be feasible.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged.
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project.
NEPA allows refinement of the proposed action to get to a preferred alternative. Impacts were fully disclosed
in the SDEIS and FEIS, and mitigation measures will be stated in the Record of Decision.
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The SDEIS was updated with additional information about the potential for the proposal to cause impacts on
wells. The Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) is monitoring six wells around Kachess Reservoir to
better understand the potential impact of KDRPP operation. The results of that monitoring have been
incorporated into the SDEIS and indicate that about 15 of the 107 wells in the primary study area may be
impacted by reservoir operations. Project proponents will continue to monitor a select number of wells near
Kachess Reservoir to determine whether groundwater levels are lowered by additional reservoir drawdown
attributable to the action alternatives and would coordinate with affected parties. If well water levels are
adversely affected to the point that well yields are decreased and therefore compromise property use, some
of the potential options may include but are not limited to: changing the intake elevation of a pump,
deepening the well, or drilling a new well. Site specific information would be required to select a mitigation
method.
Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged.
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project.
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The 2013 “Yakima River Basin Resource Management” law (2SSB 5367) set the vision for the forest and
authorized the state Board of Natural Resources to enroll the property as the Teanaway Community Forest
under the Community Forest Trust Program. The 2013 state authorizing legislation specifies that if the
214,000 acre feet of water is not developed by 2025, the TCF would be returned to the common school trust.
See Section 1.8.2 of the SDEIS for additional details.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
Figure 4-2 in this FEIS illustrates the shoreline area under 200,000 acre feet drawdown scenario.
See response to Common Issue 6.
See response to Common Issue 13.
Reducing reservoir levels would not cause the surrounding landscape to dry out and become more susceptible
to fire risk (Ecology 2015).
See response to Common Issue 9.
See responses to Common Issues 8 and 12.
See response to Common Issue 11.
See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential
impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of
the water right permitting process
See response to Common Issue 4.
Section 4.13 provides discussion of the expected noise impacts from operation of the project.
Disposal areas have yet to be identified; for this SDEIS analysis, Reclamation assumed the offsite location
would be within 10 miles of the Keechelus Reservoir. An existing quarry near Keechelus Dam may be available
for disposing of the crushed material excavated from the tunnel. Depending on construction timing, WSDOT
could potentially use the material as fill for the I-90 improvement project. Reclamation would ensure that all
required permits and clearances are obtained for use of any material disposal area(s).
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As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may
occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality).
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)."
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with
fish foraging and growth.
No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout
much of the areas surrounding the project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied
by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess east shore and they have never been
detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered
to have no potential effects on northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are
present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area.
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to
recreation.
See response to Common Issue 2.
The DEIS used the 2012 303(d) list, which was the most updated list at the time of the report. The SDEIS used
the 2014 303(d) list, which was published between the releases of the DEIS and the SDEIS. As noted in Table 39 of the SDEIS, PCBs were listed due to being found in fish tissue and do not have a known source. PCBs were
found in fish throughout the river and the reservoirs; downstream Yakima River fish were found to have
higher levels of PCBs than upper Yakima River and reservoir fish.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
Impacts from construction for each alternative and each resource are described in Chapter 4 of this FEIS.
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Reclamation and Ecology have jointly prepared the DEIS, SDEIS, and Final EIS, including responses to
comments.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
The purpose and need for the proposed action are described in the Supplemental EIS Executive Summary and
in Section 1.3
See response to Common Issue 4.
Reclamation has identified the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes as Tribes with a cultural
connection with the project area and they are consulted with on a continual basis on cultural resources issues.
The Yakama Nation and the Umatilla Tribes have potential Indian Trust Assets (ITAs)(water rights).
Reclamation continues to work with these Tribes in addressing potential impacts to resources of tribal
concern. The Snoqualmie Tribe has not been identified as having a cultural connection to the project area, and
do have any ITAs, and have not requested to be consulted.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
The results of the value analysis study concluded that a floating pumping plant would be feasible.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project. The public has had the opportunity to comment on the potential
costs during the DEIS and SDEIS comment periods.
NEPA allow refinement of the proposed action to get to a preferred alternative. Impacts were fully disclosed
in the SDEIS and FEIS, and mitigation measures will be stated in the Record of Decision.
See response to Common Issue 8.
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See response to Common Issue 3.
Following the Draft EIS, Ecology conducted a review of groundwater elevations around Kachess Lake,
downstream of the reservoir, Lake Easton will continue to serve as a recharge boundary and maintain
groundwater levels near the lake.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
The 2013 “Yakima River Basin Resource Management” law (2SSB 5367) set the vision for the forest and
authorized the state Board of Natural Resources to enroll the property as the Teanaway Community Forest
under the Community Forest Trust Program. The 2013 state authorizing legislation specifies that if the
214,000 acre feet of water is not developed by 2025, the TCF would be returned to the common school trust.
See Section 1.8.2 of the SDEIS for additional details.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
See Figure 4 -2 in this FEIS for additional illustration of proposed drawdown.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Several others commented about the use of the term “lake” or “reservoir.” Your comment is the only one
citing the U.S. Board on Geographic Names, and yes, you are correct that federal agencies usually apply
whatever name is officially designated by the Board and used in the Geographic Names Information System.
However, Reclamation is sensitive to those members of the public who object to the use of the term “lake” for
any artificial impoundment of water managed by the agency. . Therefore, "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS
(and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of
Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water
can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store,
regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or constructed lake, in which water is collected
and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
Construction best management practices would minimize environmental effects of the boat ramp
construction. Project proponents will coordinate with USFS regarding management of roads for access to the
boat ramp.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See Section 1.5 in SDEIS about considerations that led to the addition of the floating pumping plant
alternative. Chapter 4 of this FEIS discloses adverse effects and mitigation measures.
See response to Common Issue 13.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area.
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to
recreation.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 9.
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As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may
occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality).
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)."
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with
fish foraging and growth.
See response to Common Issue 7.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon
Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details.
Please see the response to comment 364.3, who attached the same photograph of what appears to be organic
matter—not solid waste. While we cannot comment on whether this particular substance would be classified
as a pollutant under the legal definition at 33 USC §1362(6), please be assured that the WDFW maintains the
fish passage at Box Canyon Creek in compliance with all applicable sections of the Clean Water Act and all
applicable state and local laws. Also, please note that this FEIS has been updated regarding the applicability of
the Shoreline Management Act. See Section 3.15.2.3.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
The Integrated Plan includes improvements to water supply and ecosystem functions. Both of these are fully
consistent with the missions of Reclamation and Ecology. The proposed action is being undertaken in
conformance with the Integrated Plan and these missions.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
The SDEIS has been updated regarding the applicability of the Shoreline Management Act. See Section
3.15.2.3.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
The purpose and need for the proposed action are described in the SDEIS Executive Summary and in Section
1.3
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4.
The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS
was tiered to the Programmatic EIS but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC
alternatives.
Thank you for your comment.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
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Thank you for your comment.
Evaluation of wetlands at an inventory level to compare EIS alternatives is adequate. Wetlands that will be
directly impacted by the project will be delineated as required for federal, state, and local permits.
As described in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, Keechelus Reservoir would provide cool water to Kachess Reservoir,
so the impacts to water temperature would be less than Alternatives without KKC. If temperature modeling
of Keechelus Reservoir were completed, temperatures would likely be cooler than those described in
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.
As described in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, Keechelus Reservoir would provide cool water to Kachess Reservoir,
so the impacts to water temperature would be less than Alternatives without KKC. If temperature modeling
of Keechelus Reservoir were completed, temperatures would likely be cooler than those described in
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.
Please note that recent hydrodynamic modeling was performed to more accurately estimate the change in
zooplankton abundance with different pumping scenarios from different lake strata (see section 4.6.6.2 and
PSU 2017b). The modeling supports the assessment of impacts of Alternative 4 and provides a comparison
with the aquatic system impacts of the other KDRPP alternatives for the purposes of NEPA. As noted in this
FEIS, additional hydrodynamic and bioenergetics modeling would be needed to determine precise responses
for individual species, but that is not necessary for this EIS.
Renderings of action alternatives are presented in Chapter 2 of this FEIS. Additional detailed engineering
drawings are presented in the reports supporting this FEIS and available on Reclamation's website at
The "No Action" Alternative does not involve any spending that could be modeled using IMPLAN. The IMPLAN
results related to agricultural output represent net gains for each alternative as measured against the "No
Action" alternative.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area.
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to
recreation.
Generally a decrease in lake temperature would benefit cold-water associated species like salmonids. As
described in section 4.4, If a severe long-term drought occurs where water supply conditions are expected to
be 75 percent or less of the normal supply for multiple years, water levels in the reservoirs could
substantially drop. As the Kachess Reservoir’s water levels drop the amount of nearshore shallow water
subject to heating would be reduced and the reservoir would be expected to be cooler than in non-drought
years.
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“Reservoir balancing” is a term used to refer to a process where releases are made to meet instream flow and
water delivery requirements so that the remaining usable storage in each of the five Yakima River basin
reservoirs is relatively consistent. Remaining usable storage is not kept equal, because each reservoir’s
capacity, usability, and refill characteristics are different.
Yakima River basin operations are performed by human decision-makers, on a real time basis, using the best
available measurements of current and projected future conditions of water availability and need. The
operator also incorporates qualitative input concerning reservoir releases that may be available from resource
agencies and water users. At times, these operational decision may also be tested by using specialized model
runs and other software.
The YAKRW planning model used to support this EIS makes a given decision on how much water to release
from each reservoir based upon rules coded into model logic that are controlled by similar, but more limited,
water availability and need data (including a fixed set of projected future conditions). The model logic is
designed to approximately duplicate the human decision-maker’s operational decisions, and it generally does.
But the model does not have all of the same information available to it, and it is not able to make subjective
adjustments, to use intuition, or to incorporate certain unquantifiable inputs and information.
The model is not deficient nor does it use inaccurate assumptions. The model does not have available to it all
of the intangible inputs that real-time operations include, but it is still an appropriate tool to support analysis
of alternatives in this EIS and support operational decision-making. Additionally, with respect to the specific
case of reservoir balancing under conditions when KDRPP has been constructed, model logic is an estimate of
operational procedures that have not yet been developed, because the project has not been constructed.
Climate change effects on reservoir levels and stream flows, and the effects of alternatives considering those
climate change effects, are described in Section 4.12 of the SDEIS.
Refill period would be 2 to 5 years. This FEIS has been revised for consistency.
There is not a “target pool elevation” for refill, but rather refill goals while still meeting delivery and instream
flow targets, and that KKC would accelerate refill
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The volitional fish passage channel will convey all flow leaving Little Kachess up to 100 cfs into Big Kachess.
The waters in the volitional fish passage channel will remain the same native headwaters that flow through
the Narrows and into Big Kachess today as they have for thousands of years. The entrance to the volitional fish
passage channel will be comprised of the same alluvium that the Narrows Channel is comprised of now. The
entrance to the volitional fish passage channel will be anywhere from 100 feet away to 2,600 feet away from
the existing entrance to the Narrows channel, depending on the water surface elevation in Big Kachess when
KDRPP and the volitional fish passage channel is in operation. Therefore, there are no known concerns
associated with fish being able to find and enter the volitional fish passage channel. The upstream passage of
fish into Box Creek Canyon is an existing, separate and independent issue from the volitional fish passage
channel at the Narrows.
See Section 1.5 of this FEIS. In 2016, Roza Irrigation District (a proratable entity) utilized the value analysis and
proposed to construct and operate a “drought emergency” temporary floating pumping plant, referred to as
the Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant (KETFPP). Roza determined that the KETFPP would
allow access to an additional 50,000 acre-feet of water below the existing reservoir outlet for the upcoming
2016 irrigation season, if the 2015 drought continued.
With new information accumulated during Roza’s emergency efforts, Reclamation and Ecology collaborated
with Roza to consider the substantial change in engineering knowledge accumulated, which indicated that a
larger-scale floating pumping plant could be feasible in achieving the KDRPP purposes. Reclamation and
Ecology determined an SDEIS would be required to consider a new floating pumping plant alternative that
would withdraw an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water (below the existing gravity outlet works) from
Kachess Reservoir. This additional alternative intends to provide the same benefits to the Yakima River basin
as the South and East Shore KDRPP project alternatives described in the DEIS.
The results of the value analysis study concluded that a floating pumping plant would be feasible.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
NEPA allow refinement of the proposed action to get to a preferred alternative. Impacts were fully disclosed
in the SDEIS and FEIS, and mitigation measures will be stated in the Record of Decision.
Comment is outside the scope of an EIS.
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A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
See response to Common Issue 17.
The proposed action would not, of itself, induce farming or other land use changes. It would operate only
during drought years when less than 70 percent water supply is available.
The proposed action would not, of itself, induce farming or other land use changes. It would operate only
during drought years when less than 70 percent water supply is available.
As described in the SDEIS, the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements would produce economic impacts in
the same manner as the other construction spending for the project. Detailed data sufficient to quantify these
impacts, including construction cost estimates, were not available at the time of preparation. Because the
impacts are expected to be positive and less than the construction costs for the main actions of the
alternatives, quantification of these impacts is non-essential to the decision-making process.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Figure 4-2 in this FEIS illustrates the shoreline area under 200,000 acre feet drawdown scenario.
See response to Common Issue 15.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Water quality was considered in the assessment of impacts to fish was considered in the EIS. See Section 4.6.
Operations would not have noise impacts. Pumps are electric and noise would not impact residences or
campgrounds.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Thank you for your comment.

SDEIS-CR-122

Comment
Letter
Number
413
413
413
413
413
413

Commenter

Simmons, Stephen
Simmons, Stephen
Simmons, Stephen
Simmons, Stephen
Simmons, Stephen
Simmons, Stephen

58
59
60
61
62
63

413
413
413

Simmons, Stephen
Simmons, Stephen
Simmons, Stephen

64
65
66

413
413
413
413

Simmons, Stephen
Simmons, Stephen
Simmons, Stephen
Simmons, Stephen

67
68
69
70

413

Simmons, Stephen

71

March 2019

Comment
Number

Comment Response

See response to Common Issue 15.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 3.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Following the Draft EIS, Ecology conducted a review of groundwater elevations around Kachess Lake,
downstream of the reservoir, Lake Easton will continue to serve as a recharge boundary and maintain
groundwater levels near the lake.
Thank you for your comment.
The environmental impacts of drawdown are addressed in Chapter 4 of the EIS.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Species that would be affected by changes in instream flow in the upper Yakima River include anadromous
salmonid species (Chinook, coho, and sockeye salmon and steelhead) that do not have access to Lake Kachess,
and are therefore a different suite of species than those affected in Lake Kachess. Note that while Alternatives
2, 3, and 4 cause increases in annual instream flow that decrease habitat suitability in summer in the upper
Yakima River reaches in drought years, Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C reduce summer flow in the Keechelus
Reach and Easton Reach, providing a large benefit to summer-rearing salmonids.
Effects of KDRPP on the food web were studied, including studies that were completed following the DEIS and
used in updates presented in the SDEIS (Berger and Wells 2017, Hanson 2015, Hanson 2017), in Sections 3.6
and 4.6.
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Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries
flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels.
Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek.
Estimated cost of volitional bull trout passage is included in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. It was not included in
the cost comparison of action alternatives because would be included in, and the same for, all alternatives.
The volitional fish passage channel will convey all flow leaving Little Kachess up to 100 cfs into Big Kachess.
The waters in the volitional fish passage channel will remain the same native headwaters that flow through
the Narrows and into Big Kachess today as they have for thousands of years. The entrance to the volitional fish
passage channel will be comprised of the same alluvium that the Narrows Channel is comprised of now. The
entrance to the volitional fish passage channel will be anywhere from 100 feet away to 2,600 feet away from
the existing entrance to the Narrows channel, depending on the water surface elevation in Big Kachess when
KDRPP and the volitional fish passage channel is in operation. Therefore, there are no known concerns
associated with fish being able to find and enter the volitional fish passage channel. The upstream passage of
fish into Box Creek Canyon is an existing, separate and independent issue from the volitional fish passage
channel at the Narrows.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
The RiverWare modeling used in analyzing KDRPP includes the entire Reclamation system of storage
reservoirs. Pumping through KDRPP can be readily accommodated in the system. See Appendix F for
additional details.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS for details of refill operations and effect on TWSA.
See response to Common Issue 4. Roza and other potentially participating entities are currently improving
canals to improve conservation.
See response to Common Issue 5.
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Development of the Integrated Plan included consideration of prior studies of multiple surface-water storage
sites in the Yakima River Basin. The surface-water sites identified were considered to be the most practical
and would have the least impact on natural resources. Three storage sites are identified in the Integrated Plan
Wymer Dam and Reservoir, Bumping Reservoir Enlargement, and use of inactive pool storage at Kachess
Reservoir via KDRPP. The Integrated Plan also includes use of subsurface storage in to capture high winter
flows."
Thank you (and commenter 448) for the response about future climate change and hydrologic effects to Lake
Kachess being “most certainly a cumulative impact.” We would like to clarify the difference between the
cumulative effects analysis in Section 4.25 of this FEIS and the projection of hydrological effects of the
alternatives in Section 4.3. A multi-year drought or reservoir drawdown that you describe is a statistically
probable future condition that was modeled and incorporated into the Environmental Consequences
assessment. A cumulative impact analysis on water resources is performed by identifying current and
reasonably foreseeable actions or projects within the regional study area that are expected to occur
regardless of the alternative selected. The effect of these actions or projects are then added to those in the
Environmental Consequences resource-specific sections. We hope this clarifies the difference in analyses and
explains why no change to this FEIS was made in response to your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Acquisition of real property interests based on design concepts for the alternatives are summarized in Section
4.15 of the SDEIS. Reclamation would comply with Federal property acquisition policies. Reclamation would
survey properties before construction to determine whether acquisition is required. Reclamation would follow
the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42
USC 4601) and the procedures described in the 2003 Reclamation Manual Directives and Standards LND 06-01
for any property or easement acquisition.
See response to Common Issue 9.
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See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 9.
Section 4.2.10 of this FEIS describes mitigation measures to address potential erosion impacts.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Reclamation and Ecology have jointly prepared the DEIS, SDEIS, and Final EIS, including responses to
comments.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged.
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C analyses take into account water availability in Keechelus Reservoir for transfer to
Kachess Reservoir during droughts. As discussed in Section 4.3.2, the time to refill Kachess Reservoir to normal
operating levels is 2 to 5 years following a drought.
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A comparative analysis of flows under different alternatives up to the Wapato Reach (Parker) is provided in
section 4.3, Surface Water. As explained in section 4.3, the drought-year changes in flow downstream of Roza
Dam would remain within current operating flows experienced in most years. Downstream from Roza Dam to
the Parker gage, the relative change in streamflow would be less than in upstream reaches because some or
most of the additional water supplied by KDRPP would be diverted. Any remaining increased supply could be
diverted by WIP at Wapato Dam. The small change in streamflow downstream from Parker gage on the
Yakima River would occur as Kachess Reservoir refills after a drought. The change would occur in winter and
spring. The change would occur in winter and spring. As summarized in Tables 4-32 and 4-33 (Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4), winter and spring flows at Parker are reduced by up to 1.2 percent. During refill years, high
exceedance flows are reduced by 2.9 percent. As summarized In Tables 4-69 and 4-70 (Alternatives 5A, 5B,
and 5C) winter and spring flows are reduced by up to 1.6 percent. During refill years, high exceedance flows
are reduced by 4.6 percent.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Much of the water used during the irrigation season comes from melting snow. Therefore increases in snow
could increase irrigation-season water supply. Increase in rainfall however, does not improve supply, because
the increase would come primarily during the non-irrigation season. Additional rain at that time of year would
drain through the Yakima River and Columbia River system to the Pacific Ocean, and would not remain in the
basin to be used during the irrigation season. In other words, Reclamation lacks storage capacity to store
additional rainfall during this time of year.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4. Study of the Columbia River Pump Exchange is identified in the Surface
Water Storage Element of the Integrated Plan Final Programmatic EIS Preferred Alternative. It was not
considered as an alternative because this was a project-specific EIS for the KDRPP and KKC projects identified
in the Integrated Plan.
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See response to Common Issue 4. Multiple new storage projects (though not a Gold Creek Reservoir, were
considered but not carried forward as part of the Integrated Plan development (see Integrated Plan FPEIS
Section 2.5.2).
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Throughout Section 4.3 of the SDEIS, details were added that describe impacts to streamflow and water
levels during refill periods.
Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 8.
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See response to Common Issues 8 and 12.
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As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
Impacts to fish at the population level have not been modeled or estimated, rather the change in fish
productivity is inferred from a change in available habitat during key times of the year with changes in
instream flow downstream of the reservoirs. Estimation of the number of ESA-listed species that will be
encountered and/or killed in construction and operation of the preferred alternative as well as
implementation of measured to prevent losses will be calculated in consultation with USFWS under the
Endangered Species Act. Consultation with The USFWS and NMFS which is ongoing, as explained in section
4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
There are no plans to improve the road.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 16.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issues 8 and 12.
See response to Common Issue 9.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
As noted in Section 3.3.1 of the SDEIS, hydrologic modeling was used instead of historic information to
compare existing conditions to future conditions with the project alternatives. Hydrologic modeling reflects
recent operations of the Yakima Project versus historical information, which has changed throughout the
historic operation of the Yakima Project.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 9.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 15.
Endangered fish species are addressed in Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of this FEIS. WDFW’s Priority Habitat and
Species database has been reviewed by Reclamation to assess the presence of any freshwater mussels in
Kachess Reservoir. As a result, no documentation was found. Neither of these species are recognized by the
USFS and BLM as species of conservation and population viability concern. As the project is implemented
project proponents will work with Federal and state agencies to consider potential impacts to mussels.
Thank you for your comment.
The project will be operated during drought years as described in Section 2.3.3. Roza could actually use on the
order of 70,000 acre-feet during the worst drought years. Some droughts last more than one year and the
capacity of the pumping plant is sized to allow resilience against multiple-year droughts. Additional proratable
entities besides Roza may also receive water from the project. The 200,000 acre-feet capacity provides
flexibility to meet these needs.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on the timing and conditions of pumping operations, including
both drought-relief and refill operations.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 4.
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See response to Common Issue 4. In addition, Roza and other Proratable Entities are implementing
conservation measures related to canals and ditches.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs to refill
Kachess Reservoir after a drought while meeting Project obligations. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further
information.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 3.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
Design details developed to are sufficient for NEPA analysis. Addition design details on elements like
excavation would be developed as part of final design of a selected alternative.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for the suggested technical revisions, these have been incorporated into the FEIS. Rimrock prorated
year changes are likely due to reservoir balancing done in the RiverWare model. According to the RiverWare
modeling results, there are 8 instances in the modeling period of record where it takes 2-5 years to refill.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
The Integrated Plan includes improvements to water supply and ecosystem functions. Both of these are fully
consistent with the missions of Reclamation and Ecology. The proposed action is being undertaken in
conformance with the Integrated Plan and these missions.
See response to Common Issue 4.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
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An appendix has been included in this FEIS that provides documentation of the modeling assumptions and
other inputs. 40 CFR 1502.22 provides that if there is incomplete or missing information, Reclamation can
determine whether is essential for making a reasoned choice among alternatives. Reclamation has
determined that information available is adequate for identifying a Preferred Alternative.
Evaluation of wetlands at an inventory level to compare EIS alternatives is considered adequate for NEPA and
SEPA environmental review. Wetlands that will be directly impacted by the project will be delineated as
required for federal, state, and local permits.
The proposed changes to Keechelus would fall within the existing operating conditions and therefore did not
need to be modeled.
Temperature impacts of KKC were not modeled, but modeling was not necessary for the water quality analysis
to support this EIS. Existing data on water temperature was sufficient to conduct the analysis.
Modeling and estimates were sufficient to assess and disclose the likely impacts of the alternatives.
Renderings of action alternatives are presented in Chapter 2 of this FEIS. Additional detailed engineering
drawings are presented in the reports supporting this FEIS and available on Reclamation's website at
No Action Alternative economic conditions were assessed and provide the basis for comparison of the action
alternatives. See Section 4.21.
Section 4.21 of this FEIS includes updates providing additional information on economic effects of the
proposed action on recreation and the recreational economic activity.
Thank you for your comment.
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“Reservoir balancing” is a term used to refer to a process where releases are made to meet instream flow and
water delivery requirements so that the remaining usable storage in each of the five Yakima River basin
reservoirs is relatively consistent. Remaining usable storage is not kept equal, because each reservoir’s
capacity, usability, and refill characteristics are different.
Yakima River basin operations are performed by human decision-makers, on a real time basis, using the best
available measurements of current and projected future conditions of water availability and need. The
operator also incorporates qualitative input concerning reservoir releases that may be available from resource
agencies and water users. At times, these operational decision may also be tested by using specialized model
runs and other software.
The YAKRW planning model used to support this EIS makes a given decision on how much water to release
from each reservoir based upon rules coded into model logic that are controlled by similar, but more limited,
water availability and need data (including a fixed set of projected future conditions). The model logic is
designed to approximately duplicate the human decision-maker’s operational decisions, and it generally does.
But the model does not have all of the same information available to it, and it is not able to make subjective
adjustments, to use intuition, or to incorporate certain unquantifiable inputs and information.
The model is not deficient nor does it use inaccurate assumptions. The model does not have available to it all
of the intangible inputs that real-time operations include, but it is still an appropriate tool to support analysis
of alternatives in this EIS and support operational decision-making. Additionally, with respect to the specific
case of reservoir balancing under conditions when KDRPP has been constructed, model logic is an estimate of
operational procedures that have not yet been developed, because the project has not been constructed.
The uncertainty is acknowledged in the analysis and disclosed in this FEIS.
Refill period would be 2 to 5 years. This FEIS has been revised for consistency.
There is not a “target pool elevation” for refill, but rather refill goals while still meeting delivery and instream
flow targets. KKC would accelerate refill.
See response to Common Issue 6.
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See Section 1.5 of this FEIS. In 2016, Roza Irrigation District (a proratable entity) utilized the value analysis and
proposed to construct and operate a “drought emergency” temporary floating pumping plant, referred to as
the Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant (KETFPP). Roza determined that the KETFPP would
allow access to an additional 50,000 acre-feet of water below the existing reservoir outlet for the upcoming
2016 irrigation season, if the 2015 drought continued.
With new information accumulated during Roza’s emergency efforts, Reclamation and Ecology collaborated
with Roza to consider the substantial change in engineering knowledge accumulated, which indicated that a
larger-scale floating pumping plant could be feasible in achieving the KDRPP purposes. Reclamation and
Ecology determined an SDEIS would be required to consider a new floating pumping plant alternative that
would withdraw an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water (below the existing gravity outlet works) from
Kachess Reservoir. This additional alternative intends to provide the same benefits to the Yakima River basin
as the South and East Shore KDRPP project alternatives described in the DEIS.
Under Reclamation's guidance and direction, a task force of Reclamation, Roza and consultant experts
conducted a value analysis study in the summer of 2015. At the time of this study, Eastern Washington was
under an Emergency Drought Declaration by the Governor. Subsequent to this Study, Roza embarked on the
design of an emergency, temporary floating pumping plant. When the drought was declared over in
December of 2015, Roza discontinued advancing the temporary emergency floating pumping plant project,
and the work through the additional design and analysis performed in late 2015, the feasibility of a floating
pumping plant was verified resulting a decision was made to add this alternative into the EIS documentation.
See Section 2.8.1.3 of this FEIS
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
The SDEIS summarizes environmental impacts of the KDRPP alternatives, providing new information
applicable to the environmental effects of KDRPP and explaining the removal of KKC as a stand-alone
alternative.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
See response to Common Issue 17.
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The proposed action would not, of itself, induce farming or other land use changes. It would operate only
during drought years when less than 70 percent water supply is available.
As described in the SDEIS, the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements would produce economic impacts in
the same manner as the other construction spending for the project. Detailed data sufficient to quantify these
impacts, including construction cost estimates, were not available at the time of preparation. Because the
impacts are expected to be positive and less than the construction costs for the main actions of the
alternatives, quantification of these impacts is largely immaterial to the decision-making process.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See Figure 4 -2 in this FEIS for additional illustration of proposed drawdown.
See response to Common Issue 15.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Adverse impacts of changes in water temperatures are addressed in detail in section 4.6 of the SDEIS.
Operations would not have noise impacts. Pumps are electric and noise would not impact residences or
campgrounds.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 15.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 3.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Following the Draft EIS, Ecology conducted a review of groundwater elevations around Kachess Lake,
downstream of the reservoir, Lake Easton will continue to serve as a recharge boundary and maintain
groundwater levels near the lake.
See response to Common Issue 2.
Thank you for your comment.
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The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area.
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to
recreation.
While Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 cause increases in annual instream flow that decrease habitat suitability in
summer in the upper Yakima River reaches in drought years, Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C reduce summer flow
in the Keechelus Reach and Easton Reach, providing a large benefit to summer-rearing salmonids. Note that
the number of years in which instream flow targets are attained in the Upper Yakima River reaches would
improve with all proposed alternatives compared to Alternative 1, No Action except for a 1.5% reduction in
attainment in spring in the Keechelus Reach with Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C and a 6% reduction in attainment
in summer in the Easton Reach with all alternatives (Please see Tables 4-80 and 4-81)
Thank you for your comment.
When Keechelus Reservoir level falls below elevation 2,466, bull trout access to its tributaries is adversely
affected. This impact is summarized in Table 4-4. For all alternatives, Keechelus Reservoir typically falls below
elevation 2,466 from August to November. Under Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C, Keechelus Reservoir levels
would fall below elevation 2,466 in 11 fewer years than under Alternative 1 (from 80 years for Alternative 1 to
69 years for Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) but for an additional 5 days per year in years Keechelus Reservoir
levels fall below elevation 2,466. Mitigation measures for ESA Threatened and Endangered fish species,
including monitoring of habitat disconnection to tributary streams, if warranted, will be determined in
consultation with the Service and NMFS which is ongoing, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.
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ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
Section 1.2 describes Reclamation and Ecology's commitment to the Integrated Plan
See response to Common Issue 8.
The request is out of scope of this environmental review. Water conservation is an element of the Integrated
Plan. An updated status of project implementation is provided in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water
Resource Management Plan Implementation Status Report (Ecology, 2017)
See response to Common Issue 5.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for the response about future climate change and hydrologic effects to Lake Kachess being “most
certainly a cumulative impact.” This comment has been noted but no change was made to this FEIS. See 4.13.8
for the explanation.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
The cost of drip irrigation is outside the scope of this EIS. For additional details about alternatives considered,
see response to Common Issue 4.
Section 4.11 describes operational effects on air quality, including dust generated by additional exposed
shoreline area with KDRPP alternatives. The additional exposed shoreline could increase the amount of
windblown dust, but shoreline materials are mostly stable. Therefore, particulate emissions due to drawdown
is not expected to cause air quality or human health impacts.
The proposed action would not enable junior water rights to take priority over senior water rights. See
response to Common Issue 3.
See response to Common Issue 17.
Reclamation is not aware of this resource; however, is committed to compliance with Paleontological
Resources Preservation Act.
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The migration of fish between Big and Little Kachess would be addressed by the volitional bull trout passage
improvements included as an element in all action alternatives. Measures to mitigate impacts to wildlife are
described in Section 4.8.10.
See response to Common Issue 10.

4

See response to Common Issue 4.

5

See response to Common Issue 8.

6

See response to Common Issue 4.
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See response to Common Issue 16.
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Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 4.
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As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs to refill
Kachess Reservoir after a drought while meeting Project obligations. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further
information.
Thank you for your comment.

1
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4

Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 7.
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2

Contaminated soils, if any, encountered in the project, will be handled and disposed of in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations.
See response to Common Issue 8.
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Thank you for your comment.
Please see the FEIS for expanded descriptions of impacts on Yakima River flows by reach and by season.
Section 4.3 Surface Water Resources for predicted changes in Yakima River flow by reach for each Alternative
downstream from Keechelus Dam to Sunnyside Diversion Dam. Effects of predicted changes in Yakima River
flow (either adverse or beneficial) each reach to Sunnyside Diversion Dam are described in section 4.6 Fish
with reference to whether rearing habitat would increase or decrease in each reach in specific seasons.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon
Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details.
Impacts from the artificial channel from Lake Kachess to Box Canyon Creek are outside the scope of this EIS.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
With respect to the part of your comment about fire response, please see Common Issue 10. With respect to
water quality, please see Section 4.4 in this FEIS. With respect to recreation see Section 4.14 in this FEIS and
for wells, see the Groundwater Section 4.5 in this FEIS.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the FEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 4.
The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information.
Section 1.9.2 of this FEIS describes how Proratable Entities would receive water under the proposed action.
This FEIS clarifies that Roza and potentially other participating proratable irrigation districts would fund
implementation of the Preferred Alternative. With respect to the part of your comment on sitting on this for
30 years, please note that Reclamation and Ecology follow the guidance of CEQ: 40 Questions Number 32,
that if a proposal has not yet been implemented, EISs that are more than 5 years old are generally
supplemented so that the agency has the best possible information regarding the proposal.

SDEIS-CR-140

Comment
Letter
Number
455
455
456

Commenter

Mundy, Lee
Mundy, Lee
Nelson, Alyse

5
6
1

456

Nelson, Alyse

2

456

Nelson, Alyse

3

456

Nelson, Alyse

4

456
456

Nelson, Alyse
Nelson, Alyse

5
6

456
456

Nelson, Alyse
Nelson, Alyse

7
8

456

Nelson, Alyse

9

456

Nelson, Alyse

10

456

Nelson, Alyse

11

March 2019

Comment
Number

Comment Response

Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment, it will be included in the record for the EIS, but please note that the proposal is
consistent with the IP and tiered from it. Also, please note that a purpose for action is to continue to deliver
project water for authorized purposes—the action alternatives are consistent with those purposes. Please see
Common Issue 12.
The Integrated Plan includes improvements to water supply and ecosystem functions. Both of these are fully
consistent with the missions of Reclamation and Ecology. The proposed action is being undertaken in
conformance with the Integrated Plan and these missions.
An appendix has been included in this FEIS that provides documentation of the modeling assumptions and
other inputs. 40 CFR 1502.22 provides that if there is incomplete or missing information, Reclamation can
determine whether is essential for making a reasoned choice among alternatives. Reclamation has
determined that information available is adequate for identifying a Preferred Alternative.
Evaluation of wetlands at an inventory level to compare EIS alternatives is considered adequate for NEPA and
SEPA environmental review. Wetlands that will be directly impacted by the project will be delineated as
required for federal, state, and local permits.
Temperature impacts of KKC were not modeled, but modeling was not necessary for the water quality analysis
to support this EIS. Existing data on water temperature was sufficient to conduct the analysis.
Modeling and estimates were sufficient to assess and disclose the likely impacts of the alternatives.
Renderings of action alternatives are presented in Chapter 2 of this FEIS. Additional detailed engineering
drawings are presented in the reports supporting this FEIS and available on Reclamation's website at
No Action Alternative economic conditions were assessed and provide the basis for comparison of the action
alternatives. See Section 4.21.
Section 4.21 of this FEIS includes updates providing additional information on economic effects of the
proposed action on recreation and the recreational economic activity.
Thank you for your comment.
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“Reservoir balancing” is a term used to refer to a process where releases are made to meet instream flow and
water delivery requirements so that the remaining usable storage in each of the five Yakima River basin
reservoirs is relatively consistent. Remaining usable storage is not kept equal, because each reservoir’s
capacity, usability, and refill characteristics are different.
Yakima River basin operations are performed by human decision-makers, on a real time basis, using the best
available measurements of current and projected future conditions of water availability and need. The
operator also incorporates qualitative input concerning reservoir releases that may be available from resource
agencies and water users. At times, these operational decision may also be tested by using specialized model
runs and other software.
The YAKRW planning model used to support this EIS makes a given decision on how much water to release
from each reservoir based upon rules coded into model logic that are controlled by similar, but more limited,
water availability and need data (including a fixed set of projected future conditions). The model logic is
designed to approximately duplicate the human decision-maker’s operational decisions, and it generally does.
But the model does not have all of the same information available to it, and it is not able to make subjective
adjustments, to use intuition, or to incorporate certain unquantifiable inputs and information.
The model is not deficient nor does it use inaccurate assumptions. The model does not have available to it all
of the intangible inputs that real-time operations include, but it is still an appropriate tool to support analysis
of alternatives in this EIS and support operational decision-making. Additionally, with respect to the specific
case of reservoir balancing under conditions when KDRPP has been constructed, model logic is an estimate of
operational procedures that have not yet been developed, because the project has not been constructed.
The uncertainty is acknowledged in the analysis and disclosed in this FEIS.
Refill period would be 2 to 5 years. This FEIS has been revised for consistency.
There is not a “target pool elevation” for refill, but rather refill goals while still meeting delivery and instream
flow targets. KKC would accelerate refill.
See response to Common Issue 6.
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See Section 1.5 of this FEIS. In 2016, Roza Irrigation District (a proratable entity) utilized the value analysis and
proposed to construct and operate a “drought emergency” temporary floating pumping plant, referred to as
the Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant (KETFPP). Roza determined that the KETFPP would
allow access to an additional 50,000 acre-feet of water below the existing reservoir outlet for the upcoming
2016 irrigation season, if the 2015 drought continued.
With new information accumulated during Roza’s emergency efforts, Reclamation and Ecology collaborated
with Roza to consider the substantial change in engineering knowledge accumulated, which indicated that a
larger-scale floating pumping plant could be feasible in achieving the KDRPP purposes. Reclamation and
Ecology determined an SDEIS would be required to consider a new floating pumping plant alternative that
would withdraw an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water (below the existing gravity outlet works) from
Kachess Reservoir. This additional alternative intends to provide the same benefits to the Yakima River basin
as the South and East Shore KDRPP project alternatives described in the DEIS.
See response to Common Issue 17.
The proposed action would not, of itself, induce farming or other land use changes. It would operate only
during drought years when less than 70 percent water supply is available.
As described in the SDEIS, the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements would produce economic impacts in
the same manner as the other construction spending for the project. Detailed data sufficient to quantify these
impacts, including construction cost estimates, were not available at the time of preparation. Because the
impacts are expected to be positive and less than the construction costs for the main actions of the
alternatives, quantification of these impacts is largely immaterial to the decision-making process.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 15.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Adverse impacts of changes in water temperatures are addressed in detail in section 4.6 of the SDEIS.
Operations would not have noise impacts. Pumps are electric and noise would not impact residences or
campgrounds.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 15.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 2.
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Thank you for your comment.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area.
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to
recreation.
While Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 cause increases in annual instream flow that decrease habitat suitability in
summer in the upper Yakima River reaches in drought years, Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C reduce summer flow
in the Keechelus Reach and Easton Reach, providing a large benefit to summer-rearing salmonids. Note that
the number of years in which instream flow targets are attained in the Upper Yakima River reaches would
improve with all proposed alternatives compared to Alternative 1, No Action except for a 1.5% reduction in
attainment in spring in the Keechelus Reach with Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C and a 6% reduction in attainment
in summer in the Easton Reach with all alternatives (Please see Tables 4-80 and 4-81)
Thank you for your comment.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.
Section 1.2 describes Reclamation and Ecology's commitment to the Integrated Plan
The request is out of scope of this environmental review. Water conservation is an element of the Integrated
Plan. An updated status of project implementation is provided in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water
Resource Management Plan Implementation Status Report (Ecology, 2017)
See response to Common Issue 5.
See response to Common Issue 4.
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YRBWEP Phases II and III are considered reasonably foreseeable future actions, and therefore for a basis for
the cumulative effects assessment documented in the SDEIS. An updated status of project implementation is
provided in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan Implementation Status
Report (Department of Ecology 2018OCR , 2017)
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 17.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See response to Common Issue 16.
There are no plans to improve the road.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be included in the record for the EIS. Please see
Common Issue 10 regarding fire response. With respect to the comment about taxpayer money, please note
this FEIS clarifies that Roza and potentially other participating proratable irrigation districts would fund the
project.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 17.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information.
The potential impacts to fish are described in Section 4.6 of the EIS.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
No acquisition of private property is anticipated for the Preferred Alternative. If private property acquisition is
required, procedures for acquisition are described in Section 4.15.10 of this FEIS.
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The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Thank you for your comment.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )
See response to Common Issue 7.
Thank you for your comment.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See response to Common Issue 4.
Reclamation and Ecology would execute agreements with Roza Irrigation District prior to construction that will
address roles and responsibilities, including financial commitments.
Estimated operations costs are presented Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. If the Preferred Alternative is selected,
Roza will assess operating costs during its decision making process on whether and how to proceed.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4.
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See response to Common Issue 14.
Lake Kachess is periodically stocked with kokanee and cutthroat fry by WDFW.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Reclamation has met and engaged with the commenter on multiple occasions from 2015 to 2018 and has
shared data and model outputs related to system operations, reservoir pool levels, stream flows, and related
aspects of the Yakima Project. See Section 5 of this FEIS regarding stakeholder engagement. Reclamation has
reviewed the information and opinions that this commenter has provided. However, for purposes of NEPA,
Reclamation relies on meeting the Information Quality Act and the Office of Management of Budget's
authorities overseeing the quality of agency information, analyses, and actions. As such, Reclamation relies on
use of RiverWare (TM) and the YakRW Model. This model and its applications have gone through years of
validation by professional hydrologist and operators. For purposes of this environmental review, this meets
information quality requirements and provides a sound basis for decision-making.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
As noted in Section 3.3.1 of the SDEIS, hydrologic modeling was used instead of historic information to
compare existing conditions to future conditions with the project alternatives. Hydrologic modeling reflects
recent operations of the Yakima Project versus historical information, which has changed throughout the
historic operation of the Yakima Project. Additional details of modeling results are further detailed in the
Hydrologic Modeling Report.
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The five reservoirs in the Yakima Project are operated in a coordinated manner to provide for surface water
needs of the system as a whole; no single reservoir is designated to supply the needs of any particular area.
Therefore a change in total water supply available or in proration would impact more than Kachess Reservoir;
these flow and reservoir impacts are described in Section 4.3 of the SDEIS.
As noted in Section 4.3.1, it is assumed that KRD, Roza, and WIP agree to participate in KDRPP.
As noted in Section 4.3.1, it is assumed that KRD, Roza, and WIP agree to participate in KDRPP. KRD diversions
are different than KRD deliveries. According to RiverWare modeling results, Roza deliveries are higher than
KRD deliveries (by 41 kAF) for the drought years mentioned in Alternative 2.
Please see section 2.3.5 of the SDEIS which describes Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements to improve
the connections between Big Kachess and Little Kachess when water levels fall below an elevation of 2,226
feet. Please see section 4.3 of the SDEIS which shows the estimated days that Lake Kachess would fall below
critical elevations under each alternative scenario, summarized in table 4-4.
See response to Common Issue 2. As noted therein, as a condition of the Preferred Alternative, Roza would be
required to fund, design, construct, operate and maintain the project, which would result in no direct federal
funding on the project and therefore, there is no need for Reclamation to prepare a principles and guidelines
economic analysis to submit to OMB.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 8.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on pumping during refill operations.
Please note that there is a difference in scope between the programmatic IP—which identified multiple
components for future analysis and action, and the site-specific action analyzed here. This action is not
intended to encompass all components or elements of the broader, programmatic IP.
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See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential
impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of
the water right permitting process for KDRPP.
The DEIS used the 2012 303(d) list, which was the most updated list at the time of the report. The SDEIS used
the 2014 303(d) list, which was published between the releases of the DEIS and the SDEIS. As noted in Table 39 of the SDEIS, PCBs were listed due to being found in fish tissue and do not have a known source. PCBs were
found in fish throughout the river and the reservoirs; downstream Yakima River fish were found to have
higher levels of PCBs than upper Yakima River and reservoir fish.
It is Reclamation policy to avoid impacts and leave cultural materials in place. If that is not feasible cultural
materials will be recovered scientifically in advance of construction. Recovered materials will be curated at a
museum which meets federal standards. As part of Section 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to
implement a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and
land management implications to cultural resources.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 9.
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The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. With respect to your question about recreational
opportunities and the campground, please see Section 4.14 of this FEIS
See response to Common Issue 4.
Section 4.2 of the EIS addresses seismic risks associated with the project. The proposed action is predicated on
the presence of a dam; therefore, a scenario involving the dam having been removed for safety reasons was
not considered.
In response to your question about the applicability of the 2018 State of Washington v U.S. case, we have read
the decision, but have not extrapolated from the specifics of that case to the Yakima Project. Please note that
Reclamation remains committed to carrying out Yakima Project operations (and all activities) in a manner that
protects Indian trust assets—including tribal fishing rights, and avoiding adverse impacts to these assets when
possible. With respect to the action being analyzed in this FEIS, our finding is that no Indian Trust Assets are
adversely impacted and no mitigation is required. Consultation with potentially affected and concerned Indian
tribes is ongoing/
Section 4.11 describes operational effects on air quality, including dust generated by additional exposed
shoreline area with KDRPP alternatives. The additional exposed shoreline could increase the amount of
windblown dust, but shoreline materials are mostly stable. Therefore, particulate emissions due to drawdown
is not expected to cause air quality or human health impacts.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
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If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
KDRPP has been sized to improve supplies to a subset of proratable users of Yakima Project water consistent
with the Integrated Plan. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for additional detail.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
KDRPP is sized to meet the need of other proratable entities in addition to Roza, see Section 1.3 of the Final
EIS.
Sections 1.2 and 1.9 of this FEIS describe the Integrated Plan and proposed action in terms of proratable users
and water rights. Under the Preferred Alternative, Roza and other participating Proratable Entities would fund
the implementation and operations of KDRPP.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
See response to 456.1.
The Integrated Plan includes improvements to water supply and ecosystem functions. Both of these are fully
consistent with the missions of Reclamation and Ecology. The proposed action is being undertaken in
conformance with the Integrated Plan and these missions.
An appendix has been included in this FEIS that provides documentation of the modeling assumptions and
other inputs. 40 CFR 1502.22 provides that if there is incomplete or missing information, Reclamation can
determine whether is essential for making a reasoned choice among alternatives. Reclamation has
determined that information available is adequate for identifying a Preferred Alternative.
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Evaluation of wetlands at an inventory level to compare EIS alternatives is considered adequate for NEPA and
SEPA environmental review. Wetlands that will be directly impacted by the project will be delineated as
required for federal, state, and local permits.
Modeling was used to determine temperature effects of KDRPP on Kachess Reservoir and downstream of
Kachess Dam.
Temperature impacts of KKC were not modeled, but modeling was not necessary for the water quality analysis
to support this EIS. Existing data on water temperature was sufficient to conduct the analysis.
Modeling and estimates were sufficient to assess and disclose the likely impacts of the alternatives.
Renderings of action alternatives are presented in Chapter 2 of this FEIS. Additional detailed engineering
drawings are presented in the reports supporting this FEIS and available on Reclamation's website at
No Action Alternative economic conditions were assessed and provide the basis for comparison of the action
alternatives. See Section 4.21.
Section 4.21 of this FEIS includes updates providing additional information on economic effects of the
proposed action on recreation and the recreational economic activity.
Thank you for your comment.
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“Reservoir balancing” is a term used to refer to a process where releases are made to meet instream flow and
water delivery requirements so that the remaining usable storage in each of the five Yakima River basin
reservoirs is relatively consistent. Remaining usable storage is not kept equal, because each reservoir’s
capacity, usability, and refill characteristics are different.
Yakima River basin operations are performed by human decision-makers, on a real time basis, using the best
available measurements of current and projected future conditions of water availability and need. The
operator also incorporates qualitative input concerning reservoir releases that may be available from resource
agencies and water users. At times, these operational decision may also be tested by using specialized model
runs and other software.
The YAKRW planning model used to support this EIS makes a given decision on how much water to release
from each reservoir based upon rules coded into model logic that are controlled by similar, but more limited,
water availability and need data (including a fixed set of projected future conditions). The model logic is
designed to approximately duplicate the human decision-maker’s operational decisions, and it generally does.
But the model does not have all of the same information available to it, and it is not able to make subjective
adjustments, to use intuition, or to incorporate certain unquantifiable inputs and information.
The model is not deficient nor does it use inaccurate assumptions. The model does not have available to it all
of the intangible inputs that real-time operations include, but it is still an appropriate tool to support analysis
of alternatives in this EIS and support operational decision-making. Additionally, with respect to the specific
case of reservoir balancing under conditions when KDRPP has been constructed, model logic is an estimate of
operational procedures that have not yet been developed, because the project has not been constructed.
The uncertainty is acknowledged in the analysis and disclosed in this FEIS.
Refill period would be 2 to 5 years. This FEIS has been revised for consistency.
There is not a “target pool elevation” for refill, but rather refill goals while still meeting delivery and instream
flow targets. KKC would accelerate refill.
See response to Common Issue 6.

SDEIS-CR-154

Comment
Letter
Number
475

Commenter

Worcester, Karen

17

475
475

Worcester, Karen
Worcester, Karen

18
19

475

Worcester, Karen

20

475
475
475
475
475

Worcester, Karen
Worcester, Karen
Worcester, Karen
Worcester, Karen
Worcester, Karen

21
22
23
24
25

475
475
475
475
475

Worcester, Karen
Worcester, Karen
Worcester, Karen
Worcester, Karen
Worcester, Karen

26
27
28
29
30

March 2019

Comment
Number

Comment Response

See Section 1.5 of this FEIS. In 2016, Roza Irrigation District (a proratable entity) utilized the value analysis and
proposed to construct and operate a “drought emergency” temporary floating pumping plant, referred to as
the Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant (KETFPP). Roza determined that the KETFPP would
allow access to an additional 50,000 acre-feet of water below the existing reservoir outlet for the upcoming
2016 irrigation season, if the 2015 drought continued.
With new information accumulated during Roza’s emergency efforts, Reclamation and Ecology collaborated
with Roza to consider the substantial change in engineering knowledge accumulated, which indicated that a
larger-scale floating pumping plant could be feasible in achieving the KDRPP purposes. Reclamation and
Ecology determined an SDEIS would be required to consider a new floating pumping plant alternative that
would withdraw an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water (below the existing gravity outlet works) from
Kachess Reservoir. This additional alternative intends to provide the same benefits to the Yakima River basin
as the South and East Shore KDRPP project alternatives described in the DEIS.
See response to Common Issue 17.
The proposed action would not, of itself, induce farming or other land use changes. It would operate only
during drought years when less than 70 percent water supply is available.
As described in the SDEIS, the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements would produce economic impacts in
the same manner as the other construction spending for the project. Detailed data sufficient to quantify these
impacts, including construction cost estimates, were not available at the time of preparation. Because the
impacts are expected to be positive and less than the construction costs for the main actions of the
alternatives, quantification of these impacts is largely immaterial to the decision-making process.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 15.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Adverse impacts of changes in water temperatures are addressed in detail in section 4.6 of the SDEIS.
Operations would not have noise impacts. Pumps are electric and noise would not impact residences or
campgrounds.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 15.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 2.
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Thank you for your comment.
Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area.
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to
recreation.
Note that while Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 cause increases in annual instream flow that decrease habitat
suitability in summer in the upper Yakima River reaches in drought years, Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C reduce
summer flow in the Keechelus Reach and Easton Reach, providing a large benefit to summer-rearing
salmonids. Note that the number of years in which instream flow targets are attained in the Upper Yakima
River reaches would improve with all proposed alternatives compared to Alternative 1, No Action except for a
1.5% reduction in attainment in spring in the Keechelus Reach with Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C and a 6%
reduction in attainment in summer in the Easton Reach with all alternatives (Please see Tables 4-80 and 4-81)
Thank you for your comment.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.
Section 1.2 describes Reclamation and Ecology's commitment to the Integrated Plan
The request is out of scope of this environmental review. Water conservation is an element of the Integrated
Plan. An updated status of project implementation is provided in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water
Resource Management Plan Implementation Status Report (Ecology, 2017)
See response to Common Issue 5.
See response to Common Issue 4.
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YRBWEP Phases II and III are considered reasonably foreseeable future actions, and therefore for a basis for
the cumulative effects assessment documented in the SDEIS. An updated status of project implementation is
provided in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan Implementation Status
Report (Department of Ecology 2018OCR , 2017)
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 3.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams without fish passage
structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.
Thank you for your comment.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
As outlined in the SDEIS, the proposed pumping plant would only be operational in drought years and as the
reservoir is refilled following a drought.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for providing the citations and information about crop coefficients. Please note that the choice of
crops is left to individual farmers, despite the different water requirements of the crops. Your information has
been noted and will be included in the record for the EIS.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
The project is within the ceded lands of the Yakama Nation per the Treaty of 1855. Both the Yakama Nation
and the Colville Confederated Tribes have a demonstrated cultural connection to the project area. They have
requested, and are involved, with the cultural evaluation of the project. We are unaware of a cultural
connection held by the Snoqualmie Tribe, and they have made no similar request. It is Reclamation policy to
avoid impacts and leave cultural materials in place. If that is not feasible cultural materials will be recovered
scientifically in advance of construction. Recovered materials will be curated at a museum which meets
federal standards. As part of Section 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to implement a Cultural
Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and land management
implications to cultural resources.
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The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
KKC is not being carried forward as a stand-alone project at this time; however, KKC is a component of the
action alternatives (Alternative 5).
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Acquisition of real property interests based on design concepts for the alternatives are summarized in Section
4.15 of the SDEIS. Reclamation would comply with Federal property acquisition policies. Reclamation would
survey properties before construction to determine whether acquisition is required. Reclamation would follow
the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42
USC 4601) and the procedures described in the 2003 Reclamation Manual Directives and Standards LND 06-01
for any property or easement acquisition.
See response to Common Issue 2.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 3.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )
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Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been
coordinated with WDFW.
See response to Common Issue 10.
This FEIS includes additional information on the home sites around Kachess Reservoir.
See response to Common Issue 9. The study referenced in the comment supports the conclusion that there
are multiple factors affecting the value of properties surrounding Kachess Reservoir that are unrelated to the
action alternatives evaluated in this SDEIS. The proposed changes in temporary fluctuations in water levels do
not necessarily have a causal relationship to property values or market perceptions.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 9.
Senior water right holders will continue to get their allocated water as identified in current water service
contracts. See FEIS, Section 2.3.3.1 Drought Relief Operations.
See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential
impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of
the water right permitting process
Disposal areas have yet to be identified; for this SDEIS analysis, Reclamation assumed the offsite location
would be within 10 miles of the Keechelus Reservoir. An existing quarry near Keechelus Dam may be available
for disposing of the crushed material excavated from the tunnel. Depending on construction timing, WSDOT
could potentially use the material as fill for the I-90 improvement project. Reclamation would ensure that all
required permits and clearances are obtained for use of any material disposal area(s).
KKC is not included in the Preferred Alternative.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
Operations during the project’s construction periods will need to be planned carefully to manage impacts to
water users, the flip-flop operation and associated fisheries resources. Details of the temporary constructionrelated drawdown would be developed during a subsequent design stage, in consultation with Yakima Project
users, state and federal fish and wildlife agencies and the Yakama Nation.
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Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam,
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.
Impacts to anadromous salmon, including Chinook and steelhead, are addressed in sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the
SDEIS, specifically in sections describing fish populations and changes in habitat suitability below the dams
where these species still have access.
Section 1.2.3 in the SDEIS notes that reservoir fish passage is one of the seven elements of the Integrated
Plan's comprehensive package address ecosystem restoration, water supply, and climate change flexibility
issues in the basin. Fish passage at Kachess Dam, while included in the reservoir fish passage element, is not
an objective of the KDRPP and KKC projects; however KDRPP would be designed to not preclude future fish
passage improvements to Kachess Dam consistent with the Integrated Plan.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
Prorationing of Yakima Project water was necessary in 2001 (37%), 2005 (42%) and 2015 (47%). See Section
3.3.1.5 of this FEIS. See Table 4-4 of this FEIS for projected improvements in prorationing percentages.
To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in
supported documents referenced in the EIS. The Preferred Alternative would not be funded by taxpayers.
The question is not within the scope of the environmental review.
The proposed action would not include pumping to improve prorationing above a level of 70%.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Thank you for your comment.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
Section 1.2.3 in the SDEIS notes that reservoir fish passage is one of the seven elements of the Integrated
Plan's comprehensive package address ecosystem restoration, water supply, and climate change flexibility
issues in the basin. Fish passage at Kachess Dam, while included in the reservoir fish passage element, is not
an objective of the KDRPP and KKC projects; however KDRPP would be designed to not preclude future fish
passage improvements to Kachess Dam consistent with the Integrated Plan.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment. See responses to Comment Letter 465.
Thank you for your comment. See responses to Kachess Community Association comment letter.
Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam,
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.
Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam,
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.
Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam,
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.
The selected alternative documented in the Integrated Plan Record of Decision identified restoring fish
passage at Cle Elum, Kachess and Keechelus dams a Reservoir Fish Passage elements. While fish passage at
Kachess or Keechelus dams are not part of this site-specific EIS, the alternatives evaluated in this EIS would
not preclude future fish passage improvements at those dams.
Impacts to anadromous salmon, including Chinook and steelhead, are addressed in sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the
SDEIS, specifically in sections describing fish populations and changes in habitat suitability below the dams
where these species still have access.
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Impacts to anadromous salmon, including Chinook and steelhead, are addressed in sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the
SDEIS, specifically in sections describing fish populations and changes in habitat suitability below the dams
where these species still have access.
Section 1.2.3 in the SDEIS notes that reservoir fish passage is one of the seven elements of the Integrated
Plan's comprehensive package address ecosystem restoration, water supply, and climate change flexibility
issues in the basin. Fish passage at Kachess Dam, while included in the reservoir fish passage element, is not
an objective of the KDRPP and KKC projects; however KDRPP would be designed to not preclude future fish
passage improvements to Kachess Dam consistent with the Integrated Plan.
Section 1.2.3 in the SDEIS notes that reservoir fish passage is one of the seven elements of the Integrated
Plan's comprehensive package address ecosystem restoration, water supply, and climate change flexibility
issues in the basin. Fish passage at Kachess Dam, while included in the reservoir fish passage element, is not
an objective of the KDRPP and KKC projects; however KDRPP would be designed to not preclude future fish
passage improvements to Kachess Dam consistent with the Integrated Plan.
A drought emergency was declared in 2015.
As noted in Section 1.3, pumping plant on Kachess Reservoir would be operated in order to recover up to
200,000 acre-feet of inactive water storage from Kachess Reservoir during drought years when prorationing is
less than 70 percent supply. Sections 3.3 and 4.3 provide details on the 70 percent proration level
determination
To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in
supported documents referenced in the EIS. The Preferred Alternative would not be funded by taxpayers.
The question is not within the scope of the environmental review.
Providing drought relief pumping above 70 percent proration is not proposed in the alternatives.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 16.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS.
As noted in Section 4.17.10 of the SDEIS, if any road deterioration merits repair, Reclamation and
Ecology would coordinate with local jurisdictions, WSDOT or others as needed.
Thank you for your comment.
This question is out of the scope of review for this EIS.
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Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam,
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.
Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam,
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )
In response to your question regarding email addresses and the Privacy Act law and policies, please note that
there is no conflict with the law or policies. If a commenter wishes the action agency to withhold their name
or other personally identifiable information, they must state this prominently at the beginning of their
comment. Otherwise, any personally identifiable information, such as names, addresses, and email addresses
included in a comment may automatically be made available to the public. We don’t redact such information
unless requested.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 16.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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You raised a number of questions about the differences in wages of documented versus undocumented farm
workers, including wages per hour for each type of crop. These questions are out-of-scope of the EIS because
cropping decisions are made by individual farmer and not Reclamation or Ecology, but also because labor
statistics such as used in the Socioeconomic section 4-21 are not relevant to the projected effects of the
alternatives. Nonetheless, your comment will be included in the record for the EIS.
You raised a number of questions about the differences in wages of documented versus undocumented farm
workers, including wages per hour for each type of crop. These questions are out-of-scope of the EIS because
cropping decisions are made by individual farmer and not Reclamation or Ecology, but also because labor
statistics such as used in the Socioeconomic section 4-21 are not relevant to the projected effects of the
alternatives. Nonetheless, your comment will be included in the record for the EIS.
You raised a number of questions about the differences in wages of documented versus undocumented farm
workers, including wages per hour for each type of crop. These questions are out-of-scope of the EIS because
cropping decisions are made by individual farmer and not Reclamation or Ecology, but also because labor
statistics such as used in the Socioeconomic section 4-21 are not relevant to the projected effects of the
alternatives. Nonetheless, your comment will be included in the record for the EIS.
You raised a number of questions about the differences in wages of documented versus undocumented farm
workers, including wages per hour for each type of crop. These questions are out-of-scope of the EIS because
cropping decisions are made by individual farmer and not Reclamation or Ecology, but also because labor
statistics such as used in the Socioeconomic section 4-21 are not relevant to the projected effects of the
alternatives. Nonetheless, your comment will be included in the record for the EIS.
Thank you for your comment.
Based on their participation , Proratable Entities would receive water during drought years when less than 70
percent water supply is available
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 4. We appreciate your inclusion of information about sustainable agriculture
and ways to conserve and use water more efficiently. Your information has been included in the record for
this EIS although no change was made to this FEIS in response.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
Acquisition of real property interests based on design concepts for the alternatives are summarized in Section
4.15 of the SDEIS. Reclamation would comply with Federal property acquisition policies. Reclamation would
survey properties before construction to determine whether acquisition is required. Reclamation would follow
the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42
USC 4601) and the procedures described in the 2003 Reclamation Manual Directives and Standards LND 06-01
for any property or easement acquisition.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 9.
Section 4.2.10 of this FEIS describes mitigation measures to address potential erosion impacts.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Reclamation and Ecology have jointly prepared the DEIS, SDEIS, and Final EIS, including responses to
comments.
Thank you for your comment.
Pumping quantity varies during the refill period, but pumping will be provided to supply instream flows and
other obligations as required. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information.
Alternative 4 is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this FEIS. Alternative 5, which includes KKC, is not
being pursued at this time.
See response to Common Issue 14.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on financial responsibilities for maintenance in all years.
See response to Common Issue 6.
See Section 1.9 of this FEIS.
The location of the route of the KKC North Tunnel alignment, if included in the selected alternative, would be
revised during final design, at which time required permits and approvals from USFS would be obtained.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 6.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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See response to Common Issue 10.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS.
Sections 3.12 and 4.12 describe the implication of climate change, based on current regional projections, on
reservoir operations, including refill for action alternatives.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 9.
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See response to Common Issue 16.
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Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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As described in Section 4.3.1, the historic record of 1926 to 2015 was modeled using the RiverWare hydrologic
model. The modeled years include several multiyear droughts and single year droughts. Additionally, as
described in Section 4.12.1.2, the RiverWare model was used to evaluate impacts of climate change on all
alternatives.
Thank you for your comment.
Water will remain in Kachess Reservoir under all foreseeable conditions. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for
additional detail.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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WDFW’s Priority Habitat and Species database has been reviewed by Reclamation to assess the presence of
any freshwater mussels in Kachess Reservoir. As a result, no documentation was found. Neither of these
species are recognized by the USFS and BLM as species of conservation and population viability concern. As
the project is implemented project proponents will work with Federal and state agencies to consider potential
impacts to mussels.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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7

Thank you for your comment.

513
513
514
515

Nicholson, Scott,
and Prest,
Gretchen
Franklin, Beverly
Franklin, Beverly
Hanan, Morris
Klarich, Charles

1
2
1
1

515
516
517

Klarich, Charles
Johnson, Brian
Aigner, Rob

2
1
1

517
518
518
518

Aigner, Rob
Lewis, Ann
Lewis, Ann
Lewis, Ann

2
1
2
3

Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
Thank you for your comment.
Reclamation and Ecology would execute agreements with Roza Irrigation District prior to construction that will
address roles and responsibilities, including financial commitments.
A Record of Decision will be issued following the issuance of this Final EIS.
Thank you for your comment.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Transportation impacts are described in Section 4.17 of the EIS.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing.
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted,
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
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Lewis, Ann
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518
518
519
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Lewis, Ann
Lewis, Ann
O'Connell, Auren
Gienger, Kylon
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Gienger, Kylon
and Teliah

6
7
1
1

520

Gienger, Kylon
and Teliah

3

520

Gienger, Kylon
and Teliah
Gienger, Kylon
and Teliah

4

The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition,
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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520

Commenter
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As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
See Section 3.3.1 of the SDEIS for a description of Yakima Project operations. The five reservoirs in the Yakima
Project are operated in a coordinated manner to provide for surface water needs of the system as a whole; no
single reservoir is designated to supply the needs of any particular area. Also See Appendix F of the Final EIS
regarding maintaining supply to Yakima Project users.
See response to Common Issue 14.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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WindsorNewman, Judith
WindsorNewman, Judith
WindsorNewman, Judith
WindsorNewman, Judith

1

See response to Common Issue 9.

2

Thank you for your comment.

3

Thank you for your comment.

4

WindsorNewman, Judith
WindsorNewman, Judith
Misocky, Jill
Misocky, Jill
Misocky, Jill
Misocky, Jill
Misocky, Jill
Misocky, Jill
Misocky, Jill
Reed, Colwell
Reed, Colwell
Reed, Colwell
Reed, Colwell
Reed, Colwell
Reed, Colwell
Wanechek, Connie
Judith A. Mallon

5

Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system,
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use."
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
Thank you for your comment.

6

Thank you for your comment.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1
2
3
4
5
6
1
1

Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 3.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 3.
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Judith A. Mallon
Judith A. Mallon
Judith A. Mallon
Judith A. Mallon
Judith A. Mallon

2
3
4
5
6

525

Judith A. Mallon

7

525
525
525

Judith A. Mallon
Judith A. Mallon
Judith A. Mallon

8
9
10

526
527
528
529

1
1
1
1
2

See response to Common Issue 8.

530
531
532
532
532

Lynn Ahlers
Taylor Hazard
Jeff Parry
Paul and Koleen
Cook
Paul and Koleen
Cook
Maria Burke
Andrew Burke
Charles Jung
Charles Jung
Charles Jung

Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 4.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 9.
Project-related impacts to wildlife have been evaluated consistent with NEPA and SEPA and are documented
in Section 4.8 of this FEIS.
As noted in Section 4.17.10 of the SDEIS, if any road deterioration merits repair, Reclamation and
Ecology would coordinate with local jurisdictions, WSDOT or others as needed.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 17.
As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5
years after a drought. This assumes the full 200,000 acre-feet, which is a maximum pumping scenario.
Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs to refill Kachess Reservoir after a
drought while meeting Project obligations. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.

1
1
1
2
3

532

Charles Jung

4

Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
The anticipated impacts to environmental resources are described in Chapter 4 of this FEIS.
Droughts in the Yakima Basin vary in length, with some droughts lasting a single year and others lasting
multiple years. Reclamation would consult with the participating districts in the first year of a drought to
determine whether additional supply should be fully used in that year, or some of the water should be held
back for a possible subsequent drought year. Once the water from KDRPP is fully used, a return to normal or
wet conditions will be needed in order to refill the inactive pool.
See response to Common Issue 9.
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Charles Jung
Charles Jung

5
6
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Charles Jung
Lance Newman

7
1

533
534
534
534

Lance Newman
Billie Marquiss
Billie Marquiss
Billie Marquiss

2
1
2
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535
536
536
536
536
536
537
537
537
537
538

Shawn McQuiston
James Mallon
James Mallon
James Mallon
James Mallon
James Mallon
Jeff Parry
Jeff Parry
Jeff Parry
Jeff Parry
Judith WindsorNewman

1
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
1
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Comment Response

See response to Common Issue 4.
The volitional fish passage channel would convey all flow leaving Little Kachess up to 100 cfs into Big Kachess.
The waters in the volitional fish passage channel will remain the same native headwaters that flow through
the Narrows and into Big Kachess. The entrance to the volitional fish passage channel will be comprised of the
same alluvium that the Narrows Channel is comprised of now. The entrance to the volitional fish passage
channel will be anywhere from 100 feet away to 2,600 feet away from the existing entrance to the Narrows
channel, depending on the water surface elevation in Big Kachess when KDRPP and the volitional fish passage
channel is in operation. Therefore, there are no known concerns associated with fish being able to find and
enter the volitional fish passage channel.
The upstream passage of fish into Box Creek Canyon is an existing, separate and independent issue from the
volitional fish passage channel at the Narrows.
Thank you for your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
Thank you for your comment.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 17.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
See response to Common Issue 10.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable
irrigation districts would fund the project.
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Thank you for your comment.
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Adams, Alexis

Gordon, Maurice

Oswald, Emma

Agnew, Theresa

Graham, Emily

Owens, Cliff

Ahlers, Carl

Grande, Elizabeth

Owens, Jaxon

Ahlers, John

Grantham, Jesse

Owens, Joann
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Green, Lisa

Owens, JP

Aigner, Kimberly

Green, Sarah

Owens, Rachael

Aiken, Shannon

Grimes, Darren

Owens, Stephanie

Aikens, Michelle

Gruber, William

Padget, Joseph
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Gruits, Laura

Pagel, Maximilian

Albulet, Michelle
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Palmer, Christine

Albulet, Mihai
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Hajduk, Jonathan
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Anderson, Kasper

Hall, Bonnie

Paredes, Jessic

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-173

Name

Name

Name

Anderson, Phillip

Halvorson, Melissa

Parker, Elizabeth

Applin, Raini

Hamilton, Alistair

Parker, Jennifer

Archey, Chris

Hamilton, Sara

Parker, Kevin

Ardea, Brigitte

Hamm

Parrett, Mark

Aspinall, Emma

Hammond, Bryant

Pasin, Jim

Auckland, Caraline

Hammond, Melissa

Pass, Cynthia

Avey, Tricia

Hammond, Nancy

Patnode, Drew

Babunovic, Emile

Hangartner, Mikaela
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Hansberry, Tina

Payne, Renee

Bailey, Hailly

Hanvoid, Chris

Penner, Jonathan

Baily, Alanda

Harlow, Devin

Perez, Amber

Baily-Sun, Erin

Harris, Kirk

Perrone, Nathaniel

Baker, Sam

Harrison, Trevor

Perry, Mikaela

Baldwin, Angel

Harvey, Kristen

Pessolano, Craig

Ballard, Kay

Haslund, Leif
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Gile, Melissa

O'Connell, Cathleen
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Golden, Jim
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Zak, Justin
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Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Albulet, Mihai

Frye, Robyn

Ryynanen, Cindy

Burke, Austin

Johnson, Christine

Woodcock, Amanda

Delegans, Alexandra

Kitchell, Carolyn

Frye, Carll

McQuiston, Shawn
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1
2
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Comment Response
Thank you for your comment.
The purpose and need for the proposed action are described in the EIS Executive Summary and in Section 1.3.
The purpose and need for the proposed action are described in the EIS Executive Summary and in Section 1.3.
See response to Common Issue 4.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not included in the DEIS) is provided in
Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to
what was presented in the DEIS and presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
See response to Common Issue 2.
See response to Common Issue 9.
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13
14
15

16

17
18
19

Comment Response
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS.
Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an additional 60
days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on
its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged
public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
See response to Common Issue 16.
See response to Common Issue 10.
NEPA allows refinement of the proposed action to get to a preferred alternative. Impacts were fully disclosed in the SDEIS and FEIS, and mitigation
measures will be stated in the Record of Decision.
The DEIS and SDEIS both state in Section 4.3.2 that Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 years after a drought. The
mention of a 20-year cycle in the DEIS (and SDEIS) is the replacement time of pumps and associated equipment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable irrigation districts would fund the
project.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on the timing and conditions of pumping operations, including both drought-relief and refill
operations.
Under Reclamation's guidance and direction, a task force of Reclamation, Roza and consultant experts conducted a value analysis study in the
summer of 2015. At the time of this study, Eastern Washington was under an Emergency Drought Declaration by the Governor. Subsequent to this
Study, Roza embarked on the design of an emergency, temporary floating pumping plant. When the drought was declared over in December of
2015, Roza discontinued advancing the temporary emergency floating pumping plant project, and the work through the additional design and
analysis performed in late 2015, the feasibility of a floating pumping plant was verified resulting a decision was made to add this alternative into the
EIS documentation. See Section 2.8.1.3 of this FEIS
Under Reclamation's guidance and direction, a task force of Reclamation, Roza and consultant experts conducted a value analysis study in the
summer of 2015. At the time of this study, Eastern Washington was under an Emergency Drought Declaration by the Governor. Subsequent to this
Study, Roza embarked on the design of an emergency, temporary floating pumping plant. When the drought was declared over in December of
2015, Roza discontinued advancing the temporary emergency floating pumping plant project, and the work through the additional design and
analysis performed in late 2015, the feasibility of a floating pumping plant was verified resulting a decision was made to add this alternative into the
EIS documentation. See Section 2.8.1.3 of this FEIS
See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on the timing and conditions of pumping operations, including both drought-relief and refill
operations.
See responses to Common Issues 8 and 12.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been coordinated with WDFW.
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Comment Response
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. Appropriate mitigation measures for
T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as
explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts
to fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been integrated into the proposed action
specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section
2.3.5).
See response to Common Issue 15.
Figure 4-2 in this Final EIS illustrates the shoreline area under 200,000 acre feet drawdown scenario.
[Still under development]
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the
Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially
impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 8.
The question is not within the scope of the environmental review.
See response to Common Issue 17.
No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout much of the areas surrounding the
project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess
east shore and they have never been detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered to have no potential effects on
northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. This FEIS has been updated to
include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to recreation.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB
levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted
waters that require a TMDL or water quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
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34

During construction Kachess reservoir would release flows early in the season to meet demands in the System. The goal would be to release
Kachess water but not “waste” any water. This would accelerate Kachess usage so that construction could begin as early as possible in the late
summer or early fall. Kachess flow would then likely be low in the fall. This would impact mini-flip-flop so that the Keechelus reach would not be
open for spawning during construction.
Thank you for your comment.
Thank you for your comment.
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Thank you for your comment.
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The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS was tiered to the Programmatic EIS
but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC alternatives.
See response to Common Issue 4.
Reclamation has identified the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes as Tribes with a cultural connection with the project area and
they are consulted with on a continual basis on cultural resources issues. The Yakama Nation and the Umatilla Tribes have potential Indian Trust
Assets (ITAs) water rights. Reclamation continues to work with these Tribes in addressing potential impacts to resources of tribal concern. The
Snoqualmie Tribe has not been identified as having a cultural connection to the project area, and do have any ITAs, and have not requested to be
consulted.
The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS.
Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an additional 60 days.
The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its
website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public
comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Under Reclamation's guidance and direction, a task force of Reclamation, Roza and consultant experts conducted a value analysis study in the
summer of 2015. At the time of this study, Eastern Washington was under an Emergency Drought Declaration by the Governor. Subsequent to this
Study, Roza embarked on the design of an emergency, temporary floating pumping plant. When the drought was declared over in December of
2015, Roza discontinued advancing the temporary emergency floating pumping plant project, and the work through the additional design and
analysis performed in late 2015, the feasibility of a floating pumping plant was verified resulting a decision was made to add this alternative into the
EIS documentation. See Section 2.8.1.3 of this FEIS.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable irrigation districts would fund the
project.
The description of alternatives was redefined in the SDEIS. The KKC project is not presented in this SDEIS as a stand-alone alternative as described in
the DEIS; instead, it was included as a component of a KDRPP alternative. Reclamation and Ecology will continue to analyze KKC for other benefits.
Of the two alternative KKC alignments (north tunnel and south tunnel) considered in the DEIS, the south tunnel was determined to be unfeasible
because of geologic explorations and Washington State Department of Transportation construction activities near Interstate-90 (I-90); however, the
KKC north tunnel remains under consideration as a component of a KDRPP alternative. See Sections 1.5.2 and 2.6.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See response to Common Issue 8.
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The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS.
Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an additional 60 days.
The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its
website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public
comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted.
Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the
Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially
impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable irrigation districts would fund the
project.
The 2013 “Yakima River Basin Resource Management” law (2SSB 5367) set the vision for the forest and authorized the state Board of Natural
Resources to enroll the property as the Teanaway Community Forest under the Community Forest Trust Program. The 2013 state authorizing
legislation specifies that if the 214,000 acre feet of water is not developed by 2025, the TCF would be returned to the common school trust. See
Section 1.8.2 of the SDEIS for additional details.
A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not included in the DEIS) is provided in
Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to
what was presented in the DEIS and presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.
Figure 4-2 in this Final EIS illustrates the shoreline area under 200,000 acre feet drawdown scenario.
Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been coordinated with WDFW.
ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. Appropriate mitigation measures for
T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as
explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been integrated into the proposed action
specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).
See response to Common Issue 10.
See response to Common Issue 9.
See response to Common Issue 8.
See Appendix F of the Final EIS.
Still under development.
The question is not within the scope of the environmental review.
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See response to Common Issue 17.
Specific quantities and management of excavated and fill material for this feature would be further refined as part of final design, if KKC is included
in the selected alternative.
As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may occur during and immediately following
runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality). Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and
may alter existing predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)." State of Washington
water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if
exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with fish foraging and growth.
No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout much of the areas surrounding the
project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess
east shore and they have never been detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered to have no potential effects on
northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm.
Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. This FEIS has been updated to include
a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to recreation.
There is very little or no private property that would need to be acquired for the Preferred Alternative. See Section 4.15.17 regarding property
acquisition. Reclamation would survey private properties prior to construction and would acquire any needed easements in accordance with of the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 USC 4601), as amended, 49 CFR Part 24, and other applicable
laws and regulations. The DEIS and SDEIS disclose reasonable property impacts based on alternatives design concepts. Actual real property
acquisition will be based on refined design of a selected alternative.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB
levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted
waters that require a TMDL or water quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB
levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted
waters that require a TMDL or water quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir.

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-191

Comment Comment Response
#
33

During construction Kachess reservoir would release flows early in the season to meet demands in the System. The goal would be to release Kachess
water but not “waste” any water. This would accelerate Kachess usage so that construction could begin as early as possible in the late summer or
early fall. Kachess flow would then likely be low in the fall. This would impact mini-flip-flop so that the Keechelus reach would not be open for
spawning during construction.
Thank you for your comment.
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Baker, Michael
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Rasera, Dante

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-194

Name

Name

Name

Book, Brad

Hulberte, Ethan

Ratliff, Abby

Boren, David

Hume, Matt
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Mankus, Ashley

Tobin, Lauren

Drumm, Randall

Manus, Arden

Tollie, Nikki

Dulin, Andrew

Marconi, Olivia

Toman, Meuney

Duncanson, Harold

Marian, Aaron

Toman, Wendy

Duncanson, Kay

Marquiss, Billie

Town of So. Cle Elum

Durrett, Abby

Marquiss, William

Trapp, Robert

Eble, Justin

Marshall, Anna

Trimm, Alison
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Name

Edde, Mike

Martin, Joel

Trimm, Bill

Edde, Mike

Martin, Sierra

Trygstad, Erin

Egberg, Cayla

Martinez, Tommy

Tubbs, Ginny

Engberg, Gregory

Martinez, Zoey

Turner, Al

England, Dustin

Mase, Rebecca

Turner, Luke

Ewen, Katie

Masters, Stephanie

Uriola, Kendra

Fabulae, Anastasia

Masterson, Caryon

Vaderwall, Jacob

Falsis, Lindsey

Matthai, Debbie

Valentine, Faith

Fasand, Renee

Matts, Mark

VanSickle, Cindi

Faubas, Alec

Maybo, Claudette

Vaughan, William

Faucher, Donovan

Maybo, J. Sam

Vaughn, William

Felipe-Ramos Gerardo

McDermott, Gail

Vedenava, Diana

Felix, Brianna

McGonegle, Time

Verhelst, Isabelle

Ferguson, Carol

McHenry, Traci

Verhelst, Natasha

Ferguson, Dan

McLain, Kenneth

Wainwright, Shirley

Fernunson, Martin

McLenaghan, Kevin

Wallace, Brenna

Fishburn, Sam

McNeil, Maggie

Wanechek, Chanty

Fitts, Dereck

McShane, Cathie

Wanechek, Connie

Fitts, Dereck

Meaden, Hayden

Ward, Bernice
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Name

Name

Flint, Alexis

Meiseyena, Olga

Wasell, Mary

Fodness, Carlin

Mensing, Jackie

Waterman, Anita

Fodness, Colleen

Miles, Brett

Watts, Gayle

Fornaby, Rebecca

Millman, Kelly

Watts, Jerry

Forsell, Kati

Misochy, Billy

Webb, Connor

Forsell, Kurt

Misochy, Jill

Webb, Jada

Fountain, Jean

Misochy, Jill

Westendorf, Amanda

Fountain, Jean

Molnar, Seth

Westermann, Ralph

Fountain, Tim

Molnar, Seth

Whitham, Melvena

Franklin, Ben

Monahan, Bree

Willete, Bree

Freeman, Jeffrey

Monroe, Keri

Willis, Mikayla

Freeyan, Cassi

Moore, Colton

Windsor-Newman, Judith

Frye, Ajay

Moore, Montana

Windsor-Newman, Judith

Fuda, Gia

Moore, Monty

Witonsky, Chloe

Fury, Denis

Mueller, Cassidy

Wold, Kensall

Fury, Denis

Mulder, Kathy

Wold, Lisa

Fury, Gail

Mulder, Tom

Wolff, Karen

Fury, Steve

Mulqueeney, Brett

Wood, Chris

Fyluh, Oleg

Mulqueeney, Christine

Wood, Sabrina
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Name
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Gaodnirda, Tiffany

Mulqueeney, Dave

Wood, Sam

Garcia, Nicholas

Mulqueeney, Erin

Wyman, Kurt

Garcia, Samuel

Mulqueeney, Kara

Yeager, Dorian

Gerber, Shannon

Mulqueeney, Tatum

Gibbs, Gabby

Murphy, Mike

Gienger, Chelann

Myers, Nicholas

Gienger, Kylon

Naibert MD, David

Gienger, Kylon

Nellis, Travis

Gienger, Lonnie

Nelson, Shelley

Gienger, Shelley

Nelson, Taryn

Gienger, Sky

Nelson-Hand, Chayna

Gienger, Teliah

Newcomb, Vaughn

Gienger, Teliah

Nicholson, Scott

Gillingham, Lora

Nielsen, Susan

Gilmore, Daniel

North, Rick

Gilmore, Julie

Northup, Sara

Gogan, Heather

Norton, Janet

Gold, Gerald

Nygren, Tammy

Gold, Norma

O'Brien, Lourene
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Name

Name

Gonzalez, Jordan

O'Connel, Auren

Goodsite, Betsy

O'Connel, Lachelle

Gorchels, Chris

O'Connel, Lachelle

Gorchels, Kay

Oday, Lisa

Grayseth, Teresa

Oliver, Andrew

Greeger, Bob

Olonoras, Jonas

Name

Comment
Comment Response
#
1
2

Thank you for your comment.
If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other
participating proratable irrigation districts would fund the project.
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Comment Letter 203

The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
History/Archaeology Program
P.O. Box I 50, Nespelem, WA 99155

(509) 634-2693
FAX: (509) 634-2694

4 May 2018
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
I 91 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE:

HA#

UI5-41 I
18.0218

Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Ka chess
Reservoir Conveyance (KDRPP/KKC) Projects Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, Kittitas and Yakima counties, Washington

Dear Ms. McKinley:
We are continuing consultation with your agency regarding various elements of the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
(KDRPP/KCC) Projects. Please be advised that your proposed undertaking lies within the
traditional territories of the Wenatchi Tribe, one of the twelve Tribes that make up the
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (also known as the Colville Confederated Tribes
or CCT), which is governed by the Colville Business Council (CBC). The CBC has delegated to
the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) the responsibility of representing the CCT with
regard to cultural resources management issues throughout the traditional territories of all of the
constituent tribes under Resolution 1996-29. This area includes parts of eastern Washington,
northeastern Oregon, and the Palus (Palouse) territory in Idaho.
We have received a copy of the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
pertaining to these projects for our review and comment. We offer the following comments for
records:
•

•

We again request that additional historical background on the Wenatchi Tribe, inclusive
of the history of the Wenatshapan1 Fishery Reserve designated under the 1855 Treaty
with the Yakima, be incorporated into subsection 3.18.2 of the SDEIS. We recommend
Shutler's (2011), Taking the Bitter ·with the Sweet: Wenatchi Fishing Rights in the journal
Environmental Law 41:981-1026, as a readily available and succinct source that may be
fruitfully used to supplement this subsection.



Cultural resources are fairly broadly defined within section 3 .18. In subsection 3.18.1 , the
SDEIS states that, ''For cultural resources, an effect occurs when the prosed project
would disrupt or impact a prehistoric or historical archaeological site or a property of
historical interest or cultural significance to a community or ethnic or social group. These
effects are adverse if they would occur to historic properties." In the Glossary section of
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1

2

•

•

•

•

•

the SDEIS, on page GL-3 , an historic property is defined as, "Any building, site, district,
structure, or object (that has archaeological or cultural significance) included in, or
eligible for inclusion in, the National Register." It is the position of the CCT that adverse
effects can occur to the range of cultural resources as more broadly defined defined in
section 3.18.

2
D

In subsection 3.18.3, we request that the sentence, "Once a preferred action alternative is
selected, and precisely defined, supplemental surveys of the KDRPP APE would likely
have to be performed, along with tribal consultation" be amended to read, "Once a
preferred action alternative is selected, and precisely defined, supplemental surveys of the
KDRPP APE will be performed, along with tribal consultation."

3
D

You have provided two different Kittitas place names, or two versions of the same
Kittitas place name, for Lake Kachess: Hah-chesch and Hah-chee-luxsh based on a
personal communication in 2017 from Jessica Lally of the YCRP. Are these alternative
and equivalent terms? Is there additional evidence of the historic or contemporary use of
this name to refer to Lake Kachess?

4
D

In subsection 4.18. 1, the SDEIS distinguishes between three types of cultural resources:
historic properties, cultural items under NAGPRA, and resources of tribal concern. We
have two comments regarding this language and these distinctions:
o Your typology of cultural resources does not account for those resources which
have not yet been evaluated regarding their eligibility for listing on the National ·
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). rt is the position of the CCT that potential
historic properties that have not yet been evaluated in terms of their eligibility for
listing on the NRHP be treated as eligible for listing, until proven otherwise. We
request that you address impact indicators for these types of cultural resources.
o Please provide a definition in the Glossary for the term "resources of tribal
concern."


5

ID
6

In subsection 4.18. 10, please change the first sentence from "Reclamat ion would
complete additional field surveys and to identify cultural resources as project designs are
refined" to "Reclamation will complete additional field surveys and continue to identify
cultural resources as project designs are refined."

7
D

In reference to subsection 4.18.10, the CCT supports the collaborative developme nt of a
Cultural Resources Management Plan in consultation with all affected and interested
tribes.

ID

Thank you for consulting with the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation. Please note
that these comments are based on information available to us at the time of the project review.
We reserve the right to revise our comments as information becomes available. If you have any
questions or concerns, please contact Karen Capuder at (509) 634-2876 or
karen.capuder@colvilletribes.com. If you wish to speak with me, contact me at (509) 634-2695.
Sincerely,
Page 2 of3
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Guy Moura, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
cc: Chron
File (KMC)
Rob Whitlam, PhD, Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
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Comment Letter 204

Con.federated Tribes and Bands
Of the Yakama Nation

Established by the
Trcatv
of June 9, 1855
,

--

Julyll,2018
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamatio11
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima WA., 98901-2058
Email: kkbt@usbr.gov
Re: Yakama Nation Department of Natural Resources Comments on
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess
Reservoir Conveyance (KDRPP/KKC} - Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
Dear Ms. McKinley:
I am writing as Superintendent of the Yakama Nation Department of Natural Resources
to provide comments on the KDRPP/KKC Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
l incorporate prior comments by the Yakama Nation on KDRPP and on the Integrated Plan into
this letter.
The Yakama Nation has participated in the development of the Yakima Basin Integrated
Plan since its inception and the Yakama Tribal Council has adopted resolutions in support of the
plan. We support KDRPP as a component of the YBIP provided it is implemented in a fashion
that furthers the goals of YBIP to improve both water supply for agriculture and instream flow
and habitat for fish and other aquatic lifo. Implementation ofYRBWEP must not impair the
Yakama Nation's Treaty and other rights and not adversely affect the Yakama Nation's ability to
fully use its existing water rights including irrigation deliveries and instrcam flows in subsequent
years following water short years. In keeping with this, the SDEIS makes the following
important commitment (p.2-l 7).


1

"In keeping with the goals of the Integrated Plan, under the Proposed Action during Kachess
Reservoir l'efill Reclamation would operate the Yakima Project to ensure spring (March through
June) tlows are at least what they would be under cu1rent operating conditions without KDRPP."
We note that while the EIS discusses other fish species in Chapter 3 and in the sec1io11s on
KKC, the discussion of potential impacts on fish associated with the preferred alternative is limited
to Bull Trout and Steelhead. Given that the goal of YB JI> is restoration ofharvcstahle surpluses of
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Confe derate d Tribes and Bands
Of the Yakam a Nation

Establ ished by the
Treaty of June 9, 1855

••

all native species of fish and other aquatic life throughout their historic range,
the discussion in
Chapter 4 should be expanded to include Chinook, Sockeye, Coho, and other species
to which the
Yakama Nation has a Treaty Right and which may be affected by changes in the
flow regime
associated with the preferred alternative. Yakama Nation DNR staff looks forward
to working with
Reclamation, Ecology, and participating portables to ensure that KDRPP and other
YBIP
components deliver on the promise to benefit all resources, instream and out.
The Yakam a Nation notes that it has a Treaty fish right includi ng a water right
with a
time immemorial priority date for fish and other aquatic life and, among other
rights, a Treaty
water right for irrigation to the fullest extent allowe d under applica ble law and
court rulings. The
Nation has a right at any time under its adjudic ated surface water rights to make
a request for
water authorized for its Treaty water right for fish and other aquatic life. Any
water rights or use
of water described or listed in this SEIS are subject to regulation, reduction,
and cessati on in the
future as necessa ry to satisfy and protect senior rights includi ng the Yakam a
Nation 's rights. The
Nation otherw ise also reserves the right to assert any defens e or remedy to protect
the Nation 's
Treaty or other rights. By not comme nting on summa ries or descrip tions of
specifi c water rights
or specifi c structures or operati ons, the Yakam a Nation does not conced e or
admit to any
description in this SEIS but reserves the right to comme nt later.


2


3

The following are comme nts to specific stateme nts in the SEIS:
Page ES-viii (suggest ed addition s highligh ted)

This should be changed to include reference to and the right to participate for other
participating
proratable entities including the United States as trustee for the Yakama Nation
as follows:
Reclamation and Ecology each propose to fund, design, construct, operate, and
maintain some or all
of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza and other a1tic1pating proratable
ent1ti~ _to fund,
design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action. Part1ci_
patmg proratable
~tities ma~ include the l,nited States. Bureau of Indian Affairs . as trustee for
the Yakama Nation
and water users within the Wapato-Satus mt of the Wapato Irrigation Protect.


4

Page ES-x
This should be changed to read as follows:

The pumping plant would be used to deliver up to 200,000 acre-feet of water during
drought years to
artic1pating downstream Yakima Project irrigation districts, including Kittitas
Reclamation District,
Roza, and Wapato Irrigation Project,. Reclamation and Ecology define a drough
t year as a year when
water supply falls below 70 percent of proratable water entitlements. KDRPP would
contribute to
increasing prorationing up to 70 percent. Project proponents gartictQaf!.1§._would
use the pumping
plant during drought years and could possibly use it in following years as the reservo
ir refills to a
level above the existing gravity outlet.
2

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-209


5

Confe derate d Tribes and Bands
Of the Yakama Natio n

Established by the
Treat y of June 9, 1855

Kennewick Irrigation District has also expressed interest m participating
in KDRPP.
Page ES-xi
Under Mitigation include the following bullet

•

Monitor outflows from Kachess and other r~o1 rs and Yakima River
flows to ensure that
operation of KDRPP does not impair senior rljWts either QY..!_educmg 1 otal
Water S.illill.!Y
Available or adversely affecturn. mstream flows needed_to mamtam fish
and other aquatic life.

Section 1.2.1 (page 1-3). This references the fact that the Burea u of
Reclamation has the
duty to operate the Yakim a Project "accor ding to treaty obligations
of the United States
pertaining to the Yakam a Nation 's Treaty of 1855, delivering the Yakam
a Nation 's 'time
immem orial' water right according to court orders ." However, the
subsequent list of"wa ter
entitlements" fails to fully reference the water right of the Nation for
Treaty fish and other
aquatic life. The Nation 's Treaty water right for fish and other aquati
c life is the most senior
right in the Basin with a time immemorial priority date. Both the federa
l court and the state
court in Ecology v. Acquavella have issued a number of rulings involv
ing the Treaty water right for
fish and other aquatic life. Listing all of these rulings is beyond the scope
of this comment letter,
but the Yakam a Nation reserves all rights and remedies established in
the Treaty and subsequent
legal rulings. The prorat able and non-proratable irrigation rights referen
ced in the draft SEIS are
junior to the Treaty water right for fish and other aquatic life. The SEIS
fails to reference this in
its list of rights.


6


7

Page 1-3
Edit the following passage as indicated.

Additionally, Reclamation operates the Yakima Project according to treaty
obligations of the United
States pertaining to the Yakama Nation Treaty of 1855, delivering the
Yakama Nation 's =,+me
,mmemonal'' ad judicated time-immemo rial priorit v date water right for
fish and other at1uat1c life
according to court orders.



Page 1-17
Correct the date on following statement.


9

A companion bill is expected in the U.S. House of Representatives in
fall 2017.
Page 1- 18
Correct the following statement.

The Washington State Legislature has yet to pass a final 2017-2019 State
Capital Construction
Budget, but it is expected in early 2018 or sooner.

3
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Confe derate d Tribes and Bands
Of the Yakarna Natio n

Established by the
Treat y of June 9, 1855

Page 1-20
Are there any lands in Yakima County within the areas affected by the
propose d action? If not, change the
following.
Local Agencies

Kittitas and Yakima
Counties

Granting of approval for actions on private
land within the Counties shoreline
jurisdiction.

Critical Areas Ordinance,
Shoreline Master Program

Section 1.4 If the propos ed projec t is built, the Nation suppo rts the right
to be able to
partici pate and obtain a share of the newly availa ble irrigation water.
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Page 2-2
Suggested change:

The current plan also includes improvements to l:rtl:)al water surply systern
-sthe Wa ato lrn •ation
Project, enhancement of the Toppenish Creek Corridor, and an irrigati
on demonstration project for
the Yakama Nation to enhance tribal economic, fish, wildlife, and cultura
l resources.
Add the follow ing bullet after the listed bullets:
The following YRBWEP Phase II projects are ongoing:
•

3 foot pool raise at Cle Elum Reservoir (correc t the followi ng
section that characterizes the CEPR
as a YRBWEP Phase Ill projec t).

Suggested change
¥akttma Na1io11 Wapato Irrigation Project System Improvements and Yakam
a Nation Demonstration
Project are in progress and will improve irrigation efficiencies.
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Page 2--4

Make the following changes:

Store as much water as possible up to the reservoir system 's full active
capacity of about 1 million
acre-feet from the end of the irrigation season through early spring subjec
t to providing target flow~
pulse Hows, and any other water necessai:y to maintain fish and other
aquatic hfe under the Yakama
Nation 's Time Immemorial Treaty water ri ghts.

4
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Confederated Tribes and Bands

l:stablishcd bv
, the
Treaty of June 9, 1855

Of the Yakama Nation

Page 2-78

Is Franklin County a lvno here'! Should 1his sav Kiuiu,s?
4.22 Environmental Justice
Franklin County

would
experience high
and adverse
human health or
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environmental
impacts

Section 3.3.1.3. The EIS refers to the target flows and states that "Reclamation has been
directed by the Federal Court lo consider fisheries in project operations, giving instream tlows
priority over storage." The discussion of the federal court rulings ignores the state court mlings
involving the Yakama Nation Treaty water right for fish and other aquatic life in Ecology v.
Acquavella. The Acqum,el/a court has also ruled that the Yakama Nation has a Treaty water
right for fish and other aquatic life. The Orders, are for example, quite clear about the role of the
System Operations Advisory Committee (SOAC) as well as the Bureau of Reclamation. SOAC's
duties and rights are more than to just provide "feedback" on fish related tlows but to provide
advice to BOR on the water needed for fish life. It is up to SOAC with BOR to detennine flows on
an annual basis to protect fish and other aquatic life. BOR must do more than just "consider" the
Treaty water right for fish and other aquatic life but, rather, has the "respo11Sibility" to provide water
to maintain fish life at all life stages. The Treaty water right for fish and other aquatic life is the
senior water right in the Basin and must be satisfied before any other water right.
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Page. 4-19. The Nation reserves the right to object lo any operation that may reduce
water supply for the Nation's irrigation supply delivered through Wapato Irrigation Project

Section 1.2.l and Table 2-9. In addition to all flows or other descriptions listed in this
document the Yakama Nation reserves the right to ask for flows to which it is entitled under its
Treaty water right for fish and other aquatic life notwithstanding anything reterenced or listed in
the SEIS.

5
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Of the Yakam a Nation

Page 3-67
The passage below 1s not likely correct. Whereas flows below Parker may
not be directly affected after storage
control, changes in reservoi r operatio ns and carryove r storage may affect outmigra
tion flows below Parker. The
extended study area should extend to the mouth of the Yakima River. Note
that Section 3.3 describe s the extended
study area as "the Yakima River basin as a whole". Section 3.6 should be
changed to match 3.3.

The extende d study area is the Yakim a River basin, which encomp asses all
areas of potenti al
downst ream effects. This area extends from the existing Kaches s and Keeche
lus outlet works
downst ream to the Wapato Irrigati on Diversi on just upstrea m of Sunnys ide
Dam in Parker,
Washin gton, which is the lowerm ost point in the Yakim a River basin where
water regime influen ces
would be experie nced (Figure 1-1 ).
Page 3-72
It is worth noting that the oligotro phic conditio n of the reservoirs is due, at least
in part, to the loss of marine
nutrients that returning adult anadrom ous fish historica lly contribu ted to the
lakes.

Hiebert (1999) found nutrien t levels to be low in Kaches s Reservo ir, and Mongil
lo and Faulcon er
( 1982) determ ined that both reservo ir subbasins are relative ly unprod uctive
( oligotro phic).
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Page 3-79
Suggeste d edit:

Flows steadily increas e downst ream of Sunnys ide Dam (which is in the middle
reach at about RM
I 04) in the summe r as a result of irrigati on return flows from ground water
sources and surface
drains; the increas e become s more pronou nced betwee n Zillah and Grange
r (RM 88 to RM 83).
Flows again drop at Prosser Dam. where much of the return flow 1s diverte
d.
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Page 3-80
Suggeste d edit to clarify which Kachess River is being describe d:

Kachess River
Habitat in the r._each of the Kaches s River downst ream of Kaches s Dam is
affected by Kaches s
Reservo ir operati ons, which create flows that differ from the natural steamfl
ow regime. During
winter months (Octob er to March) , flow is reduced and less variabl e; in spring
(April to June), flow
is reduced ; and in summe r (July to Septem ber), flow is greatly increas ed (Reclam
ation and Ecolog y,
2012). The Kaches s River below the dam is a relative ly short (0.9 mile) reach
that is a lesser priority
for improv ing river flow becaus e of other objecti ves in the Integra ted Plan
(Reclam ation and
Ecolog y, 2011 t).
Page 3-80
Table 3-18 would greatly benefit from a map showing reaches and river miles
and a better verbal descripti ons of the
reaches. At Roza, for example , summer flows reaching Roza Dam are increase
d upstream of the dam due to project
operatio ns, but often reduced below the dam due to diversions. Summer flows
in the Wapato Reach above
Sunnysid e dam are increase d due to operatio ns, but greatly reduced from natural
levels below Sunnysi de Dam.

6
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Confed erated Tribes and Bands
Of the Yakarna Nation

Establi shed by the
Treaty of June 9, 1855

Page 3-85
Correction:

The reintroduction of sockeye into Cle Elum Reservoir began in 2009 when the Yakama
Nation
released 1,000 pa+R,-t}f-adult sockeye.
Correction: Although the EIS correctly reports the DART information, the actual returns
were
never as low as the 13 reported in the DART. Apparently the DART was not updated with
the
higher number.
In 2013, the first offspring of the adults originally transported to Cle Elum Reservoir returned
to
Roza Dam, where they were collected and transported to Cle Elum Reservoir (Yakama Nation
Fisheries, 2014a). Since the reintroduction period began (2009), the number of sockeye
that have
passed Roza Dam has varied annually, ranging from 13 to 3,949 fish and an average of 942.
(Columbia River DART, 2017).
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Page 3-170
The following section is misleading and should be changed. The Wenatchapam are one of
the 14 tribes and bands
covered by the Yakama Nation' s Treaty of 1855. See excerpt below.

The extended study area is also within the traditional territory of the Wenatchi, one of the
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (Colville Confederated Tribes) (Miller
2017);
descendants of the Wenatchee (also known as the Wenatshapam) are also found in the Confede
rated
Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation (Yakam a Nation).

TREATY WITH THE YAKIMA, 1855.
June 9, 1855. 112 Stat., 951. I Ratified Mar. 8, 1859. I Proclaimed Apr. 18, 1859.
Articles ofagreement and convention made and conclud ed at the treaty-ground, Camp Stevens,
Walla-Walla Valley, this ninth day ofJune, in the year one thousan d eight hundred and.fifty
-fire,
by and between Isaac I. Stevens, governo r and superintendent ofIndian affairs for the Territor
y
of Washington, on the part of the United States, and the undersigned head chiefs, chiefs.
headmen,
and delegates ofthe Yakama, Palouse, Pisquouse, Wenatshapam, Klikatat, Klinquit, Kowwas

say-ee, Li-ay-was, Skin-pah, Wish-ham. Shyiks, Ochechotes, Kah milt-pah, and Se-ap-cat,
confederated tribes and bands ofIndians, occupyi ng lands hereinafter bounded and describe
d
and lying in Washington Territory, who for the purpose s of this treaty are to be conside
red as
one nation, under the name of" "Yakama, "" with Kamaiakun as its head chief, on behalf
ofand
acting for said tribes and bands, and being duly authoriz ed thereto by them.
Source: https:, www.fw s. 1 0v pacific ea/tribal!treaties/Yakima .QQ!·

7
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Established by the
Treaty of June 9, 1855

Confederated Tribes and Bands
Of the Yakama Nation

••

Yakama Nation DNR appreciates the opportunity to comment on this important work and
looks forward to working together implementing YBIP in the coming years.

Sincerely,

~~~
~r-i..

Everett Isaac, Acting Superintendent
Yakama Nation Department of Natural Resources

8
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Comment Letter 205

K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] CSRIA SDEIS Comments--Roza Proposed Action for
Kachess Inactive Storage Project
1 message
dolsenecon@aol.com <dolsenecon@aol.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jun 11, 2018 at 5:49 PM

June 11, 2018
Please see CSRIA comments on SDEIS K&K Projects: CSRIA supports Roza
Irrigation District Proposed Action for Kachess Inactive Storage Project.
D.O.
Darryll Olsen, Ph.D., Board Representative
Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association
509-783-1623
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Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association
Information Memorandum
DATE:

June 11, 2018

TO:

Ms. Candance McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
USBR-Yakima, WA

FROM:

Darryll Olsen, Ph.D., CSRIA Board Representative

SUBJECT:

Comment on Draft Supplemental EIS for Kachess-Keechelus Projects:
CSRIA Supports Roza Irrigation District Proposed Action for
Kachess Floating Inactive Storage Pumping Plant
______________________________________________________________________________

CSRIA fully supports the Roza Irrigation District’s lead role for engineering, development,
funding, and operations for the Supplemental Draft EIS proposed action, the Kachess Floating
Inactive Storage Pumping Plant. As stated in the SDEIS:
x

For full implementation of the propose action, Roza proposes to fund, design, construct,
operate, and maintain a pumping plant at Kachess Reservoir (SDEIS, 1.4 Proposed
Action, P-1-11).

In particular, with a lead role for funding, CSRIA would expect the associated amount of
additional (instream) water supply, about 150,000-200,000 acre-ft., to be available for diversion
at the Roza Irrigation District headworks, for distribution within the Roza District.
CSRIA is available for further comments, as requested from the lead EIS agencies.

3030 W. Clearwater, Suite 205-A, Kennewick, WA, 99336
509-783-1623, FAX 509-735-3140 DOlsenEcon@AOL.com
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Comment Letter 206

State of Washington

Department of Fish and
Wildlife
South Central Region 3 – 1701 S. 24th Ave., Yakima WA 989025720 Phone: (509) 575-2740, Fax (509) 575-2474

June 22, 2018
Ms. Candy McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Ms. Danielle Squeochs, PhD, LHg, PE
Technical Projects Manager
Washington Department of Ecology
1250 West Alder Street
Union Gap, WA 98903
RE:

Review and comment of DSEIS for Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance

Dear Ms. McKinley and Ms. Squeochs:
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC). WDFW staff have
attached the review comments.
We strongly support the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan (YBIP) and implementation of KDRPP,
the first large scale water supply project. The YBIP is delivering on its promise to make
significant investments in fish passage and habitat protection and restoration. Immediate or
early investments included the purchase of the Teanaway Community Forest, the on-going Cle
Elum Pool Rise and Cle Elum Fish Passage projects, and funding for Bull Trout Enhancement
(BTE) projects, and others. Without these investments, or the cooperation and collaboration that
has been created through the YBIP, opportunity for fish restoration would be delayed or lost.
The YBIP is built on the premise of a balance between fish restoration and increased water
supply for out-of-stream use. KDRPP construction is essential to maintaining the appropriate
and agreed upon balance between securing additional water supply and fish restoration.
Accepting tradeoffs regarding local project specific impacts in exchange for an overall
improvement to fish and wildlife species and habitat in the entire Yakima Basin is fundamental
to our approach to the YBIP.
1
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Candy McKinley, Bureau of Reclamaiton
Danielle Squeochs, Office of Columbia River
June 22, 2018
Page 2 of 4

Our interest centers around ensuring there is adequate performance and certainty related to
protecting bull trout populations in the upper Yakima Basin and ensuring that fish and wildlife
species are enhanced by the YBIP. At the same time it is critical to protect especially vulnerable
fish and wildlife populations, such as Lake Kachess Bull Trout. Protecting the limnology and
productivity of Lake Kachess, bull trout fish passage at The Narrows between Kachess Lake and
Little Kachess Lake, and providing bull trout access into spawning tributaries, are critical to
ensuring a successful water supply outcome while not harming the fish restoration goals of the
YBIP.
We look forward to working closely with Reclamation and Ecology to provide additional
support as we progress through public review of the SDEIS through the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process to make KDRPP implementation a success. We also hope that our
comments prepare us for the conversations we will be having regarding mitigation required for
these projects during the Hydraulic Project Approval process.
If you have questions regarding our attached comments, please call Perry Harvester at (509)
457-9314. If you have immediate needs, please feel free to contact me directly at (509) 4579325.
Sincerely,

Mike Livingston
WDFW- South-Central Washington Region 3 Director

2
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WDFW Final Review Comments
For the Draft SEIS for
KDRPP and KKC

Comment
Number

1.

1-13
2-21

4-159
4-163
4-167
4-172
4-182
4-208
4-355
3.

4-5

1.5.3
2.3.6

Commenter
Initials

STK

SD

4.2.4.2
Volitional
bull trout
passage
improveme
nts
subsection

STK

BULL TROUT ENHANCEMENT
Upper Yakima Basin bull trout populations are precarious at best. Normally WDFW could
be skeptical of siting a new out of stream water supply project on top of these very vulnerable
populations. However, the YBIP, Bull Trout MOU, and Bull Trout Enhancement Package
(BTE) are the best and possibly the only chance for the long term survival of these
populations. The YBIP has delivered on the promise of the Bull Trout MOU, investing about
$1,000,000 per year toward bull trout recovery actions in the upper Yakima Basin. These
BTE actions are part of the balanced package of YBIP that includes KDRPP. We support the
package of KDRPP and BTE actions. We would like to see the investments return through
implementation of the BTE.
TERRESTRIAL IMPACTS NEED TO BE MITIGATED
The SEIS identifies impacts to habitat and does not consistently mitigate for them. While we
believe the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan does improve fish and wildlife habitat overall,
direct impacts should be mitigated.

IMPACTS TO BULL TROUT PASSAGE
The 3rd para of this section states “the new drawdown conditions would be unlikely to
change conditions there because the Little Kachess basin becomes separated from the main
reservoir at elevation 2,223 ft. and little additional drawdown would occur in Little Kachess
basin.” As described in this section, “the river between the two lake basins would incise
down through sediment that has accumulated in the past 100 years … until it reaches its
former natural channel. If this incision prediction is true, the river that flows when the
reservoir elevation lowers to 2223 and below could incise down to the elevation of the flow
control weir on the volitional fish passage structure at the downstream end of the Narrows.
The incision has already occurred lower than the former natural channel from current
operations.

Response
(Resource Author)

2

3



2.3.2.8
2.3.6
2.6.1.2
4.7.4.1
Table 4-88
Table 4-90
Table 4-92
4.7.10
4.8.2
4.8.10
4.9.10
4.26

Comment



2-14
2-21
2-55
4-153

Section #,
Figure #,
or Table #



2.

Page
Number

4

3
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WDFW Final Review Comments
For the Draft SEIS for
KDRPP and KKC
Comment
Number

Page
Number

Section #,
Figure #,
or Table #

4-8

Table 2-9,
item 4.24

If the Kachess river between the two lake basins would incise down through sediment that
has accumulated in the past 100 years and disturbs the present grade control that maintains
the current minimum elevation in Little Kachess Lake, this will exacerbate the passage
problem for bull trout at the mouth of Box Canyon and the Kachess River. Some language
needs to be included to allow adaptive management to this possible scenario and stress a
mitigation performance measure that includes guaranteeing upstream passage to Box Canyon
Creek, the Kachess River, and through The Narrows all year round.
Currently the volitional passage proposed at the narrows as partial mitigation for KDRPP
does not include any work at the upstream end of the narrows. We estimate that the
minimum Little Kachess Lake level under current operations is around 2224 (PER Bruce
Heiner) and that the flow control weir on the proposed volitional fish passage structure will
be the control point where future incision of the stream through the Narrows will reside
eventually. Therefore, water levels at the mouth of Box Canyon Creek and the Kachess
River could be approximately 16’ lower than they are under current operations. Since the
passage problem at the mouth appears to be exacerbated as reservoir levels get lower, this
could severely worsen passage at Box Canyon and the Kachess River.
A related issue that should be discussed is determining the possibility of Little Kachess poollowering by hyporheic flow between the two lakes as a result of the never-before-seen head
differential that will result from the KDRPP operation. Even if passage is provided, will
hyporheic flow cause impassable conditions in the Narrows much like it does at the mouth of
Box Canyon Creek, Kachess River, Deep Creek, and Gold Creek?
Also, it is important to consider reducing water temperature within the fishway at The
Narrows during summer months prior to the spawning period for bull trout. Temperatures in
the roughened channel, assumed to be sourced from the shallow surface water of Little
Kachess per the SEIS, may be too high for bull trout to be able to use the fishway during the
upstream migration period.
Related to the above, but relevant to section on Cumulative impacts on ESA-listed fish: The
combination of lowered reservoir levels and the expected subsequent down-cutting/incision
of the kachess river through the narrows could increase the incidence of poor passage into
box canyon creek and kachess river for bull trout by lowering the current low-pool elevation
of Little Kachess.

Response
(Resource Author)

5

D

2-79

4.5.2

Comment



4-103

Commenter
Initials

6
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Comment Letter 207
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] YBFWRB Input on KDRPP & KCC SDEIS
1 message
Alex Conley <aconley@ybfwrb.org>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Mon, Jul 2, 2018 at 12:18 PM

Please accept the attached comment letter on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SDEIS) for the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) projects.

Sincerely,

Alex Conley

Executive Director
Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board
aconley@ybfwrb.org
(509) 453-4104

1200 Chesterly Drive, Suite 280
Yakima, WA 98902

Website: www.ybfwrb.org
Connect with us on Facebook
Sign up for our monthly Newsletter

YBFWRB comment on KDRPP Supplemental EIS.pdf
993K
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Comment Letter 208
'HUD.DUHQNGHUD#XVEUJRY!

)ZG86):6&RPPHQWVRQWKH.'533 ..&6XSSOHPHQWDO'(,6
1 message
0F.LQOH\&DQGDFH<cmckinley@usbr.gov>
Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 6:58 AM
To: Gwendolyn Christensen <gchristensen@usbr.gov>, Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, "Dera, Karen"
<kdera@usbr.gov>

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: /HZLV6WHSKHQ <stephen_lewis@fws.gov>
Date: Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:08 PM
Subject: USFWS Comments on the KDRPP & KKC Supplemental DEIS
To: Candace McKinley <cmckinley@usbr.gov>, "Craig, Jim" <jim_l_craig@fws.gov>, Kate Terrell
<kate_terrell@fws.gov>, "Dale Bambrick - NOAA Federal (dale.bambrick@noaa.gov)"
<dale.bambrick@noaa.gov>, michael.livingston@dfw.wa.gov, Scott.Kline@dfw.wa, John
Easterbrooks <EASTEJAE@dfw.wa.gov>, pgarveydarda@fs.fed.us, teresatucker@fs.fed.us
Cc: Eric Rickerson <eric_rickerson@fws.gov>, Jeff Krupka <jeff_krupka@fws.gov>, Gregg Kurz
<gregg_kurz@fws.gov>, "Franks, Sierra" <sierra_franks@fws.gov>, Judy Neibauer
<judy_neibauer@fws.gov>, sean.gross@noaa.gov
Attached are the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service's comments on the SDEIS for the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant and the Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. As you will
see, many of these comments reiterate our concerns pertaining to the original DEIS, but also focus
on the project alternatives, water quality and quantity, bull trout passage at Kachess Reservoir, and
wildlife connectivity.
Please feel free to contact us if you need any clarification regarding these comments.
S-************************************************
Stephen T. Lewis
Hydropower and Energy Coordinator
US FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
CENTRAL WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE
215 MELODY LANE STE 103
WENATCHEE, WA 98801-8122
phone: (509) 665-3508 Ext. 2002
e-mail: Stephen_Lewis@fws.gov
,IDURDGKDVQRREVWDFOHVLWSUREDEO\GRHVQ WOHDGWRDQ\ZKHUH6/HZLV
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Washington Fish and Wildlife Office
Central Washington Field Office
215 Melody Lane, Suite I 03
Wenatchee, WA 9880 I
Ln Reply Refer To:
OJ EW FW00-20 18-CPA-0047

us.

FJNH "wn.nun1
8ERVIC8

~
s ,.. ._.,,,,,,-

JIL 102011

Memorandum
To:

E nvirnnmental Progran1 Manager, Bureau of Reclamation
Yakima, Washjngton
State Supervisor, Washington Fish and Wi ldJife Office
Lacey, Washington

Subject:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Comments on the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keecbelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment
on the April 2018 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the
proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keech elus Reservoir-to-Kacbess
Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) projects. KDRPP and KKC will herein be collectively known as
the "Projects." The Projects are components of the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water
Resource Management Plan (Integrated Plan). The SDEIS was prepared jointly by the Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) and the Washington State Department of E cology (Ecology), Office
of Columbia River. The Service commented previously on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Projects on June 18, 20 15. In this letter we provided numerous comments
related to project sequencing, bull trout, fish passage, and wildlife connectivity.
The Proposed Action for this SDEIS is to fund, design, constrnct, operate, and maintain a
floating pumping plant on Kachess Reservoir in order to recover up to 200,000 acre-feet of
inactive water storage from Kachess Reservoir during drought years when prorationing is less
than 70 percent. This water would otherwise remain in Kachess Reservoir at an e levation below
the existing gravity outlet works. The Proposed Action would also include construction and
maintenance of a volitional fish passage structure at the downstream end of the NruTows which is
located between the upper and lower Kacbess reservoirs. Reclamation and Ecology each
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2
propose to fund, design, con truct, op rate. and maintain s me or all of the Pr po ed Action r to
authorize the Roza Irrigation Distri t to fund, design, con truct operate, and maintain ome or all
of the Proposed Action.
11,e DEIS also evaluat s a No Action All mativ - and fi e action alternatives tor store and
enhance instrean, flows and aquatic habitat for fish, including enhancement for bull trout
improving water supply reliabilil during drought years: impro ing the abi lity of water manag rs
to respond and adapt to pot ntial efli cts of climate change; and contributing to the itality oflh
regional economy and riverine en ironment in the Yakima River Basin. Reclamation's Pr ferred
Alternative (Proposed Action) .i. Alternati e 4 - KDRPP Floating Pw-nping Plant.
There are three main action modification in this SDEI that wer not in the DEI
•
•

•

The addition of the floating pumping plant iTI Kachess Rese oir;
The inclusion of fish passage (volitional) between th two lake of Ka he s R ser ou
, hen drawn down· and
The elimination ofth outh tunnel option for the Keech lus-to-Kaches conveyanc
tunnel .

The foJlov ing are the er ice's comment on the Project' DET that are intended to ensure
compatibility with elem nts of the lntegrated Plan and our pending Endangered Species Act
(E A) secti n 7 consultation with Reclamation on th operation and maimenanc f the Yakima
Irrigation Project YIP). The e comments have been closely coordinated with th ervic 's Mid
Columbia Fish and Wildlife Cons rvation Office and v e ha e incorporated their comrnenl from
a June 4. 2018 technical memorandum.
COMME T O

THE SDEL

Project Alternative
As referenced abo e in thi document. the ervic comment don the DEl on June 18, 2015.
Pleaser fer to the e comment when completing the FEI for th Projects. Those comments
are summarized here and pro id further insight on thee o luti on of the project alt rnative
and the ervice s ESA ection 7 con ultation \i ith Reclamation.
The er ice is currently conducting an E A ection 7 consu ltation with Re lamati non the
operation and maintenance of the YlP. Reclamation· Biological /\sse ·sment (B ) for that
consultation contains discrete actions and mitigation measure designed to minimiz the
impact of the YIP on bull trout. The ervice has repeated! stres d that appropriate
implementation sequencing of the Integrated Plan elements along with the ongoing operation
and maintenance of the YIP i
ential to mirumizing risks to
A listed fish and wildlife
re ource in the Yakima Basin. The Service listed bull tr ut under the E A coterminous! in
1999, designated c1itical habitat for bull tr ut in 2010, and published a Final Recov r Plan in
2015. The Final Reco er , Plan goa ls include pr tecting pawning and rearing habitat and
insuring connecti ity to forage. migration. and overwint ring habitat so that population have
access to cold. clean. complex. and connected habitat w ithin their perspecti e c re areas. The
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Yakima Basini described a one core area and one critical habitat unit. Please ensure
implementation of the actions and alternatives contained in the BA does not conflict with the
Recovery Plan, the Yakima BulJ Trout ction Plan (BT AP), implementation of conservation
measures contained in the DEfS Integrated Plan and the Bull Trout nhancement Plan
(BTEP).


1

Construction operation and maintenance of ne, turu1el corridors and pumping plant , as well
associated changes in reservoir operations will continue to have e, tensive environmental
impacts even though modification ha e been proposed in the DEIS. Although elimination of
the south tunnel alternative for the KKC wi 11 likely reduce impacts to species under our
purview, the north tunnel option will till have impact to terre trial resources. The Proposed
Action with the development of the floating pumping plant, is an e ample ofne impacts
that are additive lo ongoing YIP operational impacts. Tho e impacts are di cussed below in
Spec(fic omments on the SDEl section .
The implementation equencing. and frequency of use the Project and their relationship t
the recovery of listed pecies are still unclear. The BTEP i attached to the DEJS but does
not appear to be incorporated into th Proposed Action Vlrith the exception of a vague
reference to the programmatic requirement for volitional passage improvements for bu! l trout
in Kache s Reservoir. The Proposed Action appears to be at a more advanced stage of
development whereas the action jn the BTEP are more conceptual in nature. thus
complicating our full understanding of potential effects of this action. There is not sufficient
as urance in the DEIS and BTEP that bul1 trout actions and monitoring project will be
implemented that adequately compensate for the appreciable negative effects of these water
supply operations and developments. ·1he time line for the jmplementation of these
enhancements is not specified to a great enough resolution in th DEJ to en ure their
associated benefits are realized before the damaging effects of the water development
alternatives in the SDEIS occurs. Thi lack of clarity has been reiterated to Reclamation on
several occasions during conference calls with the Service and other resource agencies
regarding these enhancements.
The DEI attempts to resolve this sequencing issue by proposing a four-phased approach for
year one construction of the KDRPPP . These phases include preconstruction, upland
con truclion marine construction. and re ervoir floor construction. However it is unclear
when year one of construction would occur. Additionally, the scope and magnitude of the
ta k invol ed in these four phases al o app ar too exten ive to be completed in one year and
are canting nt upon the elevation of the re ervoir. For example the construction of the
arro\: s volitional fi h pas age roughened channel would be initiated in year one and
completed in ub equent year when the re ervoir is drawn down during drought relief
pumping. There is no jndication as to when drought relief pumping would occur in order to
fully realize the benefit of this measure for bull trout. There is al o no mention when Box
anyon Creek passage improvements ould b initiated dw-ing this four-phased approach, if
at all. Your current YlP Operations and Maintenance Biological A se ment identifies and
describe that passage improvements will be occurring for Box Canyon. For consistency and
clarity, v e recommend that Reclamation specify in the FEIS the sequencing of aIJ new action
and alternatives i.e .. water development and enhancement measures contained in all
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pertinent document including the SD EIS, IP and BTEP to en ure the lJccess of their
implementation and to show how the v ouJd b jmplemenled within Lhe scope of current
operations assoc iated ith the YIP. Sequencing current action and fi.1lur actions described
in the Proposed Action will provide clarity regarding the duration and magnitude of effects.
Positi e and negative impacts to ESA species and critical habitat including the timing,
dLLration. and 1 cation of action should be part of tJ1e s quencing d cription .


3

Aq uatic Re ources
Bull Trout

onnectivitv in the Yakima

ore Area

Connecti ity between popu lations of bull trout in the Yakima Ba in i ne of the most
important aspect requir d for bull trout recovery and iJ1 providing a functioning core area.
Physical and bi logical connecti ity ha e b en drastically chal lenged in the Yakima Core
idenced b the current lack of pas age at re ervoir dams. turbulent flows.
AJ·ea. This i
temperattu-e barriers, and the lack of passage to spa ning areas and prey base. Core areas
a ro s th rang f bull trout ·ho"v multiple migrato1 pattern . Monitoring conducted in core
areas adjacent to the Yakima ~ore Area ha shown use of stream, river. and lake habitat by
fi h from both a single local population and from many local populations. Re-establishing
connectivit_ to foraging. migration. overwint ring. and pawning/r aring habitats abo e and
below Yakima Basin reser oir should be the priori tie for reducing impacts resulting from
th Proje ts. Reclamati n should make a tronger ffort in this proposed action toward
providing upstream and downstream connectivity before implementing alternatives that cau e
increased reservoir drawdown and altered flow r leases that create barriers to ear round u e
of habitat b multiple life hist r stages of bull trout and their pre


4

Bull Trout Fish Pa age at Kachess Reservoir
The is ue f impaired fish pas age at certain elevation between the two ections ofKachess
Re ervoir when drawn down was not recognized in the 2015 DElS. It emerged as a
significant i ue late in 2015 and we recognize Redamation's efforts ro address it. After
se eral Integrated Plan fish passage subcommittee meetings Reclamation and it engineer
appeared to be developing a elution to thi passage is ue. What emerged from thi effort was
the roughened channel concept which appears in this D I as the 201 7 Kache Narrow ·
Fish Pa sa~e 'oncepl Technical Memorandum. We tentatively agreed with this roughened
chaun l concept a it ha se eral ad antages over a fish collection barge and extended length
d nil fishway. Ev n though the rnemora11dum has more detail than i available in th DEI ,
it m rel pr vides detail on the con truction of this facility and not on th operation ,
ma int nance, or pr and post construction monitoring to decipher its effectiveness.
Demonstrating effecti eness i key to the abilit to consid r the roughened channel as an
adequate conser ation mea me to reduce op rational effects to fish passage within Kache
Re · rvoir. We provide additional comments on these items below in the Specific Comment
on the SDEJ. ection. Plea e contjnue to coordinate with the Service a the engineering
designs and p lans for the con truction, operation. maintenance. and effecti enes monitoring
e ol e for this fish pas age facility.

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-228


5

5
The is ue of impeded Lributar passage for bull trout into Box an on r k a tributary of
Kaches Reservoir, is not addressed in the Pr posed Action. Impeded pa age occurs on a
semi-regular basis and has r quired remedial actjon on veraJ occasion to facilitate adull bull
trout passage into the creek. These efforts, for which volunteer ar always necessary, have
b en marginally nee ful and ha e onJ focu ed on passing adult bull trout during a p01iion
of lhe spawning migration, not the full migration p riod or other life history tages. The Box
Canyon population ontinue to struggle with only tlu·ee bull trnul redds documented last ear
c nducted by WDFW indicates a low number of juvenile and
and a recent snorkel sur
subadult bull trout. Dming lhe developm nt of lhe Integrated Plan the ervice has been clear
Reservoir mu tin lude permanently
thal any project to extract more ater from Kach
addres ing the passage problem at the mouth of Bo ' 'anyon Creek. as this is a problem which
, ould almost certainly be . a erbated by an additional drawdown of the r ervoir. The
omi ion of a pa sage solution for Box an yon reek from the D I and SDEI is not
acceptable to the ervice. It i not sufficient that a solution be included solely in the BT P,
rather it should be consid red part of the KDRPP proposal ince it e ·acerbates impediment to
pa sage into the tributaries as,.: ell. hapter four of the DEI pre nts an exlensi e analysi
of the 1ncrease in fr quency and duration oflo p ol conditions re ulting from the operation
of KDRPP and the potential effect on tributary pas age, . et no solution is pre nted to resolve
th fish passage i ue at the mouth of Box Canyon reek. Kachess Ri er. or other tributarie
that may provide foraging opportunities. The associal d effect are illustrated er clearly in
Table 4.4 of the SD I . We trongl · recomm nd that an ' of the alt matives in the SDEIS
entailing the con tructi n and operation of the proposed KDRPP include a provision for bull
trout pa age a pecified in th BTEP. and include additional monitoring of use re ervoir use
by ju eniles and or subadult t understand ff ct to all life history stages.


6

Terre trial Resources
Wildlife Connectivity
We commend Reclamation for eliminating th so uth l-iinnel option of the KKC pipeline. The
elimination of thi tunnel option oftbe KKC pip line appears to be based on geologic
necessity and will like] ben fit wildlife resources from a long term perspe tive. The south
tunneJ option would have interfered Wlth the n qualmie Pa conidor for wildlife habitat
the Cascade Range. While it appears that
linkages and o erall ecologi al connectivity acr
the north tunnel alignment ha lower wildlife habitat alue and a high r degree of
fragmentation du to land clear·ing and current le I of human activity and noi e. it is also
amp Lake, etland complex , hich pro ides substantial and
within lose proximity to the
di er e wetland habitat ti r deer, heron waterfowl, small mammals reptiles. amphibians
ca ity-nestfog birds, raptor , and songbirds. imilar to our comment on the DEIS, the SDEIS
also uper.ficially e aluaie potential effects on ecological connectivity for the north twmel
option of the KKC pipeline. Th Jack of impact indicat rs related t wildlife movement for
the north option till e emplift s ho inconsistent the ildJife effects analysis appear to be in
this document. he ariety and density of terrestrial resources is o~en g:reate t along
fragmented habitat which exhibit a high degree of edge effect. fan peci s make reguJar
u e f edge habitats for fe ding due to high r herbaceou productivit ar1d larger in ertebrate
populations. Depending on the scope and magnitude of a fragmented habitat. a greater
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number of peci s ma inhabit the fir l 10 met rs of a woodland edge. Refer to the 1-90
wild life monitoring program 11 ar Gold Creek and Keechelu Lake to ee most recent
documentation of the use of the wildlife corridors nearby.

In our previou comment on the DEIS. we noted many r ference to onnecti ity Emphasis
Arca included in the I-90 noqualmie Pass East highway improvement project. As you are
aware, the I-90 Snoqualmie Pas East project is an outstanding example of a thorough and
sophisticated cmmectivity analy is. The DEi again evaluat s potential Project effects on
ecological connectivity, especiaJl effects on wildlife and threatened and endangered species,
in terms of the proportion of affected acr in the project area relati e to the total a res
pre ent. We requ sted in our comment n the DEIS that a spatial! e ·plicit anal sis be
conduct d to determine the proximity of acr s of habitat affected and their impmiance to
habitat linkage . The urrent ffect. analysis also fails to consider the proximity of project
effi cts to onnecti ity mphasi Areas. To make an accurate as es ment ofth north tunnel
option, we again request that spatially e,· plicit analyses be conducted. For xample. p011als
a ciated with the KKC will b constructed and operated close to edge habitats and near the
wamp Lale wetland complex. Habitat removal during portal construction and disturbance
during operation may result in avoidanc behavior by wildlife. The e types of patially
exp[icit and context-dependent effe ts on ecological connectivit are not analyzed in the
DEl . Please provide this type of analysi .
SPE IFlC COMME T ON TH

7

DEi

I.) Maior Conclusions OJage ES-xvi): he ervice could not find any mode1ling re ults in the
SDET for the frequency or dw-ation of time Kachess R servoi..r falls below a channel
as the reser oir recede . Tbis elevation i important as a
inflection point in the arr
aterfall fonns that is impa abl for fi h and prevents movement betw en the two lake
of the r servoir. It is the primar rea on that a roughened channel oncept is needed for
fish pa age. Th.is elevation is given alternately as 2,200 or 2,208 f et (abov M L).
irnilarl . the elevation when the two lak s form is given as 2,220, 2,224, and 2,226 feet in
everal sections of the DEI . Based on our review, 2,220 feet is where the two lakes
her Kachess Reservoir tributaries begin to have fish
b gin to separate and 2,226 feet j
onnectivity problems. La tly. 2 204 feet is the absolute limit for no fi h passage through
the arrows. Please clarify these numbers in the DEI to ensure accurate modelling
results in the document and th ability to determine the degree of impacts to bull trout and
it de ignated critical habitat. Thi information will also help to determine effects at both
the Narrow and at the outlet of th upper or Little Kachess portion of the Reservofr. The
ervice also expects that passage i impeded at the outlet of th upper lake due to limited
depth and resulting temperatw-e alteration . Passage banier al o occur at the mouth of
the Kaches River. The Service recommends that priority be gi en to connecting the
reservoir to buJI trout pawning habitat in the Kaches River.

2.) Figur , 1-2 Kachess Re ·ervoir chemalic Hydraulic Profile (oage 1-7): The proposed
KDRPP drawdown in this figure equates to approximately an 80 foot ater le ation drop
in the Big Kachess lake po1ii n of the Kaches Reservoir. Plea e pro ide an analy i of
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how this elevation drop will affect upstream fish pa ag altemaliv sat the Narrows
segment of Kache s Reservoir and downstream fish passage alternatives at Kachess Dam
considering the lo nature of refill at thi reservoir as evidenc d by refill rates that have
taken hundreds of day or multiple springs lo refill.
3.) Section 1-./ Proposed Action (page 1-10): · his section tates. · The Propo ed A ti 11
would also in lude olitional fish passage at the davvnstream end of the arrows v hich is
located between the upper and lower Kachess lak s.·, In order to assess effects to species
under the pur iew of the , ervice. please include in th PET specifi engineering de ign .
impact analysis, and ele ational aspect related to Reclamation·s concept for olitiona l
fish passage at the arrov, .
4.) ection 2.3.5 Volitional Bull 7i·ow Pa age lmprovemem (page 2-18): ince the
proposed volitional bu11 trout pa age improvement entail a rough ned channel, we
recommend adhering to the fol lo ing principle : a. naturaJ steep channels provide a
design template for ''natw·e-like fi hwa 1s'; b.) bed morphology is a major component of
en rgy dis ipation; c.) appropriate bed morphology depend on lope. target pecies and
hydrology:, and d.) ri k increa es the Furth r th project de iate from an adjacent natLu-al
channel conditions. ]n that spirit. pl a e pro ide detailed elevalional numb r p rtaining
to the Kacbess Reservoir anows tlO\ bifurcation w ir for th roughened channel in
order to decipher its effecti eness during high flow events. Also, please provide detailed
velocit., information for the roughened chann I to determine the compatibilit of this fish
pas ·age con ept itb bull trout capabilities. La. tly. ection 2.3.5 onJy describes the
construction of the olitional bull trout pa sage impr vemenl at Kache s Reservoir.
Plea e add further description regarding the operation. maintenance. and effectiveness
monit01ing of this propo ed fi sh pa sage impro ment.
5.) Section 2.5.1.1 Pump Barge cmdPumping Plan/ (page 2-35): Based upon our review of
comm nts made on the DEI in _Ql5, it i ti ll apparent that project operations for
KDRPP need further explanation in the FEI as lo how the lo er Kachess River belov the
dam will not be dewatered in the event the pump are operated continuou l for two or
more year out ide th typical irrigation season. If the pump were onl operated during
the itTigati n eason, and then turned off, hile the reser air ele ation is below the gravity
outlet. the Kachess River would be completely dewatered. ln addition to describing
op ration of KDRPP outside of the irrigation season, the F I should describe
contingenc mea ures that will be in place t prevent omplete dewatering of the Kache
River in the event of pump failure or maintenance activities that require pump shutdown.
6.) Table -9 Summarv Compari. on of Impact (page 2-66) and Table 4--1 Summarv Impacts
for Surface Water Resources (page -1-1 7): There is an apparent formatting error for these
h o tables. The same summary statistics in Table 2-9 can be found in Table 4-4. Plea e
c rrect thi di crepancy.
7.

-ummarv Compar;son oflmpacts. Table 2-9 (page 2-67): Thi table i confusing and
would benefit from presenting the number of day bull h·out would reasonably be abl to
access the refer need tributari s ba ed upon the propo ed alt rnative .
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8.) Box 'anvon reek (page 3-75) : hi ection mentions that there i a barrier falls located
at river mile 1.6 and ct there i no di ussion of th bull trout passage impedim nt located
at the confluence of Box Can on r k. 1711s is an example of how ba eline condilion
can be further degraded,, ith imp! mentation of the Proposed Action. Plea e include
inii rmation regarding the lack of bull trout passage into Bo · Canyon Creek from Kach
Re ervoir and bow the Propo ed Action would further degrade the current condition.

15
D

9. Table 3-21. Species F, deralh Li red or Propo ed for Li ting that Potentiallv Occur in the
Primary S!udv Area and Extended Studv Area (page 3-10-1): This table is confu ing and
w re ommend the Primar tud Area and Extended tud Area be combin d into one
stud area.

16
D

10.) Section 3. 9.2 Li ·ted, pecie · and ritical Habitat (vage 3-l 05): Plea e clarify in this
s ct ion that the barred owl is a mpetitor of the spotted o l not a predat r. Tbe barred
wl t pi ally outcompete the spotted owl in terms of establishing and d fi nding
t rritories. Ba1Tcd owls ma displace potted o I from suitable habitat, being both
slightly larger and more aggressiv . Hybriclization between the sp cies is also known t
ccur, which is another tlu-eat to the spotted owl.

17
D

1J .) 'ection 3.9.3.J Kache Reservoir Subpopulation (page 3-11 I): The discussion in this
ection impli s that tributar acce s may be a limiting factor for U1e Kache Reservoir
bull trout ubpopulation. This is only partially correct. The Proposed Action and future
peration of the Kach es R s rvoir wi 11 further Ii mit tributary access for bu 11 trout and the
text in this section should be changed accordingly to accurately repre ent th impacts of
impeded pa sage on thi population.

18
D

12.) ection -1.-1 Surface Waler Quality (page -1- 77) : The amount and quality of water in the
Yakima Core Area for bull trout i current] impacted by Reclamation 's actions as well a
forest management. agricultme. and re reatjonal de elopment. How Reclamation conve
v ater continues to affect the condition. quality quantity. and the velocity of water in bull
trout habitat. While implem nling new alternatives and action a odated wilh the
D 1 . the er ice would like to see priority given to impr ement in the quality,
quantity, and velocitie in uch a way a to improve and re tore habitat qualitie that meet
the Primary Conslitu nt Elements d scribed for bull trout critical habitat. The flow
regime associated ith current Reclamation operations curr ntly ha e impact to bull
trout and their critical habitat. Th er ice recommend. that con ervation m asures
hould be identified prior to implementation of new alternati es or actions that ma
xacerbate or reduce water qual ity, quantity and flow in a manner that negati el affects
u e of spawning, rearing. and foraging habitat as well as connectivity.
Water conservation is a compon nt of the YIP ongoing operations. Please consider
implementing YlP conser ation actions prior to the implementation of the additional
drawdown of tbe Kachess Reserv ir. Previous Reclamation analysi ha de cribed that
170,000 acre feet f water can be conserved through the Enhanced Wat r Conscrvati n

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-232

19
D

YIP element. lmprovement as ociated with this element should be in place before
additional impacts beyond the ongoing operations of the YIP are applied.
13.), ection .f.. 6.3 Alternative 1-J o Action: Kache Re en1oir (page ../-JJ 9): Failure t
addres the passage pr blem at tributaries such as Box Canyon Kache s River. and at the
Narrows between th upper and lower Kachess Lake under the No Action Alternative is
tinacceptable to th ervice. The N Action alternative ill re ult inc ntinued bull trout
pa age i sues. Analy i of the -impacts a sociated with the lack of pas age should be
presented in the F I .
14.) Section 4.6.-1.2 Opera/ion KDRPP Easr, hare Pumping Plant .Facilitie · (page ./-129):
Please include bull trout as a fi ·h specie affected b the further reductions and
fluctuations in operational ele ations that would negati ely influence remaining
invertebrat species, particularly in nearshore shallow-water habitat . R clamation hould
al. o include the prey species ofbulJ trout as affected pecies.

20
D
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15.) L'ection 4.6.6,2 Operation, Kache · Re enoir (page 4-1-10): Please provide additional
hydrodynamic and bioenergetics analysis to decipher the impact. of withdrawing large
amounts of surface wat r from Kachess Reservoir on bull trout. Oaphnia, a prey pecies
for fish, are available during pring (April-June) in Kachess than Keechelu. reservoirs.
nlike Keechelu Reserv ir the den ity of Daphnia in Kache Re ervoir within the
metalimnion and hypolimnion is relari ely high compared to the epilimnion. The Service
maintains that plac ment of tbe pump heads should be deep r in the water column to
maintain predator pr relation hip . Please pro ide an appropriate analy i that looks at
location of the pump head at multiple elevations into the meta limn ion to reduce effects to
the bull trout preybase along with predator prey interactions between large and small
predators.

22
D

16.) Section -1.9. 6 Alternative -1 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant {Northern Spotted Owl)

impact due to a lo er occurT nee
of egetative clearing. noi e generated during co05tructi n for access roads. outlet works
and other faci Ii ties landward of the reser oir iU still be evident. The analy is in lb,e
SDEI is in u.f6cient to det rmine if tru le el of impact , iJ 1 force spotted owl from
habitat adjacent to th e activities. lf spotted o ls lea e territories barred owls will likely
move into these vacated habits since they are more tolerable of human activity. Please
adhere to designated spott d owl pre-constructi n urvey protocol to venfy presence or
ab ence of owls withjn the de ignated area of impact for Altemati ve 4 a w 11 al I of the
Projects· alternative .

(/Jage ./-200): E n though Alternative 4 may ha e le

UMMARY

OMME T

The ervice recommends that the DEi be revised to ackno ledge the Iinkage to current
operational fleets that could exacerbate any new actions or op ration . It should also be
revis d to acknowledge that ub equent EPA and ESA analysis of most BTEP actions would
be required . Con ervation rnea ure to reduce effect should be synchronized for further
reduction in effect . The ervice recommends that the document provide a sequence f
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action that reduc multiple or long tenn effects caused by ongoing and n w actions to the
YIP. Additionally, the er ice ask for additional information about reser air elevations and
passage barriers at outlet oflakes and mouth of rivers and tributaries. and alternative pump
bead location for conducting effect analysi and minimizing the effects of the actions.
Finally the ervice requests that ii h passage project that improv connectivit to spawning
rearing habitat foraging, migration, and ov 1wintering habitats both above and b lo the
re er oir dam be im plemented prior to or concurrent with Project implementation.
We appreciate the opportunity to provide input on the DEi for the propo ed Projects and
look forward to continued coordination with R clamation on th development and
implementation of the Integrated Plan. Plea e contact Steve Lewis, Fish and Wildlife Bio logis(
b phone at 509-665-3508 e t. 2002, or by e-mai l at t phen_ Lewis@fws.go for que tion
regarding th comments contained her in. p cific que tions regarding the devel pment and
implementation of the lntegrated Plan should be reterred to Jim Craig. Project Leader by
phone at 509-548-7573. orb. e-mail atjim_ l_ raigr. fws.gov .

cc:
U FWS Leavenworth, WA (J. Craig)
U FWS, Leavenworth, WA (K. T rrell)
NOAA-Fisheries, "' llensburg, WA D. Bambrick
WDFW, Yakima, WA (M. Livingston)
WDFW Yakima WA ( . Kline
WDFW, Yakima WA (J. Ea terbr oks)
U F , Wenat h e WA (P. Garv -Darda)
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Comment Letter 209

'HUD.DUHQNGHUD#XVEUJRY!

)ZG>(;7(51$/@5R]D6'(,6FRPPHQWOHWWHU
1 message
0F.LQOH\&DQGDFH<cmckinley@usbr.gov>
Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:00 PM
To: "Dera, Karen" <kdera@usbr.gov>, Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, Deborah Van Meter
<dvanmeter@usbr.gov>
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: 5HYHOO6FRWW <srevell@roza.org>
Date: Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 3:02 PM
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Roza SDEIS comment letter
To: Candace McKinley <CMckinley@usbr.gov>
Cc: Wendy Christensen <GChristensen@usbr.gov>

Scott Revell
District Manager
Roza Irrigation District
srevell@roza.org
(509) 840-2721 cell

-Candy McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901
509/575-5848 x232
509/379-0780 cell
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Comment Letter 209

~RC!~A
IRRIGATION DISTRICT

July 11, 2018

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

Re: Comments on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Conveyance Projects

Dear Ms. McKinley,
Roza Irrigation District (Roza) has reviewed the April 2018 Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC, and collectively with the KDRPP,
Projects). Implementation of the KDRPP is of the utmost importance to Roza, as the livelihoods
of irrigators within Roza's service area are dependent on obtaining a more reliable source of water
from the Yakima Project during drought years. Roza is prepared to fully fund, construct, operate,
and maintain the Proposed Action, Alternative 4 - Floating Pumping Plant (Proposed Action).
Roza receives water from the Bureau of Reclamation's Yakima Project. Roza delivers such water
to 72,000 irrigable acres within its service area. Irrigators within Roza's service area rely upon a
stable source of water from the Yakima Project to grow and produce their crops, including tree
fruit, hops, wine and juice grapes, corn, and row crops, as well as maintain pasture land to support
a large dairy industry. The total crop value in the District approaches $1 billion. The crops
produced by farmers provide a fresh food supply to both domestic and foreign markets. Therefore,
a steady and reliable source of Yakima Project water is vital to Roza's entire service area.
Recent droughts have demonstrated that Roza's water supply from the Yakima Project may be
inadequate to support crop production in water short years. Without a stable water supply from the
Yakima Project, the agricultural industry within Roza's service area-and throughout the rest of
the Yakima Basin-will suffer. Because Roza's water supply from the Yakima Project is
proratable, Roza has received as little as 37% of its water entitlement in water short years.
When Roza receives a reduced amount of its water entitlement, Roza must shut down (i.e. cease
water deliveries) for weeks at a time mid-season and weeks early at the end of the irrigation
season. As a result, farmers receive an inadequate amount of water needed for their crops. This is
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particularly true with respect to 70%+ of Roza's 72,000 acres, which are planted with crops that
require water in September-including apples, hops, wine grapes and juice grapes.
Roza has already spent tens of millions of dollars over three-plus decades to implement water
conservation measures. These conservation measures allow Roza to operate its canals to run at
much lower flows than originally designed. Roza has also been the largest lessee of senior water
rights over the past several drought years. Despite conservation measures and leased water, Roza
has still been forced to severely restrict deliveries during drought years.
Steep prorationing of water supplies not only results in lost crop production-and thus lost
revenue-in water short years, but also may lead to the need to replace and replant crops. Crops
such as apples can cost up to $50,000 per acre to replace, blueberries up to $25,000, hops up to
$25,000, and wine grapes up to $15,000. Washington State Department of Agriculture estimates
that losses and added expenses as a result of the 2015 drought were $77 million within Roza's
service area. Although costs of pursuing the Proposed Action may be high, such costs will be
offset by the losses of the production value of crops and the costs of replacing trees and vines that
will be avoided through development of the Proposed Action.


1
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Based upon our review of the SDEIS's analysis of the socioeconomic consequences of the
Proposed Action (Section 4.21), we believe that the SDEIS may substantially underestimate the
importance of agriculture in the Yakima Valley, and the socioeconomic benefits of the Proposed
Action to the agricultural industry and the economy within Roza's service area and throughout the
Yakima Basin for at least three reasons.
First, the economic analysis is based on a four county area, which includes Kittitas, Benton,
Yakima, and Franklin Counties. We think that the inclusion of Franklin County may be over
inclusive. We are concerned that, by including Franklin County, the SDEIS may have diluted or
underestimated the economic importance of agriculture in the areas primarily served by Yakima
Project water.
Second, the SDEIS's economic analysis is based on 2012 data. See SDEIS at 3-178, 4-319. It is
our understanding that the contributions of agriculture to the Yakima Basin economy have greatly
increased over the last few years, and therefore, the SDEIS may be underestimating the economic
importance of agriculture. In turn, this may result in Reclamation underestimating the potential
economic consequences of pursuing the no-action alternative. We request that this information be
updated in the final environmental impact statement.
Third, the economic analysis appears to provide an inadequate explanation of the negative
economic impacts of the 2015 drought. As stated above, the short-term and long-term effects of
the 2015 drought on the agricultural community were more significant than described in the
SDEIS. For each of these reasons, the potential costs to the agricultural community of not
pursuing the Proposed Action, as well as the economic benefits of the Proposed Action, are much
greater than described in the SDEIS.
The Proposed Action will enhance water security in water short years. We believe that the
Proposed Action is vital to protecting the economy in the Yakima Basin, so much so that Roza is
prepared to fund, construct, operate and maintain the Proposed Action. Without the Proposed
Action, Roza, farms served by Roza, and the broader community will continue to suffer from both
the uncertainty of water resources and the impacts of the lack of water resources. The Proposed
Action would allow Roza (and potentially others) to access up to 200,000 acre-feet of water in
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water short years, and would give water users peace of mind when it comes to water short years.
This will provide Roza with more flexibility to respond to water short years and will help protect
the area's economy and people's livelihoods.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input.

cc: Roza Board of Directors
File

March 2019
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U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
191 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

C
A

0

Jlil 1 0 2018

V

F

0

Re: Comments nn Supplemental Drqft Environmental Impact Statement for the Kachess
Drought ReliefPumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Conveyance Projects
Dear Ms. McKinley:
The Port of Benton has reviewed the April 2018 supplemental draft environmental impact
statement (SDEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. The Port supports the Proposed
Action, Alternative 4 - Floating Pumping Plant (the "Proposed Action"), as it will benefit
both the environment and the economy in the Yak.ima Basin and beyond during drought
years.
Agriculture forms the basis of our economy as it is one of the largest industries in the
area. The jobs provided by agricultural activities sustain many local families and
contribute significantly to our rural way of life and rural character.
There are hundreds farms with over 28,000 irrigated acres which are located in both the
Port of Benton and the Roza Irrigation District, and such farms rely upon a stable source
of water from the Yakima Project to maintain their crops. Processing those crops occurs
within the Port of Benton. The Roza and Sunnyside Valley Irrigation Districts deliver
Yakima Project water to such farms. The fanns in the area rely upon Yakima Project
water to grow and produce such as apples, tree fruits, grapes, blueberries, forage crops,
hops as well as a large dairy industry.
The agricultural community is a vital aspect of the economy of the immediate area, the
region and beyond. The crops produced by farms provide a fresh food supply to both
domestic and foreign markets. Collectively, the annual revenue from farms in the Port of
Benton is measured in hundreds of millions of dollars.
Recent droughts have demonstrated that water supply from the Yakima Project may be
inadequate in water short years to support crop production. Because the water supply
from the Yakima Project to the Roza Irrigation District is proratable, the irrigation
districts are susceptible to reduced irrigation water allocations during drought years.
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Without a stable and adequate water sup
ply from the Yakima Project, the agricult
ural industry
withjn the basin, and throughout the rest
of the Yakima Basin, wi II suffer. This,
in turn, damages
the entire economy of the County and the
region. For example, due the drought in
2015, the
Washington State Department of Agricul
ture estimated economic losses of up to
$30 million
dollars in the portion of the Roza Irrigatio
n District which is situated in the Port
of Benton alone.
Based upon our review oftb e SDE IS's
analysis of the socioeconomic consequ
ences of the
Proposed Action (Section 4.21 ), we beli
eve that the SDEIS may substantially und
erestimate the
importance of agriculture in the Yakima
Valley and the socioeconomic benefits
of
the Proposed
Action to the agricultural industry and
the economy within the District, and thro
ughout the
Yakima Basin for at least three reasons
.
First, the economic analysis is based on
a four county area, which includes Kitt
itas, Benton,
Yakima, and Franklin Counties. We thin
k that the inclusion of Franklin County
may be over
inclusive. We are concerned that, by incl
uding Franklin County, the SDEIS may
have diluted or
underestimated the economic importance
of agriculture in the areas primarily serv
ed by Yakima
Project water.
Second, the SDE IS's economic analysi
s is based on 2012 data. See SDEIS at
3-178, 4-319. It is
our understanding that the contributions
of agriculture to the Yakima Basin eco
nomy have
greatly increased ove r the last few years,
and therefore, the SD EIS may be underes
timating the
economic importance o[ agriculture. In
turn, this may result in Reclamation und
eres
timating the
potential economic consequences of pur
suing the no action alternative. We requ
est that this
information be updated in the final env
ironmental impact statement.
Third, the economic analysis appears to
provide an inadequate explanation of the
negative
economic impacts of the 2015 drought.
As stated above, the short term and long
term effects of
the 2015 drought on the agricultural com
munity were more significant than desc
ribe
d in the
SD EIS. For each of the these reasons,
the potential costs to the agricultural com
munity of not
pursuing the Proposed Action, as wel1
the economic benefits of the Proposed
Act
ion,
are much
greater than described in the SDETS.
The Port supports the Projects because
the Projects will enhance water security
in water short
years. We believe that the Projects are
vital to protecting the economy in the Yak
ima Basin.
Without the Projects, farms located in
and around the Port, and the broader com
munity will
continue to suffer from both the uncerta
inty of water resources and the impacts
of
the lack of
water resources.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide
input.

Executive Director
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1 message
0F.LQOH\&DQGDFH<cmckinley@usbr.gov>
Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 6:56 AM
To: Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, "Dera, Karen" <kdera@usbr.gov>, Gwendolyn Christensen
<gchristensen@usbr.gov>

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: .HYLQ(VOLQJHU <kevin@krdistrict.org>
Date: Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:39 PM
Subject: [EXTERNAL] KRD Comments for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
To: CMckinley@usbr.gov

Dear Ms. McKinley,
Please find attached the Kittitas Reclamation District (KRD) Comments on the Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Conveyance Projects.

Thank you,

Urban Eberhart
Secretary Manager
Kittitas Reclamation District

-Candy McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901
March 2019
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Kittitas Reclamation District
P.O. Box276
Ellensburg, WA 98926
Phone: (509) 925-6158 Fax: (509) 925-7425

July 11, 2018
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
191 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-205 8
Re:

Comments on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess
Conveyance Projects

Dear Ms. McKinley,
Kittitas Reclamation District ("KRD") has reviewed the April 2018 supplemental draft
environmental impact statement (SDEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)
and the Keechelus Rcscrvoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC, and collectively with the
KDRPP, Projects). The KRD strongly supports the implementation ofthe Yakima Hasin Integrated
Plan, and specifically, the implementation of Proposed Action, Alternative 4 - Floating Pumping
Plant (the "Proposed Action") by Roza Irrigation District. The Proposed Action will benefit both
the environment and the economy in the Yakima Basin and beyond during drought years.
A steady and reliable source of Yakima Project water is vital to KRD's water users. The KRD is
the 6th largest irrigation district in Washington State. The KRD's 330 miles of canals and laterals
service approximately two thirds of all the irrigated agricultural acres in Kittitas County. The
Yakima Project water is the primary source of irrigation water for 59,122 acres of farm and ranch
land in Kittitas County, Washington. These farms rely upon a stable source of water from the
Yakima Project to maintain their crops. In particular, the farms within the KRD's service area rely
upon Yakima Proj cct water to grow and produce apples, pears, cherries, corn, wheat, oats, barley,
sunflowers, potatoes, beans, blueberries, Timothy hay, alfalfa hay, and livestock pasture. The
crops produced by farmers provide a fresh food supply to both domestic and foreign markets.
KRD has a long term goal ofincreasing the efficiency of its irrigation water delivers to lands within
its district boundaries that are entitled to receive irrigation water. As previously outlined in KRD's
June 12, 2015 comment letter on the KDRRP and KKC Projects Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, KRD has undertaken modifications to its irrigation delivery system to increase system
el1iciency and the enhance fish flows in various creeks and streams.
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Recent droughts have demonstrated that KRD's water supply from the Yakima Project may be
inadequate in water short years to support crop production. Without a stable water supply from
the Yakima Project, the agricultural industry within KRD, and throughout the rest of the Yakima
Basin, will suffer. Because KRD's water supply from the Yakima Project is proratable, in water
short years we have received less than fifty percent of our water entitlement, which then results in
farmers receiving an inadequate amount of water needed for their crops. Steep prorationing of
water supplies not only results in lost crop production, and thus lost revenue, in water short years,
but also may lead to the need to replace and replant crops. Crops such as apples and blueberries
cost up to $50,000.00 per acre to replace if they fail, hops cost up to $20,000, and wine grapes up
to $15,000. Because of the 2015 drought, farmers within the KRD lost an estimated
$11,420,507.55. 1


1

Although costs of pursuing the Proposed Action may be high, such costs will be offset by the
losses of the production value of crops and the costs of replacing crops that will be avoided through
development of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action is specifically designed to enhance
water supplies available to KRD and other proratable irrigation districts when less than a full water
supply is available. Specifically, the Proposed Action will ensure that in most if not all water short
years, KRD (should it elect to participate in the project) and other participating irrigation districts
will receive up to 70% of their full supply. The Proposed Action will create an opportunity for
KRD, if it eventually elects to participate in the project, to lengthen the irrigation season and the
period of operation in its service area.
Based upon our review of the SD EIS 's analysis of the socioeconomic consequences of the
Proposed Action (Section 4.21 ), we believe that the SD EIS may substantially underestimate the
importance of agriculture in the Yakima Valley and the socioeconomic benefits of the Proposed
Action to the agricultural industry and the economy throughout the Yakima Basin for at least three
reasons.
First, the economic analysis is based on a four county area, which includes Kittitas, Benton,
Yakima, and Franklin Counties. We think that the inclusion of Franklin County may be over
inclusive. We are concerned that, by including Franklin County, the SDEIS may have diluted or
underestimated the economic importance of agriculture in the areas primarily served by Yakima
Project water.
Second, the SDEIS's economic analysis is based on 2012 data. See SDEIS at 3-178, 4-319. It is
our understanding that the contributions of agriculture to the Yakima Basin economy have greatly
increased over the last few years, and therefore, the SDEIS may be underestimating the economic
importance of agriculture. Specifically, in the KRD since 2010, the amount of apple production
has increased by 61 %. In turn, this may result in Reclamation underestimating the potential
economic consequences of pursuing the no action alternative. We request that this information be
updated in the final environmental impact statement.
Third, the economic analysis appears to provide an inadequate explanation of the negative
economic impacts of the 2015 drought. As stated above, the short term and long term effects of
1 Washington State Department of Agriculture, Interim Report: 2015 Drought and Agriculture
(December 2015)
(Publication No. AGR PUB 104-495), p. 22, Figure I.
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the 2015 drought on the agricultural community were more significant than described in the
SDEIS. For each of these reasons, the potential costs to the agricultural community of not pursuing
the Proposed Action, as well as the economic benefits of the Proposed Action, are much greater
than described in the SDEIS.
The Proposed Action will enhance water security in water short years throughout the Yakima
Basin. We believe that the Proposed Action is vital to protecting the economy in the Yakima Basin,
as well as fish flows.
For these reasons, KRD is supportive of the Proposed Action and is supportive of Roza Irrigation
District as the operator of the Proposed Action. Moreover, KRD has consistently expressed
interest in the possibility of buying into the KDRPP project in the future, and continues to be
interested in this possibility.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input.
Sincerely,

4gd.L1--Urban B. Eberhart
Secretary Manager
Kittitas Reclamation District
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SDEIS-CR-244


5


6

Comment Letter 212
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1 message
-HUURG0DF3KHUVRQ<Jerrod.MacPherson@co.benton.wa.us>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 11:30 AM
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Comment Letter 212
Jerome Delvin
Distric t 1
Shon Small
Distric t 2
James Beaver
District 3

Board of Coun ty Com miss ioner s
BENTON COU NTY

David Sparks
County Admin istrato r
Loretta Smith Kelty
Deput y Cou nty Admin istrator

July 10, 2018
United States Bureau of Reclamation
Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, Washi ngton 98901 -2058
ATTN :

Re:

Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reserv
oir-to-Kachess Conveyance
Projects Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statem
ent

Dear Ms. McKinley:
Benton Count y has review ed the April 2018 Supple menta l Draft
Enviro nment al Impac t Statem ent
(SDEIS) for the Kachess Droug ht Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)
and the Keechelus Reservoir-to
Kachess Reserv oir Conveyance (KtoK) . The County suppo rts the
Propo sed Action, Altern ative 4 Floating Pumping Plant (the "Proposed Action "), as we believ
e it is the altern ative that will best
benef it both the enviro nment and the econo my in the Yakima
Basin during droug ht years.
Despite contin ued economic divers ificatio n across many
sectors, agricu lture remain s the
under pinnin g of the Basin' s econo my from the upper Kittita s Valley
all the way to the conflu ence
here in the Tri-Cities. The jobs provid ed by agricu ltural activit
ies sustain many local familie s and
contri bute significantly to the culture and charac ter of Benton
Count y.


1

Recen t droug hts have demon strate d that water supply from
the Yakima Project may be
inadeq uate in water-short years to suppo rt crop produ ction at
usual and expected levels. This is
true despit e contin ued conse rvation and efficie ncy efforts .
As such, a varied , compl ement ary,
and compr ehensive strateg y is requir ed, one that includes the
bigger and more ambiti ous water
supply projec ts like KDRPP and KtoK.
While we suppo rt the general findings of the SDEIS and the
directi on of the Propo sed Action ,
there are two items we would like to point out:
1. The econo mic analysis is based on a four-county area
- Bento n, Frankl in, Kittita s, and
Yakima. While the local econo mi es of Benton and Franklin counti
es are in extrica bly tied
togeth er, Frankl in County' s water use is not tied to the Yakim
a Project in any substantive
way that we are aware of. We suggest that the inclusion of Frankl
in County in the analysis

P.O. Box 190, Prosser , WA 99350-0190; Ph one (509) 786-5600 or (509)
736-3080, Fax (509) 786-5625
commi ssioner s@co.ben ton.wa .us
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might have dilutive effect, causing the analysis to underest imate the economic
importan ce of agricultur e in the areas primarily served by Yakima Project water.
2. The economic analysis takes inadequa te account of the negative economic impacts of the
2015 drought , the most recent such event on record. The short and long-term effects of
the 2015 drought on the agricultur al commun ity were more significant than described in
the SDEIS.
The economic benefits of the Proposed Action, as well as the potential costs to the agricultu
ral
commun ity of not pursuing the Proposed Action, create for us both optimism and concern
. As
such , Benton County supports KDRPP and KtoK because the Projects will enhance water security
in water-sh ort years. We believe that the Projects are vital to protectin g the economy in
the
County specifically and t he Yakima Basin in general. Without the Projects, our commun ity
will
continue to suffer from both the uncertain ty of water resources and the impacts of the lack
of
water resources in water-sh ort years heading into a future where such years might be occurring
w ith greater frequenc y.
Thank you for the opportun ity to provide input on this importan t matter.

Sincerely,

BOARD OF

Jerome Dl

C;:TY

C

SIONERS

hairman

Shon Small

Jim Beaver
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Comment Letter 213
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP SDEIS Comment Letter - Port of Grandview
1 message
Mary Barnett <office@portofgrandview.org>
Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:05 PM
To: KKBT@usbr.gov, cmckinley@usbr.gov
Cc: Scott Revell <srevell@roza.org>, Mary Barnett <office@portofgrandview.org>, Jim Sewell
<jim@portofgrandview.org>, Richard Shenyer <richard@portofgrandview.org>, Ron Grow
<ron@portofgrandview.org>

See attached letter.

Thank you,
:M.ary <.Barnett
Administrative Assistant | Port of Grandview
P.O. Box 392 | 1313 W. Wine Country Rd., #101
Grandview, Washington 98930
Office: 509.882.9975 | Cell: 509.832.0065
Office Hours: Mon. thru Thurs., 9 a.m.–1 p.m.
office@portofgrandview.org | www.portofgrandview.org

Letter - Roza Kachess Comment Letter Signed.pdf
1645K
March 2019
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July 10, 2018

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Re:

Comments on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess
Conveyance Projects

Dear Ms. McKinley:
The Port of Grandview has reviewed the April 2018 supplemental draft environmental impact
statement (SDEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. The Port supports the Proposed Action, Alternative
4 - Floating Pumping Plant (the "Proposed Action"), as it will benefit both the environment and
the economy in the Yakima Basin and beyond during drought years.
Agriculture forms the basis of our economy as it is one of the largest industries in the area. The
jobs provided by agricultural activities sustain many local families and contribute significantly to
our rural way of life and rural character.
There are hundreds of farms, with tens of thousands of irrigable acres located immediately
around the Port of Grandview, and such farms rely upon a stable source of water from the Yakima
Project to maintain their crops. Processing those crops occurs within the Port of Grandview. The
Roza, Sunnyside Valley and Grandview irrigation districts deliver Yakima Project water to such
farms. The farms in the area rely upon Yakima Project water to grow and produce crops such as
apples, tree fruits, grapes, blueberries, forage crops, and hops, as well as a large dairy industry.
The agricultural community is a vital aspect of the economy of the immediate area, the region and
beyond. The crops produced by farms provide a fresh food supply to both domestic and foreign
markets. Collectively, the annual revenue from farms around the Port is measured in hundreds of
millions of dollars.
Recent droughts have demonstrated that water supply from the Yakima Project may be
inadequate in water short years to support crop production. Because the water supply from the
Yakima Project to the irrigation districts is proratable, the irrigation districts are susceptible to
reduced irrigation water allocations during drought years.

P.O. Box 392 • GRANDVIEW, WA 98930 • 509-882-9975
March 2019
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Without a stable and adequate water supply from the Yakima Project, the agricultural industry
within the basin and throughout the rest of the Yakima Basin will suffer. This, in turn, damages
the entire economy of the county and the region. For example, due to the drought in 2015, the
Washington State Department of Agriculture estimated economic losses ofup to $77,000,000 in
the Roza Irrigation District alone.



Based upon our review of the SDEIS's analysis of the socioeconomic consequences of the
Proposed Action (Section 4.21), we believe that the SD EIS may substantially underestimate the
importance of agriculture in the Yakima Valley, and the socioeconomic benefits of the Proposed
Action to the agricultural industry and the economy within the District and throughout the
Yakima Basin, for at least three reasons.



First, the economic analysis is based on a four-county area, which includes Kittitas, Benton,
Yakima, and Franklin Counties. We think that the inclusion of Franklin County may be over
inclusive. We are concerned that, by including Franklin County, the SDEIS may have diluted or
underestimated the economic importance of agriculture in the areas primarily served by Yakima
Project water.
Second, the SDEIS's economic analysis is based on 2012 data. See SDEIS at 3-178, 4-319. It is our
understanding that the contributions of agriculture to the Yakima Basin economy have greatly
increased over the last few years, and therefore, the SDEIS may be underestimating the economic
importance of agriculture. In turn, this may result in Reclamation underestimating the potential
economic consequences of pursuing the no action alternative. We request that this information
be updated in the final environmental impact statement.
Third, the economic analysis appears to provide an inadequate explanation of the negative
economic impacts of the 2015 drought. As stated above, the short term and long term effects of
the 2015 drought on the agricultural community were more significant than described in the
SD EIS. For each of these reasons, the potential costs to the agricultural community of not
pursuing the Proposed Action, as well the economic benefits of the Proposed Action, are much
greater than described in the SD EIS.
The Port supports the Projects because the Projects will enhance water security in water short
years. We believe that the Projects are vital to protecting the economy in the Yakima Basin.
Without the Projects, farms located in and around the Port and the broader community will
continue to suffer from both the uncertainty of water resources and the impacts of the lack of
water resources.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input.
Sincerely,
Port of Grandview Board of Commissioners

~--=d~
Secretary
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Comment Letter 214
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1 message
0F.LQOH\&DQGDFH<cmckinley@usbr.gov>
To: Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, "Dera, Karen" <kdera@usbr.gov>

Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 4:21 PM

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: 'DQD+XQWHU12$$)HGHUDO <dana.hunter@noaa.gov>
Date: Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 10:45 AM
Subject: [EXTERNAL] KDRPP-KKC SDEIS Letter
To: "McKinley, Candace A" <CMckinley@usbr.gov>, GTEB461@ecy.wa.gov
Attachment:
Comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Projects
Please direct any questions or concerns regarding this letter to Sean Gross, Columbia Basin
Branch, at sean.gross@noaa.gov or (509) 962-8911 ext. 806.
Thank you,
Dana Hunter
Administrative Assistant
Columbia Basin Branch Office
NOAA Fisheries*
304 South Water Street, Suite 201
Ellensburg, Washington 98926
Office: (509) 962-8911 ext. 801
Fax: (509) 962-8544
GDQDKXQWHU#QRDDJRY
*Contractor - Leading Solutions, LLC

{. . . NOAA ISHER E
....

est Coast Region

ZZZZHVWFRDVWILVKHULHVQRDDJRY

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

--
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Candy McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901
509/575-5848 x232
509/379-0780 cell
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
West Coast Region
1201 NE Lloyd Boulevard, Suite 1100
Portland, Oregon 97232-1274

July 12, 2018
Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
191 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-205 8
Thomas Tebb
Director
Office of the Columbia River
Washington State Department of Ecology
1250 West Alder Street
Union Gap, WA 98903-0009

Re:

Comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance Projects

Dear Ms. McKinley and Mr. Tebb:
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the supplemental draft
environmental impact statement (SDEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) Projects, which
are two of many projects that together comprise the Yaldma Basin Integrated Plan (YBIP).
NMFS has enthusiastically participated in the Integrated Plan (IP) because it is a collaborative
effort with the potential to greatly improve fisheries resources and water supplies in the Yakima
Basin. NMFS' primary interest in these projects is their potential to affect Mid-Columbia River
steelhead, Chinook salmon, and coho salmon for which NMFS has jurisdiction through the
Endangered Species Act, Magnuson-Stevens Fishery and Conservation Management Act,
Federal Power Act, and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.
NMFS has supported the concepts underlying the KKC and KDRPP projects based on an
understanding that KKC would benefit fish and KDRPP would provide emergency irrigation
water while avoiding significant impacts to fish. The benefits and impacts of these projects
depend on how they will be operated.
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Numerous studies and reports, authored by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the
Yakama Nation, and others, have recognized that the operation of the Yakima Irrigation Project
has adversely affected salmon and steelhead by altering instream flows throughout the basin.
Key impacts to these species have resulted from the water storage and delivery system reducing
river flows during the winter and spring, which reduces rearing habitat and increases mortality of
juvenile fish as they migrate downstream. Construction ofKKC-KDRPP will provide
Reclamation with the ability to further control river flows, which could result in benefits or
impacts, depending on how these facilities are operated.
The SDEIS is an improvement over the DEIS in describing expected operations of KKC
KDRPP. However, more refined operational rules and water accounting are needed to ensure
transparency and demonstrate that salmon and steelhead will not be harmed by the project.


1

The YBIP identifies increased spring flows as an objective of the YBIP in most river reaches that
may be affected by KDRPP refill operations, and identifies increased winter minimum flows as
an objective in several of the same reaches. Without sufficient safeguards for fish, the KDRPP
could cause harm by reducing winter and spring flows in these reaches during post-drought refill
years.
The SDEIS includes a key commitment to protect spring flows:
In keeping with the goals of the IP, under the Proposed Action during Kachess Reservoir
refill, Reclamation would operate the Yakima Project to ensure spring (March through
June) flows are at least what they would be under current operating conditions without
KDRPP. Current operating conditions vary by year depending on hydrologic conditions
(SDEIS, 2.3.3, p. 2-17).


2

Fully implementing this commitment in the regulated reaches of the Yakima Basin will go a long
way toward ensuring that operation of the KDRPP does not negatively impact salmon and
steelhead, because spring flow volumes and timing are critical to their survival.
Despite the commitment above, the hydrologic information in the SDEIS (i.e., Tables 4-28, 4-30,
4-32, and 4-34) indicates that operation of KDRPP would decrease spring flows in at least some
cases. The SD EIS also indicates that winter flows will be reduced in some cases (e.g., Table
4-22). These results demonstrate the need for additional development of transparent operating
rules to protect important instream flows.


3

We recommend that Reclamation and Ecology work with stakeholders to further develop
operating rules, water accounting procedures, and mitigation (if necessary) that explicitly
consider the effect ofKDRPP operations on existing commitments such as:
•
•
•
•

Title XII minimum flows and conservation water volumes
Cle Elum Pool Raise storage
Winter and spring flow targets included in Reclamation's 2015 Biological Assessment
Proratable deliveries.

NMFS understands that Reclamation and its partners have committed in principle to protecting
these existing water uses. However, developing clear mechanisms to ensure that these
protections are implemented transparently is important.
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Based on our current understanding of the KDRPP project, it is not clear to NMFS how much
winter flows will be reduced by operating the project during refill years. Reductions in winter
flows at key locations are expected to be detrimental, so we need to better understand how and
where flows may be reduced. To the degree that such reductions are harmful to steelhead or
salmon, we expect that mitigation of some sort will be provided. We are open to considering a
variety of mitigation alternatives, including partial subordination of hydropower production at
Roza Dam.
NMFS wishes to reaffirm our support for the goals of the IP and emphasize that it is necessary to
work closely with Reclamation, Washington State Department of Ecology, and other
stakeholders to better configure the proposed operations of the KKC and KDRPP projects to
meet the goals of the IP. Please direct any questions or concerns regarding this letter to Sean
Gross, Columbia Basin Branch, at sean.gross@noaa.gov or (509) 962-8911 ext. 806.
Sincerely,

Michael Tehan]
Assistant Regiob al Administrator
Interior Columbia Basin Area Office
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Comment Letter 215
..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@6XSSOHPHQWDO'UDIW(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW
.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQW&RPPHQW
1 message
%URZQ'DYLG<David.Brown@yakimawa.gov>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Fri, Jul 6, 2018 at 11:57 AM

Ms. McKinley,

Please find attached the City’s comment letter on 6XSSOHPHQWDO'UDIW(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW
6WDWHPHQW.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQWDQG.HHFKHOXV5HVHUYRLUWR.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU
&RQYH\DQFH. Hard copy to following the mail

David Brown
City of Yakima
Interim Assistant Public Works Director

~ ,11111'

_...WAIN
www.wawarn.org

6'(,63XPS3ODQWSGI
64K
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:DWHU,UULJDWLRQ'LYLVLRQ
:RUNLQJ7RJHWKHU7RZDUG([FHOOHQFHLQ6HUYLFHDQG4XDOLW\
BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB
)UXLWYDOH%OYG
<DNLPD:$
July 6, 2018

$OVR6HQW9LD(PDLOWRNNEW#XVEUJRY 
Bureau of Reclamation Columbia-Cascades Area Office
Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
1917 Marsh Rd.
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
5(

6XSSOHPHQWDO 'UDIW (QYLURQPHQWDO ,PSDFW 6WDWHPHQW.DFKHVV 'URXJKW 5HOLHI
3XPSLQJ3ODQWDQG.HHFKHOXV5HVHUYRLUWR.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU&RQYH\DQFH

Dear Ms. McKinley:
This comment letter is sent on behalf of the City of Yakima in connection with the abovereferenced Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“SDEIS”):
The City of Yakima is within the Yakima Basin project and have senior, junior (May 1905
proratable) and post 1905 water rights The citizens of Yakima rely on the Bureau of Reclamation
reservoirs for much of their annual supply, including the Kachess and Keechelus reservoirs. All
of the reservoirs are critical to the Total Water Supply Available (“TWSA”) yearly calculations that
are used to determine supply availability to the water users in the Yakima Basin.
The City of Yakima has been actively involved in the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan and support
the Plan and its objectives. The City of Yakima encourages projects and policies that provide
increased access to water supplies, either through new storage, or through enhanced access to
existing supplies. Even though the City of Yakima will not receive any direct benefit from the
proposed actions outlined in the Supplemental Draft EIS (“SDEIS”), we fully support the proposed
actions, as long as such changes and modifications to the reservoirs and water deliveries do not
adversely affect water users ability to fully use their existing water rights, including deliveries for
subsequent years; nor increase the cost to the City of Yakima from additional Reclamation
operations.
It is the City of Yakima’s understanding, not only from the draft SDEIS, but from communications
from Reclamation and other parties, that the pump station and pipeline will be operated in such a
manner as to not adversely affect the ability of other water right holders to access and use their
historic water rights. Any costs for these operations will be borne by Roza Irrigation District and
others who are direct beneficiaries of the new reservoir operations.
We request that Reclamation, and others involved with the proposal, keep the City of Yakima
advised of details of the proposed plan, including definitive operational plans. Since the

'DYLG(%URZQ,QWHULP$VVLVWDQW3XEOLF:RUNV'LUHFWRU
 
GDYLGEURZQ#\DNLPDZDJRY
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operational plan is not part of the SDEIS, the City of Yakima requests the opportunity to comment
and participate on the plan as it is being developed to ensure the operational costs do not
adversely impact Yakima water users.
We thank you in advance for your attention and the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

David Brown





'DYLG(%URZQ:DWHU,UULJDWLRQ0DQDJHU
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Comment Letter 216
..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@&RPPHQWVRQ.DFKHVV
1 message
)LQNHQELQGHU0HJDQ $*5 <MFinkenbinder@agr.wa.gov>
Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 5:01 PM
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: "Sandison, Derek (AGR)" <DSandison@agr.wa.gov>, "Tebb, G. Thomas (ECY)"
<GTEB461@ecy.wa.gov>
Good afternoon Ms. McKinley,

Attached please find comments from the Washington State Department of Agriculture on the
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant,
Kittitas County and Yakima County, Washington.

Thank you,
Megan

0HJDQ)LQNHQELQGHU
Executive Assistant to the Director
mfinkenbinder@agr.wa.gov
360.902.1887


:6'$62&,$/0(',$/,1.6
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
P.O. Box 42560 • Olympia, Washington 98504-2560 • (360) 902-1800
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0V&DQGDFH0F.LQOH\
(QYLURQPHQWDO3URJUDP0DQDJHU
&ROXPELD&DVFDGHV$UHD2IILFH
0DUVK5RDG
<DNLPD:DVKLQJWRQ

5(6XSSOHPHQWDO'UDIW(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI3XPSLQJ
3ODQW.LWWLWDV&RXQW\DQG<DNLPD&RXQW\:DVKLQJWRQ

'HDU0V0F.LQOH\

7KH:DVKLQJWRQ6WDWH'HSDUWPHQWRI$JULFXOWXUH :6'$ KDVUHYLHZHGWKH$SULO
6XSSOHPHQWDO'UDIW(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW 6'(,6 IRUWKH.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI
3XPSLQJ3ODQW .'533 DQG.HHFKHOXV5HVHUYRLUWR.DFKHVV&RQYH\DQFH .WR. 3URMHFWV
:6'$VXSSRUWVWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQ$OWHUQDWLYH±)ORDWLQJ3XPSLQJ3ODQWJLYHQWKDWLW
VKRXOGKHOSPLWLJDWHWKHLPSDFWVRIGURXJKWRQERWKWKHHQYLURQPHQWDQGWKHDJULFXOWXUDO
HFRQRP\LQWKH<DNLPD%DVLQIDULQWRWKHIXWXUH

$JULFXOWXUHLVWKHGRPLQDQWLQGXVWU\LQWKH<DNLPDEDVLQSURYLGLQJDSSUR[LPDWHO\ELOOLRQ
WRWKHVWDWHHFRQRP\HDFK\HDU7KDWHFRQRPLFGULYHULVLQSHULOGXULQJGURXJKW\HDUVDVWKH
<DNLPD%DVLQLVWKHPRVWGURXJKWSURQHULYHUEDVLQLQWKHVWDWHZLWKGHFODUHGGURXJKWVVLQFH
(DFKRIWKHVHGURXJKWVFDXVHGVLJQLILFDQWHFRQRPLFLPSDFWLQWKHYDOOH\DQGDFURVVWKH
VWDWH,Q:6'$FRPSOHWHGLWVILUVWDQDO\VLVRIWKHHFRQRPLFLPSDFWRIGURXJKWRQ
:DVKLQJWRQDJULFXOWXUH7KHYDOXHRIWKDWLPSDFWZDVPLOOLRQDQGWKHPDMRULW\RIWKHLPSDFW
RFFXUUHGLQWKH<DNLPD%DVLQ

7KH<DNLPD5LYHU%DVLQ,QWHJUDWHG:DWHU5HVRXUFH0DQDJHPHQW3ODQ ,QWHJUDWHG3ODQ ZDV
GHYHORSHGWRDGGUHVVWKHVXPWRWDORIZDWHUUHVRXUFHDQGDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHQHHGVRIWKH
EDVLQ7KHSODQLVSURYLGLQJIRUILVKSDVVDJHDWDOOH[LVWLQJZDWHUUHVHUYRLUVLPSURYHGKDELWDW
DQGDUHQHZHGFRPPLWPHQWWRZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQ7KHSODQDOVRSURYLGHVIRULPSURYLQJZDWHU
VXSSOLHVIRUGRPHVWLFPXQLFLSDODQGDJULFXOWXUDOXVHVDVZHOODVIRULQVWUHDPIORZ.'533
UHSUHVHQWVWKHILUVWPDMRUZDWHUVXSSO\SURMHFWXQGHUWDNHQDVSDUWRIWKHLQWHJUDWHGSODQ
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Comment Letter 217
..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@.HQQHZLFN,UULJDWLRQ'LVWULFW&RPPHQWV
1 message
-RH%URJDQ<joe.brogan@foster.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: "Charles Freeman (CFreeman@kid.org)" <CFreeman@kid.org>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 1:58 PM

5(.HQQHZLFN,UULJDWLRQ'LVWULFW¶V&RPPHQWVRQWKH.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQW
DQG.HHFKHOXV5HVHUYRLUWR.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU&RQYH\DQFH6'(,6

Ms. McKinley,

Please see the attached comment letter submitted on behalf of the Kennewick Irrigation District. An
original will be postmarked today and will follow via U.S. Mail.

Best regards, Joe Brogan

-RVHSK -RH $%URJDQ
$77251(<

) 2 6 7 ( 5  3 ( 3 3 ( 5  3//&
1111 Third Avenue, Suite 3000
Seattle, WA 98101
joe.brogan@foster.com
Tel: 206-447-6407
Fax: 206-749-1935
foster.com

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL
This e-mail is from the law firm of Foster Pepper PLLC ("FP") and is intended solely for the use of the addressee(s). Please
maintain this email and its contents in confidence to preserve the privileges protecting its confidentiality. If you have received this
email in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete the e-mail without copying, forwarding, or disclosing it to anyone.
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FOSTER PEPPER

I'll(

Direct Phone

(206) 447-6407

Direct Facsimile

(206} 749-1935

Joe.brogan@foster.com

July 10, 2018

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: Kennewick Irrigation District's Comments on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement ("SDEIS"), dated April 2018
Dear Ms. McKinley:
This firm represents the Kennewick Irrigation District ("KID") on a range of water supply
and water right matters. KID respectfully submits the following comments on the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("SDEIS 0 ) .
I.

Background

KID is pleased to partner with the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of
Reclamation ("BOR"), the Washington State Department of Ecology ("Ecology11) , irrigation
districts, and other stakeholders in pursuit of actions to implement water management actions
benefitting both fisheries and irrigation in the Yakima River basin. KID previously
communicated its desire to partner with BOR and Ecology in the discussion and development of
alternatives to implement the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir
to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KDRPP/KKC) Projects as part of the Integrated Plan. See
Exhibit A, KID Election to Participate, June 7, 2016. KID has been an active participant in the
Yakima Basin Integrated Plan and is supportive of all projects within the Basin that improve
water supply, either through new storage or improved use of existing supplies. Making the
Yakima Basin water supplies sustainable for the next 100 years is an important endeavor and
should be realized without negatively affecting existing water users.
II.

Operational Concerns

KID has previously communicated a list of comments and questions to BOR and Ecology
representatives regarding the potential implementation of the Proposed Action. (June 21, 2018
email from KID to BOR and Ecology). KID, BOR and Ecology addressed some of these
comments and questions in a phone conference on June 21, 2018. However, a number of KID1s
comments and questions were not fully answered or addressed at that time. Accordingly, KID
March 2019 1111 Third Avenue, Suite 3000, Seattle, Washington 98101-3299
51104 IIS. I
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provides the following list of comments and questions concerning the Proposed Action. As a co
participant in the KDRPP/KKC Projects, KID respectfully requests answers to these important
questions prior to issuance of the FEIS and Record of Decision.
1. Is it true that only runoff into the Kachess Reservoir above the volume of 239,000 AF

(total current active volume of Kachess Reservoir) will be eligible for refilling Kachess in
a prorationed year?

2

3

2. During refill years, how is the TWSA portion of runoff calculated?
3. Who is responsible for pumping the TWSA water below the elevation of the current
outflow structure (Elev. 2192.75), during refill years?

4

4. Can KDRPP be pumped in water years where the prorationed supply is above 70% (i.e.,
in refill years) to provide for no reduction in TWSA or carryover storage?

5

5. What guarantee is there that pumping in refill years to protect TWSA will be paid for or
available?

6

6. What is the proposed pumping power costs estimated to be in all years pumping is
projected in the modeling? Who pays for this power cost?

7

7. The SDEIS section 4.16 identifies approximately 30 MW being required for the pump
station. Has this increased electrical demand and subsequent generating capacity been
reviewed for sustainability through the lifespan of the proposed project?

8

8. It is unclear from the SDEIS how costs associated with the project, both construction and
ongoing 0, M, & R, will be distributed amongst Reclamation, Ecology, Roza and
proratable entities. Please explain in detail the different construction, operations,
maintenance and replacement alternatives that are being evaluated, and how that affects
both participating and non-participating entities. In addition, what contractual
relationships are proposed for those proratable entities that elect to participate? What
portion of the 200,000 AF does each participating entity receive?


9

9. What volume of water will be available to each participating entity, both instantaneous
and annual quantities? How is available inactive storage water determined in multiyear
drought and refill years?

10

10. Is water pumped from KDRPP guaranteed to be delivered to Roza and/or the proratable
entities on a bucket-for-bucket basis? Is there additional incidental carriage water that
will be required to meet that basis for delivery? If so what is the volume of that water for
deliveries both above and below Parker? What impact does of this have on TWSA?

11

March 2019
53104155 I

SDEIS-CR-264

July 10, 2018
Page 3

Page 4-18 Table 4-4 Water Supply Summary of Impact: The table indicates that all
action alternatives will provide a change in proration of 4 additional years 70% proration
reached; 2 years proration dropped below 70%; and up to 22% improvement in proration
levels. Does prorationing improve for only those districts that buy into KDRPP? What
assumptions are used to determine who is benefitting?
11. Page 4-19 All Action Alternatives: "When Kachess Reservoir is refilling after a drought
under all action alternatives there is a potential for a slight reduction (2 to 4 percent) in
water supply for proratable irrigation districts. In 2 of the 90 years modeled, the water
supply was reduced slightly below 70 percent during refill (to 66 to 68 percent)." Any
reduction in water supply for proratable entities is unacceptable. Please explain in detail
why this water supply reduction occurs, and how the impact to the proratable entities will
be mitigated.

13. Page 4-25 Kachess Reservoir: "Based on the modeling completed, under Alternative 2,
the pool elevation in Kachess Reservoir would be below the outlet elevation of 2,192.75
feet in 34 out of 90 years modeled and for a mean duration of 183 days during these
years. Current reservoir operations do not draw the reservoir below the outlet elevation."
Please explain the operating and pumping plan to provide flows out of a drawn down
Kachess Reservoir to other basin water uses when the elevation is below the outlet
elevation of 2,192.75 feet.
14. Page 4-25 and 4-26, Alternative 2, including Figure 4-3: "Figure 4-3 illustrates the
difference in Kachess Reservoir levels between Alternatives 1 and 2 from November
1991 to October 2009, which includes drought, refill, and normal years. During
multiyear drought conditions such as those in 1992 to 1994, Reclamation would draw the
reservoir down as much as 80 feet below the existing outlet elevation. Following a
multiyear drought comparable to that of 1992 to 1994, reservoir levels would recover to
normal operating levels 2 years later when followed by a wet year such as 1996. In a
single-year drought, such as occurred in 2001, the reservoir would be drawn down to 50
feet below the existing outlet elevation. Full recovery would not have been achieved until
2008, because of a series of dry years (2003 and 2004) and a subsequent drought (in
2005). During the 2005 drought year, the reservoir level would be 40 feet below the
existing outlet elevation. The historical record of droughts indicates Kachess Reservoir
would refill in 2 to 5 years following a drought." It is concerning that refill after a
drought would take 2 to 5 years, and in the case of the 2001 drought, 7 years. Please
explain in detail, river operations and Roza operations that would occur during the refill
years (e.g. 1995, 1996, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2006, and 2007). Please explain, in detail, how
March 2019
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12. Page 4-22 Alternative 2: Same as 4-19.
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river operations and Roza operations would impact carry-over storage and TWSA, and
what plans are in place to mitigate other water users for negative impacts.
15. Page 4-29 Keechelus Reservoir: "Keechelus Reservoir levels under Alternative 2 would
be lower than those under Alternative 1 because Reclamation would release more water
from Keechelus Reservoir after a drought to refill Kachess Reservoir as quickly as
possible (this is independent of whether KKC is constructed). Simulations indicate that
Keechelus Reservoir levels would be lower than those of Alternative 1 in 44 out of 90
modeled years and for a mean duration of 225 days during those years." Please
elaborate on how the system is operated in post-drought years, and why it appears that
more water is being spilled from Keechelus to help meet downstream demands and to
help refill Kachess by reducing releases from Kachess that would have occurred under
Alternative 1. Please explain how lower water levels in Keechelus Reservoir would
impact TWSA, and what mitigation is proposed to offset reduced water supply for
proratable entities.
16. Page 4-37, Table 4-20 Rimrock Reservoir: Please elaborate on how, in a median
prorated year, that the annual minimum pool elevation of Rimrock Reservoir would
decrease by 61 feet in Alternative 2 compared to the no action scenario. Please explain
how system operations would require Rimrock Reservoir to be operated in this manner,
and what impacts would occur to all water users. Explain how this table differs from the
narrative on page 4-35, which states that "Rimrock Reservoir minimum pool elevations
would be up to 9 feet higher in prorated years and up to 3 feet higher in refill years."
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17. Page 4-40 and Appendix E, Figure E-4, Alternative 2: "The small change in
streamflow downstream from Parker gage on the Yakima River would occur as Kachess
Reservoir refills after a drought. The change would occur in winter and spring." Flows
over Parker Gage prior to storage control, and particularly flood flows in winter and
spring that immerse the floodplain areas in the Wapato Reach are an important
contributor to water supplies in the lower Yakima River in the summertime when flows
over Parker are at target. These flows contribute to the lower river water supply, and
should be mitigated. Please explain, in detail, how impacts to water supplies due to these
lower flows over Parker gage in the winter and spring will be mitigated.



18. Page 4-50 Alternative SA: "When Kachess Reservoir is refilling after a drought year
there is the potential for a slight reduction (1 to 4 percent) in water supply for proratable
irrigation districts. In two of the 90 years modeled, the water supply was reduced slightly
below 70 percent (to 66 to 69 percent) for Alternative SA." Any reduction in water
supply for proratable entities is unacceptable. Please explain how this reduction in water
supply for the proratable entities will be mitigated.
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19. Page 4-51 and 4-52, Alternative SA, including Table 4-38 and Figure 4-5: "Table 438 and Figure 4-5 summarize modeled Kachess Reservoir levels under Alternative 5A.
Both the degree of drawdown and the time elapsed from drawdown to full refill would
vary, depending on the degree, duration, and frequency of drought. For example, during a
multiyear drought similar to that of 1992 to 1994, the reservoir level would eventually be
drawn down to 80 feet below the existing minimum pool level, with recovery 2 years
later, if the second year ofrefill was a wet year, as was the case in 1996. In a single-year
drought such as 2001, the reservoir would be drawn down to 40 feet below existing
minimum pool levels, with full recovery delayed by a second drought (as modeled, in
2005) and not achieved until a wet year (2006, as modeled). During the second drought
year (2005, as modeled), the reservoir level would be 40 feet below the existing
minimum pool level." It is concerning that refill after a drought even with KKC included
would take 2 years after the 1994 drought, and in the case of the 2001 drought, 6 years.
Please explain in detail, river operations and Roza operations that would occur during the
refill years (e.g. 1995, 1996, 2002, 2003, 2004, and 2006). Please explain, in detail, how
river operations and Roza operations would impact carry-over storage and TWSA, and
what plans are in place to mitigate other water users for negative impacts.
20. Page 4-56, 4-57 and 4-58, Keechelus Reservoir, Tables 4-43 and 4-44 and Figure 4-6:
"Under Alternative 5A Keechelus Reservoir levels would be lower following a drought
than under Alternative 1 because more water would be withdrawn in the first 2 or 3 post
drought years to allow the fasted possible refilling of Kachess Reservoir. As shown in
Table 4-43 and Figure 4-6, the peak water levels in Keechelus Reservoir would be
reduced by 10 to 25 feet and the lowest level reduced by as much as 15 feet during the
post-drought refilling years. Keechelus Reservoir levels would still be within its current
operating range." As we understand it, the whole concept behind KKC was that
Keechelus Reservoir typically received more runoff than the reservoir could hold (a refill
ratio of 1.5: 1), while Kachess Reservoir had more storage available than runoff typically
available (a refill ratio of 0.9:1). KKC would take excess flows that could not be stored
in Keechelus and would use them to help refill Kachess. Please elaborate on how the
system is operated in post-drought years, and why it appears that water is being spilled
from Keechelus to help refill Kachess, lowering the level of Keechelus in the process.
Please explain how lower water levels in Keechelus Reservoir would impact TWSA, and
what mitigation is proposed to offset reduced water supply for proratable entities.
21. Page 4-73 and Table 4-68, Yakima River Flow at Parker, Alternative SA: "A small
decrease in streamflow downstream of Parker gage on the Yakima River would occur as
Kachess reservoir refills after a drought. The change would occur during winter and
spring, when flows in the Yakima River are high relative to summer months. The overall
reduction in streamflow from Parker gage downstream would be about 1 percent. The
March 2019
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change in streamflow downstream of Parker gage is summarized in Table 4-68." As
addressed above, flows over Parker Gage prior to storage control, and particularly flood
flows in winter and spring that immerse the floodplain areas in the Wapato Reach are an
important contributor to water supplies in the lower Yakima River in the summertime
when flows over Parker are at target. These flows contribute to the lower river water
supply, and should be mitigated. Please explain, in detail, how impacts to water supplies
due to these lower flows over Parker gage in the winter and spring will be mitigated.
22. Page 4-74 and 4-75, Table 4-69 and Table 4-70, Parker Flow, Alternative SA: "Flows
in the Wapato Reach (at Parker) under Alternative SA would be within 1.6 percent of
Alternative 1 flow exceedances for all seasons. Summer median and high flows would
be higher while other flows would be slightly lower. Modeled seasonal flows are
tabulated in Table 4-69. Wapato Reach (Parker) low-flow exceedances during
nonprorated years would be higher by 9 percent or 37 cfs under Alternative SA compared
with Alternative 1. During prorated years, median flows would increase by 7 percent or
71 cfs under Alternative SA compared with Alternative 1. During refill years, high flows
would decrease by 5 percent or 239 cfs under Alternative SA compared to Alternative 1.
Modeled Wapato Reach (Parker) flows for the types of years are tabulated in Table 470." As addressed above, flows over Parker Gage prior to storage control, and
particularly flood flows in winter and spring that immerse the floodplain areas in the
Wapato Reach are an important contributor to water supplies in the lower Yakima River
in the summertime when flows over Parker are at target. These flows contribute to the
lower river water supply, and should be mitigated. Also, please explain how summer
median and high flows over Parker would be higher under this alternative. Please explain
how median flows over Parker would increase by 7 percent over no action alternative in
prorated years.
23. Page 4-77, Mitigation Measures: "Implementation of Alternatives 2 through 5 would
have a positive impact on water supply, which is consistent with the goals of the
Proposed Action. Instream flows would remain within current operations, so no
mitigation would be needed." This statement appears to only be true if considering water
supply for those entities that take excess water from KDRPP, which at this point may
only be Roza Irrigation District. However, other districts that do not participate in
KDRPP are at risk ofreduced water supplies, as stated on page 4-19 and 4-50 of this
SDEIS. Furthermore, in refill years, the SDEIS shows on Figure 4-3 and Figure 4-6 that
periods will occur where water levels will fall below the existing pool level of Kachess
Reservoir (elev. 2192.75), which indicates that KDRPP will need to be utilized to pump
water from the lake to meet the needs of all downstream water users, even in non-drought
years (see years 2002 and 2003, for example). It is unacceptable that the SDEIS does not
address these issues, and does not provide a detail operating plan for KDRPP and Roza
March 2019
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that shows exactly where the water is going and how it is being managed, especially in
refill years. Mitigation to ensure no harm to water supplies for other water users must be
part of the discussion of KDRPP, and should be addressed in the SD EIS. Please explain,
in detail, the operating plan for KDRPP and Roza that includes water management in
refill years, and the proposed mitigation to ensure no harm to water supplies for other
water users.
24. KID is referenced in the Executive Summary of the SD EIS as "may also participate,"
however, Section 4.3.1 Methods and Impact Indicators bullet 3 on page 4-17 states
"deliveries to proratable water users along the Yakima and Naches rivers who agree to
participate in KDRPP, assumed for the EIS to be KRD, Roza, and WIP." However, KID
received a letter from BOR and Ecology dated June 7, 2016 asking KID to check a box
that indicated if KID will or will not participate in KDRPP. KID responded to the letter
in a timely fashion, checking the "will participate" box, with additional comments that
final participation in KDRPP is contingent upon the results of ongoing studies including
the KDRPP SDEIS. Subsequently, KID participated in bi-weekly KDRPP update
meetings as if participating in the project, while expecting to have the impacts of
participating in KDRPP disclosed in the SDEIS document, which unfortunately did not
occur. If KID elects to participate in one of the action alternatives, potential impacts will
not have been considered due to this omission. This oversight in the SDEIS document
has left it unclear to us to what level each entity is participating in the action alternatives.
Please provide additional information for each participating entity (proratable entities)
specific to instream flow impacts and increased diversions. In addition, if KID were to
participate, what volume of water could KID expect to be available for delivery in each
drought scenario?
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25. Please provide daily flow data in the Wapato Reach.

III.

1

Deficiencies in DSEIS Analysis

The following comments identify deficiencies in the SDEIS related to disclosure of
potential adverse environmental impacts. The Washington Supreme Court, reaffirming the
relevance of NEPA case law, consistently has emphasized that SEP A states even stronger
environmental protection policies than NEPA ASARCO Inc. v. Air Quality Coalition, 92 Wn.2d
685,709, 601 P.2d 501 (1979); Leschi Improvement Council v. Washington State Highway
Comm 'n, 84 Wn.2d 271,280, 525 P.2d 774 (1974). The identification, analysis and disclosure
of potential environmental impacts must occur at the earliest stage in the SEPA process. See
Barrie v. Kitsap County, 93 Wn.2d 843,613 P.2d 1148 (1980). If information is lacking and
cannot be obtained, and agency must disclose that fact and explain why it cannot be readily
obtained. WAC 197-11-080(1 ). The failure to adequately disclose the significant environmental
impacts of a proposal renders an EIS inadequate.
March 2019
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A.

The SDEJS Improperly Defers the Analysis and Full Disclosure of Environmental
Impa ts to the Mitigation Phase.

SEPA is an action-forcing statute that demands a rigorous and full disclosure of potential
adverse environmental impacts of a proposal. See RCW 43 .21C.O10. By contrast, the SD EIS
improperly defers the initial study and disclosure of certain elements of the environment,
including earth, water resources and wildlife, to after issuance of the SEIS to determine whether
potential significant adverse impacts may occur. For example, the SD EIS' lack of adequate
treatment of potential significant adverse impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers is particularly
evident. The SD EIS improperly defers the study and disclosure of direct impacts to wetlands to
the permitting stage alone. SDEIS at 4-149. While some modeling results are indicated, the
SDEIS states "[e]stimated impacts on wetlands are not based on formal wetland delineations or
functional assessment; thus, the actual extent of wetlands may vary once on-the-ground studies
are conducted." The document does not disclose why wetland reconnaissance-level, or similar
field information, cannot be obtained for purposes of this disclosure. See WAC 197-11-080(1 ).
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The SDEIS is Based on Incomplete or Inadequate Modeling Infmmatioo.

B.

Through thorough review of the modeling of the lower Yakima River that BOR has been
conducting over the past couple of years, it was identified that certain assumptions were being
built into the modeling that were incorrect. One such assumption was that fifty percent of the
water being diverted by Roza Irrigation District from KDRPP and other drought relief sources
would be returned to the Yakima River as return flows. Through discussions with the Roza
manager it was found that this assumption is not correct, as Roza would in fact be returning very
little water to the river as operational spill in drought conditions where they would be utilizing
water developed through the various Integrated Plan projects to elevate their supply to seventy
percent. As a result, this erroneous assumption has been removed from the modeling for the
Integrated Plan, and the model has been updated to reflect accurately how Roza and other IP
participants will be managing water supplies. As of now BOR has not shared the most recent
modeling results, and the subsequent potential impacts related to climate change scenarios. Tbis
latest update to the model is not induded in the SDEIS analysis, as it was stated at the J une 21 st
meeting that the modeling used for the SDEIS is stand alone.
Through review of this SD EIS document, it is evident that the erroneous assumption that
Roza would return fifty percent of its additional drought relief diversions from KDRPP back to
the river remains in the modeling used in the SDEIS. This erroneous assumption likely explains
why the SDEIS claims on pages 4-74 and 4-75 that summer median and high flows over Parker
would be higher under this alternative, and median flows over Parker would increase by 7
percent over no action alternative in prorated years. It is crucial that the modeling on which the
information given in the SDEIS is based upon is complete and adequate enough to analyze the
environmental and operational impacts of the KDRPP and KKC projects. Incorrect assumptions
should be removed from the modeling to give impacted parties assurances that the information
March 2019
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provided in the SDEIS is accurate and adequate enough to evaluate and disclose the potential
impacts on water supply and basin hydrology that could occur from the action alternatives.
Although it is unlikely that the change in modeling will show an adverse impact to the Wapato
Reach during a proration year while KDRPP is operating, the current analysis shows a negative
effect to water supplies during refill years and it is likely with updated modeling that this
negative effect would still be present. It is imperative that accurate modeling is reflected so as to
provide assurance that no negative impacts to water supplies occurs without adequate mitigation.

The KID thanks BOR and Ecology for the opportunity to submit comments on the
SDEIS. KID would welcome the opportunity to meet with BOR and Ecology as early and as
frequently as possible to address the above-referenced comments prior to finalization of the
Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement (SPEIS).
Please contact Charles Freeman, Manager, KID, at (509) 586-6012, to arrange a mutually
convenient time to meet on these critical regional water supply issues.
Yours Truly,

FOSTER PEPPER PLLC

~6Joseph Brogan
Counsel for Kennewick Irrigation District

cc:

Hon. Governor Jay Inslee
Hon. Senator Maria Cantwell
Hon. Senator Patty Murray
Hon. Rep. Dan Newhouse
KID Board
KID Manager

March 2019
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7 2016

Mr. Chuck Freeman, Manager
Kennewick Irrigation District
P.O. Box 6900
Kennewick, WA 99336
Subject: Invitation to Participate - Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)
Dear Mr. Freeman:
As sponsors of the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan (Integrated
Plan), the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology)
are joint-leads in preparing a supplemental draft environmental impact statement (SDEIS) to
continue to evaluate KDRPP as a component ofthe Integrated Plan.
Reclamation and Ecology are requesting formal notification of your intent to participate on
KDRPP for advancement as a component ofthe larger Integrated Plan, contingent on results of
ongoing studies and environmental analyses. Intent to participate docs not denote a financial
obligation at this time, however details of specific schedules and cost will be defined as the
project proceeds. In the foture, owners/operatm·s ofthe KDRPP facility will determine the future
involvement of those districts not willing to state at this time an intent to participate.
The proposed KDRPP project would allow pm1icipating districts to access up to 200,000 acre
feet of currently inaccessible stored water in Kachess Reservoir below existing outlet works and
to utilize this water to improve water supply for proratable users during periods of drought. The
KDRPP project may be operated to allow participating districts to call on that stored water, but
will not provide more than 70 percent of a proratable water supply entitlement as defined in
S.2012 Energy Policy Modernization Act of 2016 (see enclosed SEC. 10325. Authorization of
Phase III of Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project).
Please mark the appropriate box below and return by Monday, June 27, 2016.

 Kennewick Irrigation District will not participate in KDRPP.
fl!'" Kennewick Irrigation District will participate in KDRPP as defined in draft
YRBWEP Phase III legislation. Details TBD.
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2
Please provide any additional comments here:

Please respond to: Ms. Teresa Merriman, Project Manager

Bureau ofReclamation
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
509-575-S848, extension 262 (voicemail); 509-454-5650 (fax);
lmcrrinrnn(a),usbr.gov (email)
Thank you very much for your assistance. We appreciate your interest and look forward to
hearing from you.
Sincerely,

'--y

(A,,£;V1-

._

~JhttYeL_.~

q -~ ~

Dawn A. Wiedmeier
Area Manager
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
Bureau of Reclamation

G, 1110rnas Tebb
Director
Office ofColumbia River
Washington Department of Ecology

Enclosure

Identical letter sent to persons on next page.
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Additional Comments:

KID participation in KDRPP is contingent upon the results of ongoing studies, including but not
limited to the lower Yakima River modeling, the KDRPP SEIS, and other ongoing and future
studies and legal analyses that will help KIO to determine the best and most feasible projects to
protect and mitigate the district's water supplies. Many questions remain unanswered
regarding KID's use of called upon storage to supplement diminished return flow based water
supplies during water short years.
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Comment Letter 218

..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@.LWWLWDV&RXQW\&RPPHQW/HWWHURQ.DFKHVV'URXJKW
5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQW .HHFKHOXV5HVHUYRLUWR.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU
&RQYH\DQFH6XSSOHPHQWDO'UDIW(,65HVSRQVH
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0DQG\%XFKKRO]<Mandy.Buchholz@co.kittitas.wa.us>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 4:48 PM
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Comment Letter 218

Kittitas County, Washington

BOARD oFCOUNTY COMMISSIONERS
District One

Cory Wright

l)istrict Two

Laura Osia<lacz

District Three

Obie O'Brien

July 9, 2018
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Arca Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess
Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement Response
Dear Ms. McKinley:
Kittitas County Board of Commissioners (BOCC) has commented previously on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement in 2015. Those comments are still valid in that there has been
no response to issues raised. In addition, we have new concerns with the SDEIS. We arc also on
record in full support of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan. The position in the past and restated
here is that the elements of the plan need to work together in order to gain the order of magnitude
needed to address the water and environmental issues in our common future.
The selection of the Kachess Floating Pumping Plant as the preferred alternative is less than
ideal. Within that selection are multiple applications to be considered. Where is the inlet and
outflow to be located? Who will benefit and at what contribution levels? Statements that Rosa
Irrigation District will bear the entire cost and gain all the benefit of the water does not address
the needs of Kittitas County, yet the impacts of the pump down will be felt by Kittitas residents
and the visitors frpm all over Washington who recreate around Kachess reservoir. Additionally in
following years after a pump down the reservoir will take time to refill. That may affect water
availability for local farmers. Again the entire YBIP that includes the KKC for refill of Kachess
is needed to avoid creating one problem while addressing another. When each element of the
YBIP is viewed individually they all fall short by the economics or effectiveness of the proposal.
However, when taken as a whole the plan can work to address the need for changes in storage
and disposition of water as our climate models indicate that more precipitation may be coming to
the Cascades and the Yakima River Basin, but in the form of warmer rain and less snow pack
than what we rely upon now.
Many of the citizens of the Kachess Reservoir (Lake) have been sending their concerns to us at
the BOCC. We do not have authority in this decision and so we submit our comments and
recognize theirs in this reply.
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The impact of a pump down of an additional 80 feet is called out in this report by noting that
"there may be negative impacts on the quality and quantity of domestic wells in the area'. The
stated response is that "a selection of wells will be monitored and mitigated as needed". No one
knows whose well will be monitored or what will the mitigations entail. We suggest that All
Wells in the area be proactively mitigated by drilling them to a depth that will insure continued
access to potable water as is required by Public Health. These mitigations should be completed
before the pumping plant is activated.



The local Fire District (FD4) has concerns that when the water level is drawn down an additional
80 feet there will be no ability to draw water for active fire suppression. A mitigation for the Fire
District could be adding a well or storage tank of sufficient volume that will address fire
suppression needs. Other options may exist but will it be the role of DOE or Rosa to fulfil the
mitigations? A better definition of mitigation and timing for a proactive program is needed.



During construction and primary operation of a pumping plant very heavy materials will need to
be transported to the site on Kittitas County roads. Our roads in the area are not built to carry that
level of service and will sustain serious damage. Will proactive mitigation compensate for
upgrading the roads in the area? Will the roads need to be improved to a much higher carrying
capacity before construction begins?
When the pumping plant is operating there is concern that diesel generators will be needed to
power the electric pumps. The noise of generators cannot be controlled to the point that the
surrounding residents anywhere on the lake will not be inundated. The better plan would be to
upgrade the electrical service to the pump site so as to remove the need for diesel generators
entirely. The pump noises will be difficult to control. Therefore a better option is to place the
pumps on land so that buildings can attempt to control the sound levels.
Concern has been raised that once pumping starts it will continue. How long will this scenario
play? The SDEIS mentions that the start is triggered by notice that the irrigators will receive less
than 70% their allotment. Will the pump start at the notice or when curtailment is to begin?
What is the cutoff? Will environmental health of the area be considered equally as the needs of
Rosa irrigators?

5

6


7


8


9

Agriculture in Kittitas County affects almost every resident who lives here. Many family
members of farmers work "in Town". Many businesses provide services to farmers, shippers, and
partners of our agricultural community. Water is required to continue to operate in all parts of the
Yakima River Basin.
Millions of dollars have been invested in restoring the wetlands, spawning beds, and removal of
fish barriers to meet the obligations signed into treaty rights with the Yakama Nation and Ten
Confederated Tribes. The Bull Trout, already listed as threatened, that live in the waters of the
Kachess will be further harmed with a deep drawdown. The SD EIS suggests a mitigation plan to
cut a 25 foot channel to assist the Bull Trout but with an 80 foot draw down, the difference of 55
feet is unlikely to be mitigated enough.
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The preceding are some ofthe concerns ofthe Kittitas Board of County Commissioners and what
we have been hearing from our constituents. Included below is the comment on the 2015 Draft
DEIS.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the SDEIS. We hope you find our
comments helpful and we look forward to working collaboratively to achieve the goals ofthe
KKFP, KKC, and the overall YBIP. Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions.
Respectfully Submitted,

_A
-~

,I~=~ ~-

0bie O'Brien
Vice-Chairman
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Comment Letter 219
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/KKC SDEIS comment
1 message
Clancy Flynn <cflynn@columbiairrigation.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 9:02 AM

Candace,

Please consider the attached document as CID’s comment on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS.

Thank you,

Clancy Flynn, District Manager
Columbia Irrigation District
10 E Kennewick Ave
Kennewick, WA 99336
Phone: 586-6118
Fax: 586-0485
www.columbiairrigation.com

SKM_C284e18071108160.pdf
473K
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Comment Letter 219

COLUMBIA IRRIGATION DISTRICT
10 EAST KENNEWICK AVENEU E KENNEWICK, WASHINGTON 99336
OFFICE: (509) 586-6118 FAX (509) 586-0485
WWW.COLUMBIAIRRIGATION.COM

11 July 2018
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

Dear Ms. McKinley,

Columbia Irrigation District (CID} would like to respectfully provide comment on the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS).

In principle CID supports any project that will conserve water or mitigate the effects of droughts
within the Yakima River basin. CID would like the entire river system to be protected and made
sustainable for all water users in perpetuity and welcomes ideas to that end from all parties that have a
stake in the system. CID has a senior, non-proratable, water right and it is the last major diversion from
the Yakima River. Therefore, any change to the flows upstream are of major concern to our operations
because even though there are target flows in place to help us meet our instantaneous entitlement we

CID has concerns that, even though this project on paper might be viewed as having no impact
to our water right because of target flows and our senior water right status, changes will make it
operationally difficult to deliver full allotment to our users. In 2015, a short water year, CID had to take
actions to install flashing boards to the dam, acquire permits and hire a contractor to clear a channel to
our diversion. Even with all these actions CID still did not receive our full instantaneous entitlement even
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have previously been impacted negatively during short water scenarios.

SDEIS-CR-282

though the target flows were achieved under the current TWSA calculations. Please respond to the
following concerns:
1) How will TWSA be calculated in refill years?
Are the USBR and Washington State Dept. of Ecology prepared to offer CID any form of

2)

mitigation to respond to negative impacts, foreseen and unforeseen, this project may have
on CID and its patrons? If so, what specifically will be done?
CID welcomes meetings for further discussions with USBR and Ecology regarding the SDEIS and our
comments. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. Please contact me to arrange a
t ime to discuss this matter.

Sincerely,

Clancy Flynn, District Manager
Columbia Irrigation District
10 E Kennewick Ave

Kennewick, WA 99336
Phone: 586-6118
Fax: 586-0485
cflynn@columbiairrigation .com
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Comment Letter 220
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/KKC Projects SDEIS
1 message
Prilucik, Jacob <PrilucJ@wsdot.wa.gov>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 8:16 AM

Candace,

Our comment letter regarding the above-mentioned proposal is attached and a hard copy is in the
US Mail. Let me know if you have any questions, thanks.

Jacob Prilucik
(509) 577-1635 – prilucj@wsdot.wa.gov

3464_001.pdf
800K
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

South Cent ral Region
2809 Rudkin Rood
Union Gop, WA 98903- 1648
509-577-1600 I FAX 509-577- 1603
TTY 1-800-833-6388
www.wi,clot.wo.gov

July 10, 2018






Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1817 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Attention:

Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager

Subject:

(KDRPP/KKC) Projects SD EIS
Kittitas and Yakima Counties, Washington

We have reviewed the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the
proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess
Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) projects. We originally commented on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) in our letter to the Bureau of Reclamation dated March 10, 2015. Those
comments remain valid.


1

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. If you have any questions
regarding our comments, please contact Jacob Prilucik at (509) 577-1635.



jjp

cc:

SR 90, File #1 (2015)
Harry Nelson, Area 1 Maintenance Superintendent
Brian White, Assistant Regional Administrator
Andrew Byrd, Region Project Engineer
Jamil Anabtawi, Region Utilities Engineer
Bill Sauriol, Region Environmental Program Manager
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Comment Letter 221
'HUD.DUHQNGHUD#XVEUJRY!

)ZG>(;7(51$/@(3$&RPPHQWVRQWKH'6(,6IRU.D
1 message
0F.LQOH\&DQGDFH<cmckinley@usbr.gov>
Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:17 PM
To: Deborah Van Meter <dvanmeter@usbr.gov>, Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, Gwendolyn Christensen
<gchristensen@usbr.gov>, "Dera, Karen" <kdera@usbr.gov>

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: 0EDEDOL\H7KHRJHQH <Mbabaliye.Theogene@epa.gov>
Date: Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 3:48 PM
Subject: [EXTERNAL] EPA Comments on the DSEIS for Ka
To: "McKinley, Candace" <cmckinley@usbr.gov>

Candace,

Attached please find the EPA comments on your DSEIS for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Projects. A hard copy of the
same comments is being sent to your Office in Yakima under separate cover using the US Postal
Service and should arrive soon. In the meantime, please let us know if you have questions about
our comments for assistance.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review your SDEIS and look forward to reviewing the final
EIS for the projects when available.

Theo Mbabaliye, Ph.D.
US EPA Region 10
1200 6th Ave., Suite 155, OERA-140
Seattle, WA 98101-3140
Phone: (206) 553-6322
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-Candy McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901
509/575-5848 x232
509/379-0780 cell

LPJSGI
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Comment Letter 221
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 155
Seattle, WA 98101-3140

OFFICE OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
AND ASSESSMENT

July 11, 2018
Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058
Dear Ms. McKinley:
In accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the National Environmental Policy Act, the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Bureau of Reclamation's Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Projects (EPA Project Number: 13-0036-BOR/CEQ No.
20180063) in Kittitas and Yakima Counties, Washington.
The DSEIS evaluates potential environmental impacts associated with activities to construct, operate
and maintain the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance projects. After the initial analysis of these projects in the 2015 Draft EIS, new
circumstances and information led to the decision to analyze the projects further and disclose the most
current environmental impacts. We note the supplemental analyses propose a floating pumping plant
alternative for the KDRPP and a northern route for the KKC, evaluated as a component of the KDRPP.
The DSEIS, similar to the DEIS, does not identify a preferred alternative.
The EPA continues to support the overall goals of the proposed projects to provide more reliable and
sustainable water resources for uses in the Yakima River basin, while protecting the other environmental
resources in this area. We are pleased to note that coordination with the other resource management
agencies and tribes affected by the projects continues, and we support this effort due to the various
agency roles in assisting with a range of issues analyzed in the SDEIS.
We believe the proposed Floating Pumping Plant alternative analyzed in the SDEIS can minimize the
projects' environmental impacts. This alternative would require the least ground disturbance (i.e., 9
acres as opposed to 65 acres under the other alternatives) and allow for support facilities to be located
within already impacted areas. One of this alternative's components, Sc, would involve minimal ground
disturbance as well (21 acres, significantly less than the other options estimated to disturb up to 77
acres). In addition, we appreciate the inclusion of information in the SDEIS on seismic and slope
stability risks and information on the mitigation measures to be taken to reduce impacts.
Because the anticipated constrnction and operation activities under the other alternatives analyzed in this
SDEIS are similar to those presented in the DEIS, we recommend referring to our March 10, 2015
comments on the DEIS for information regarding the issues that we believe are important to address in
the NEPA analysis for these proposed projects. We understand the Final EIS will include responses to
our comments on both the DEIS and SDEIS, and we recommend the Final EIS also include the preferred
alternative.
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-288


1


2

Based on our review of the SDEIS, we have no objections to the additional alternative proposed and
have assigned a rating of a Lack of Objections (LO) to the SDEIS. An explanation of this rating is
attached for your reference.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this SDEIS. We look forward to reviewing the Final EIS when
available. If you have questions about our comments, please contact Theo Mbabaliye of my staff at
(206) 553-6322 or by electronic mail at mbabaliye.theogene@epa.gov, or contact me at (206) 553-1841
or by electronic mail at nogi .j.ill@epa.gov.
Sincerely,

~>-~t

Jill A. Nogi, Manager
Environmental Review and Sediment Management Unit
Enclosure:
1.

US Environmental Protection Agency Rating System For Draft Environmental Impact Statements

2
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*
Environmental Impact of the Action
I

•

LO - Lack of Objections
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental
impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities_for application
of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.
EC - Environmental Concerns
EPA review bas identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the p referred alternative or application of mitigation
•
measures that can reduce these impacts.
EO - Environmental Objections
.
EPA review bas identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the ·environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration ofsome other project.alternative (including the no-action alternative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead a(ency to reduce these impacts. ·

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory
EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint ofpublic health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not correc.ted at the final EIS
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adeguacv of the Impact State ment
Category 1 - Adequate
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis ofdata collection is
necessary, but the reviewer m ay suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.
Category 2 - Insufficient Information
· The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new re~onably available
alternatives that are with.in the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.
.
Category 3 - Inadequate
EPA does not b elieve that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer bas identified new, re~sonably available alternatives that are ou,tside ofthe spectrum of
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be anaiyzed in order to r educe the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of
such a magnitude that they should have full pu),1ic review at a draft stage. EPA do.es not believe that ·the ·draft EIS is
adequate for 1:j:le purposes of the National Environ.mental Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should. be
formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

-------'"-rron:rff:k.Mmm:a-1-i-&4\JPoJ.tcyarru Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.
February, 1987.
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Comment Letter 222
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant SDEIS
Comments
1 message
HPOA-Board HyakHomeOwnersAssociationBoard
<HPOABoard@hotmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 1:01
PM

Dear Ms. McKinley:
On behalf of the Hyak Property Owners Association Board of Directors please
accept the attached comment letter on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant SDEIS into the record.
Regards,
James Sammet
HPOA Board of Directors Member
425-999-2953
DRPP SDEIS Comment Letter_ HPOA_07.11.2018.pdf
598K
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Comment Letter 222

Hyak Property Owner's Association

Submitted via email to kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

RE: Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant {KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir to
Kachess Reservoir Conveyance {KKC) Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement {SDEIS)
Dear Ms. McKinley:
Please accept these comments/questions regarding the KDRPP SDEIS on behalf of the Board
of Directors of the Hyak Home Owners Association (HPOA Board). The HPOA Board
represents the home owners association for Hyak Estates located at the base of the Hyak Ski
Area at Snoqualmie Pass. The HPOA Board represents an association of over 300 property
owners within Hyak Estates. The HPOA Board and the residents of Hyak Estates have a direct
interest in the KDRPP and KKC projects and the subject SDEIS and have previously provided
comment on the 2015 DEIS.


2

2018 SDEIS Comments:
1. Alternatives: The HPOA Board only supports Alternative 1, "No Action" and opposes
all other active alternatives presented in the SDEIS.
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2. Background of Proposed Action: The SDEIS states that the Yakima Basin Integrated Water
Resource Management Plan (Integrated Plan) includes the following components:
• Reservoir fish passage
•

Structural and operational changes

•

Surface water storage

•

Groundwater storage

•

Habitat/watershed protection and enhancement

•

Enhanced water conservation

•

Market reallocation


4

This SDEIS only address the first and second bullet above and ignores all other components
of the integrated plan. The structural and operation changes proposed in the stand alone
KDRPP project (the proposed action) only access the natural pool of Lake Kachess and
does not address the need for additional surface water storage, ground water storage,
habitat protection and enhancement and water conservation, and only addresses market
HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
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reallocation in terms of the water pumped from the natural pool of the lake that will only
benefit the Rosa Irrigation District (ROSA).
a. Please explain what Reclamation's plan is to address all of the components of the
Integrated Plan as the KDRPP relates to each component of the Plan?
3. Reclamation's Purpose and Need: The stated purpose of the SDEIS is to "provide more
sustainable water resources for agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs, while also
helping to restore ecological functions and the health of the riverine environment in the
Yakima River basin". The SDEIS puts forward a plan to drain additional water from the
natural pool of Lake Kachess to benefit only ROSA.


5

a. How does the proposed floating pump on Lake Kachess improve the health of the
riverine environment?
b. How does the proposed floating pump on Lake Kachess provide more sustainable water
resources for municipal needs if the water removed from the natural pool will be for the
sole use of the ROSA?
c.

D
6

ID

How does the proposed floating pump on Lake Kachess provide more sustainable water
7
for domestic needs when the wells surrounding the lake may go dry and the water
pumped will only be used for ROSA's purposes?

d. What is Reclamation's plan to accurately address items a to d above?

8
ID

4. Failure to consider all viable alternatives: The DEIS and the SDEIS only consider two
alternatives: drain a natural lake to benefit downstream irrigators with junior water rights or
don't drain the lake. No other alternatives are considered to meet the irrigation security
needs of the ROSA farmers. The EIS process is supposed to consider all alternatives to
achieve the purpose and need. This SDEIS does not consider any other viable alternatives
such as conservation of existing irrigation resources including mitigation for irrigation system
losses due to leakage and evaporation, instituting conservation irrigation systems and crop
selection as examples of many possible alternatives. It also does not consider the
decreasing snowpack storage within the watershed and ways in which to increase
snowpack storage and forest health. There is research being conducted at the University of
Washington that suggest with proper forest management practices snow-pack storage can
be significantly increased which would benefit water storage within the basin. These types of
alternatives must also be considered.

ID
11

c. What is Reclamation's plan, as required in the NEPA process, to list and provide a full
explanation, including data, references, and review procedure for excluding each
alternative not considered?

HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
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a. How does the DEIS and SDEIS meet the requirement to consider a range of reasonable
alternatives which is required by NEPA?
b. What is Reclamations plan for considering all reasonable alternatives?
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5. SDEIS Proposed Action: The Proposed Action will pump the natural pool of Lake Kachess
to 80-ft below the gravity outfall of the dam. This action only takes water from the natural
pool and does not consider how to increase surface water storage which is a component of
the Integrated Plan. In addition the proposed action no longer includes the KKC project.
The 2015 DEIS linked the KDRPP and KKC projects due to the financial analysis and the
fact that it would take years to re-fill Lake Kachess without the KKC project. It seems the
SDEIS only considers the benefits of the KDRPP in the first year of drought.

D
13

a. Without the KCC project how does the financial analysis show a benefit in years 2 to 8
while the lake re-fills and the pumping plant has to operate continuously?
It is also a misconception to consider the water below the gravity outfall of the dam to be "inactive storage" because this is the approximate natural lake elevation and should be
considered part of the natural habitat. Labeling the natural pool as in-active storage and
using the natural pool does not meet the objective of the integrated plan to improve surface
water storage - it only takes existing water.
b. Please explain how surface water storage is improved in the 2nd drought year and
beyond if the Lake is unable to be refilled?

D
14

15
D

6. Project Costs: Alternative 4 is the "proposed option" and has a variance of -30% to +50% is
difficult to interpret in terms of the stated cost of $282,000,000 estimate for the KDRPP-FPP.
Given the uncertainty surrounding the estimate, it would be far preferable to show the actual
estimates in numerical terms including the probability of the variance of achieving these costs
should also be stated ; e.g.
Low Estimate
197,400,000 (2% chance)

Projected Estimate
282,000,000 (y% Chance)

High Estimate
423,000,000 (X % Chance)
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The Bull Trout Volitional Passage is stated in the text (Page 2-60) to cost $23,000,000
(preliminary estimate) but is not included in the above costs but should be as it will be a
required element. That would bring the high cost to $444,000,000.
This does not include the large mitigation costs of private well failure mitigation, campground
restoration and mitigation, negative impact on private property values, fire risk hazard
increase, fire suppression cost increase, and many others mentioned in the SDEIS. The
budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, and incomplete.
a. How will Reclamation adequately address all costs associated with the project?
7. Impact on Campers and recreational users at Lake Kachess The Lake Kachess has over
23,000 annual campground visitors and 11,000 annual boaters that will be negatively
affected by pumping down the natural lake without the ability to re-fill the lake for years. On
page ES-Xii, the following suggestions are given to address recreational use of the lake
"Extend boat ramps at Kachess Reservoir .. .if feasible, and construct new east shore ramp
that would be available at all reservoir levels.
a. Under what conditions would extending those ramps be feasible or not feasible?
HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
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This should be addressed in the SDEIS as it is an effect on recreation users that cannot be
defined unless it is know if existing boat ramps is feasible.



b. What analysis of the lake geography has been done to suggest is extending any of the
ramps for use during a KDRPP-FPP drawdown is truly feasible or not?

17

The Lake within and below the natural pool elevation has very steep banks and it should be
determined during the EIS process if in fact this is feasible.
8.

Increased forest vulnerability and Fire Hazard. The vegetation and wetlands (Page 2-70)
and densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will, according to the SDEIS suffer with
reduced water levels in Lake Kachess. This will mean stressed trees and other foliage in a
single drought year, and in multiple years of pump operation dead trees due to lack of water
and insect vulnerability.
The Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility for fire and
emergency medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas. This fire
district has repeatedly raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced
capacity to suppress fires (due to lowering of the lake and removal of a· source of water for
firefighting), the increased incidence of accidents and injuries due to construction activity,
and need for public education and communication strategies necessitated by KDRPP and
KKC projects.

D

This proposal fails to adequately address the added fire risks due to climate change which is
reducing snow packs storage which is clearly shown by existing data including WSDOT
snowpack data from Snoqualmie Pass. This plan exacerbates that fire risk because it will
decrease the health of forests surrounding the Lake and will make water available by
pumping for fire suppression almost impossible to retrieve during a full pumping draw-down
and from wells going dry. The SDEIS identifies damage to the natural environment that will
be caused by the proposed action.

18

If, as a result of a KDRPP draw down and forests die who will be responsible for removing
the dead trees to prevent further destruction from wildfires which could end up extending all
the way to Snoqualmie Pass?
9. Refilling Lake Kachess. The SDEIS states that the KDRPP-FPP is the "proposed action"
and Reclamation and Ecology have not identified a "preferred alternative." This represents
a major departure from the previous DEIS, which indicated a KKC conveyance project and a
KDRPP project must be considered as a "single action and cannot be separated." The
19
logic of that position was that emptying Lake Kachess in an artificial and unprecedented
manner, would require a refill mechanism (e.g., KKC).



a. Please explain how the KDRPP-FPP proposed action no longer needs to be linked to
the KKC project in order to refill the lake despite no change in the stated goal of the
KDRPP to pump 200,000 acre-feet from the natural lake for ROSA?
b. Please explain how Reclamation can promote the proposed action despite the detailed
hydrology that the 2015 DEIS was based on that purposed that the KKC was required
as a refill mechanism without which Lake Kachess would like not refill for 20 years?
HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
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Please explain in detail what changed between 2015 and 2018 that now allows a refill
prediction of 2-8 years when the 2015 prediction was 20 years or more?

21

d. Which report should be relied on? 2015 KKC is required as a part of KDRPP, or 2018
KDRPP doesn't need KKC and will refill 2-4 times faster than previously predicted?
e. How can the public be expected to make informed comments with such seemingly
inconsistent hydrology predictions? Can either report be relied upon?

22

11. Funding: Page ES-viii: The SDEIS states the Bureau of Reclamation will "fund ... some or
all, or authorize Roza to fund" the KDRPP-FPP. This statement inadequately informs
Washington citizens ... as well as Roza farmers ... of their likely obligations for financial
support of the KDRPP-FPP.

ID

24
a. When will the ultimate source of funding be determined and by whom?

b. If public funds are utilized to benefit a handful of private businesses in a singular water
district, will that district be required to repay those funds?
c.

D
23

ID
25

If public funds are used for the project, will the public be offered another comment
period or another process by which voters can express if they approve of spending half
a billion dollars on a water project that benefits only a select group of private interests?

D
26

ID

d. How can the public be expected to adequately comment on the SDEIS without 27
knowledge of whether or not public funds will be utilized?

17. Mitigation: "Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements are proposed as a part of the
KDRPP ... " This statement and others give the impression that the proposed action will
improve passage and habitat for Bull Trout and perhaps even "enhance" the bull trout
population. This is an inaccurate depiction of what will be a significant negative impact on
the Lake Kachess bull trout population.
The Bull Trout Volitional Passage project is described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9. The "steep
slope conditions" between Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake will occur when the
water level is approximately 2,208 elevation and the pumping operation begins. These
"steep slope" conditions will occur an additional 6,225 days if KDRPP-FPP is installed, this
will mean 34 additional years (out of 90 modeled), and an average of 183 days a year, when
Bull Trout Passage will be completely dependent on the Volitional Passage.
In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 - 2008) the pumping station
will be in continuous operation which will require continual use of the Volitional Passage.
Eight years of steep slope conditic;ms, requiring 8 years of Bull Trout dependence on the
volitional passage, represents 2-3 spawning cycles which could result in the destruction of
the Bull Trout Population in the Lake No evidence is provided that the Volitional Passage is
effective, has been demonstrated in other Bull Trout populations or has completed a "proof
of concept" test.
The volitional passage is not included in the budget costs, it cannot be assumed to be part
of the project going forward. Another concern is the lack of water flowing into tributaries of
Little Kachess Lake, which will be the water needed to charge the volitional passage. The
SDEIS states the tributary water disappears at the end of the year ... when the water will be
HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
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needed in the passage. There is no description of the length of the passage (the length
and Southern outlet are never described in text, numeric, or schematic terms).
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a. In years where streams disappear the Volitional Passage will have to be operated by
pumping. Without addressing this the mitigation plan is incomplete. What are
Reclamations Plans to address this issue in the proposed mitigations?

The Bull Trout find their way to spawning tributary by a complex but not-well-understood
physiology of chemo and geo receptors. This returns them to the spawning tributary, and
eventually spawning bed, where they started life. Creating a volitional passage means the
Bull Trout will have to find an artificial tributary that did not exist when they were young
30
and locate it several miles from where the "narrows" and "steep shelf' originated their life
cycle .



The project as proposed will negatively affect and ESA listed species (Bull Trout) and its
habitat which is not allowed under law unless all the affects can be mitigated.

31
ID
How will Reclamation mitigate negative effects on the Bull Trout Population if the I32

a. What research has been done to suggest the Bull Trout will use the Volitional
Passage?
b.

Volitional Fish Passage Structure fails to operate as intended?
c.




What fraction of the resident endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess is
estimated will be killed under the proposed alternative and all the active
alternatives? What fraction of loss is allowable under law and the EPA? How will
the active alternatives and the proposed alternative meet these legal
requirements? How will this be mitigated?

33

18. USFWS Biological Opinion: The USFWS is conducting a Biological Opinion on the existing
Yakima watershed with respect to the current operation of existing dams and irrigation
districts and is not expected to be published until sometime in the fall of 2018.
a. Why was the SDEIS prepared and released PRIOR to the USFWS Biological
Opinion?
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b. Will another SDEIS be issued incorporating the study? How will the Biological
Opinion be incorporated in the EIS process and will there be opportunity for
additional public comment?
19. Geology & Stability of the Lake Kachees Dam and surrounding steep slopes: The existing
dam at Lake Kachess is an earthen structure which may be impacted by long periods of
drawdown and the SDEIS discusses the steep terrain under the current water line in some
areas and suggests that landslides may occur.
a. What studies have been done to determine what impact years of low water and
drying of the earthen dam will have on its structural integrity?
b. What topography is available of Lake Kachess below the current low water line?
c. What studies have been done to determine areas within the lake that are most
susceptible to landslides?
HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
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ID

d. How will these potential landslides be mitigated and what impact will they have on 38
the operations of the KDRPP?
e. What impact would landslides have on water quality, public safety and bull trout
habitat and population?
f.

ID
39

What is Reclamation's plan for conducting these study and will and additional SDEIS
be prepared?

20. Negative financial impacts to Kittitas County: The implications of negative impact on private
property values go beyond the directly affected citizens. A reduction in property values
affects the tax base of the county, including schools and fire departments, and will reduce
available resources to provide essential services. This is acknowledged in SDEIS Page 4326 as follows: "while effects on property values would most directly affect property
owners, the wider community would also experience effects." In other words, private
property owners, fire departments, schools, city and county governments, and others would
also be negatively impacted. Also with the Lake drawn down to levels where it becomes
unusable or less desirable for recreation there will a decrease in tourist visits to the Lake
Kachess campground, a reduction in business in surround communities, and a reduction in
sales taxes collected which will further negative impacts to the community and public at
large while benefiting ROSA.

ID
40

·
41

a. Please explain how a publically funded project that benefits private land owners and
irrigators and negatively affects public funding and hurts local businesses is in the best
interest of the Citizens of Kittitas County and the State of Washington?
25. Water Rights: A KDRPP draw down has the probability of resulting in the existing 239,000
acre-ft of water NOT being available in subsequent years for those holding senior water
rights .
a. How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000 acre-ft of water
currently stored by Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer available
once Lake Kachess water level is lowered below the outlet to its dam?
b. How will potable water rights of well owners be addressed if wells go dry?


42

43

ID

Closing Comment:
The HPOA is opposed to allowing a vital public resource to be taken to support and enhance
the profits of a limited number of private businesses who have full knowledge of their lands
water constraints. Reclamation and Ecology, and our elected officials should be looking for
ways to preserve, protect, conserve and enhance limited natural resources rather than taking
existing natural resources for a financially and environmentally unsound plan. Millions of
dollars of public funds that have already been used to push this project forward that is no in the
interest of the public good.
Under the NEPA and SEPA processes the HPOA requests that the Bureau of Reclamation and
WA Department of Ecology each provide separate responses to the above comments.

HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
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The HPOA looks forward to seeing responses to these comments.

es Sammet
POA Board of Directors Member,
on behalf of the entire
HPOA Board of Directions, and HPOA
HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068

V-Mail: 425.785.6543
E-mail: hpoaboard@hotmail.com
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PAC IFIC NOR THW EST
OREG ON -

4-WH EEL -DRI VE ASS OCIA TION
WAS HING TON -

Bureau of Reclamation

IDAH O

June 17, 2018

1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, Washington 98901

ATTN: Environmental Program Manager

RE: Kachess and Keechelus Supplement Draft ESI

To Whom It May Concern,
Keechelus Supplement Draft ESI.
This is in response to your invitatio n on comme nts on the Kachess and
es conservation is an
Altho' not ~irectly related to motoriz ed recreat ion my organization recogniz
importa nt part of the overall outdoo r recreational program.
recipe for improvi ng land
Through our own education program we feel it is a key ingredie nt in the
c environ ment and natural
conservation and safety- it stresses the importa nce of protect ing "specifi
resource areas".
to proceed.
We feel the proposed program will enhance the specific areas and a need
Sincerely,

Arlene Brooks, WA State Directo r
Pacific Northw est Four Wheel Drive Association
21520 S.E. 346th Street

Auburn, Washington 98092

CC: File
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K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement Public Comment From Kachess
Community Association
1 message
David Dicks <daviddicks@me.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: Robert Angrisano <rangrisano@gmail.com>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 11:12 AM

Dear Ms. McKinley,
On behalf of the Kachess Community Association I respectfully submit the following public
comments regarding the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter,
David Dicks – JD
Tatoosh Law and Policy Group
318 1st Ave S, Suite 310
Seattle, Washington 98104
On behalf of:
The Kachess Community Association

2 attachments
Kachess SDEIS Final PDF.pdf
546K
ATT00001
2K
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Comment Letter 224

To: (via e-mail)
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
191 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Phone: 509-575-5848, ext. 603
Fax: 509-454-5650
Email: kkbt@usbr.gov
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Ms. McKinley,
On behalf of the Kachess Community Association I respectfully submit the following public
comments regarding the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
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Thank you for your attention to this important matter,
David Dicks – JD
Tatoosh Law and Policy Group
318 1st Ave S, Suite 310
Seattle, Washington 98104
On behalf of:
The Kachess Community Association
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You can fool all the people some of the time, and some of the people all the time, but you
cannot fool all the people all the time. - Abraham Lincoln
Introduction
Although the new SDEIS is a staggering 906 pages it is hopelessly confused and fails conclusively
to comply with the procedural and substantive requirements of NEPA and SEPA. It also
proposes a project that indisputably violates the Endangered Species Act.
Specifically, the SDEIS has 8 fatal flaws that will be explained in this comment letter:
1. Reclamation and Ecology Should Have Published all Comments and Responses to the
2015 DEIS Before Releasing the 2018 SDEIS
2. The Purpose and Need Section is Internally Contradictory and illegally limits the
number of alternatives that are analyzed in the draft. It also inappropriately takes a
“public” SDEIS and converts it into “private” proposal by the Roza Irrigation District
3. The Proposed Action is The Only Alternative Other Than the No Action Alternative
4. The Project is Unauthorized by Congress and Ecology Does Not Have Funding to
Implement the Project
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5. The Alternatives Analysis Is Far Too Limited To Comply With NEPA and SEPA
6. All of the Alternatives Except the No Action Alternative Violate the Endangered
Species Act
7. Reclamation’s Failure to Consult under The Endangered Species Act is Illegal
8. The Project Violates Water Law Generally and the Yakima Allocation Specifically
For these reasons - and many others articulated in our prior comments and the comments of
others - the SDEIS must be rejected in its current form to comply with NEPA, SEPA, and the
Endangered Species Act. We believe that is an impossible task and therefore recommend that
the “No Action” alternative be selected.
Introduction
This SDEIS is required under both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Under both laws agencies considering
“actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment” must prepare and issue
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an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C); Nw. Envtl. Advocates v. NMFS,
460 F.3d 1125, 1133 (9th Cir.2006). An EIS:
“Shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform
decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1; Nw.
Envtl. Advocates, 460 F.3d at 1134.
Thus, the EIS is more than a mere “disclosure document.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. Agencies must
take a ‘hard look’ at the potential environmental consequences of the proposed action.”
Klamath–Siskiyou Wildlands Ctr. v. BLM, 387 F.3d 989, 993 (9th Cir.2004) (citing Churchill
County v. Norton, 276 F.3d 1060, 1072 (9th Cir.2001)). By focusing on the environmental effects
of the proposed agency action, “NEPA ensures that the agency will not act on incomplete
information, only to regret its decision after it is too late to correct.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at 371,
109 S.Ct. 1851 (1989). Reclamation and Ecology are the agencies charged with the meeting
these duties and they have failed to meet this burden in this DEIS.1
In the 2015 DEIS Reclamation and Ecology prepared the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) as a single document. It includes environmental analyses for the both the KKC
and KDRPP projects. The DEIS was released to the public in January 2015 and described the noaction alternative and five action alternatives. The public comment period ended June 15, 2015.
As we noted in our comments regarding the 2015 DEIS there are were at least seven fatal flaws
with that DEIS that rendered it insufficient under NEPA and SEPA. This SDEIS does nothing to
resolve these insufficiencies and, in fact, creates many new problems that make the current
NEPA/SEPA process even worse. This comment letter explains a series of major substantive and
procedural flaws in the SDEIS and poses a series of questions that should have been addressed
in the SDEIS. As required by both NEPA and SEPA, and their implementing regulations, we
expect both Reclamation and Ecology to provide responses to each of the questions posed in
this letter. Importantly, Reclamation and Ecology have still not satisfied this obligation with
regard to the 2015 DEIS
While we agree that the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of
Ecology needed to draft a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) this
supplement fails to meet even the most basic requirements of NEPA, SEPA, and all of the
alternatives proposed in the document (except the “no action” alternative) blatantly violates
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) because of their impact on listed Bull Trout and Spotted
Owls.
The New SDEIS
1

Washington State’s Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) mirrors NEPA and places the same burden upon
Washington State agency actions.
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To understand this SDEIS one needs to understand a complex web of related processes and
projects. Mr. David Ortman’s comment letter to this SDEIS does an excellent job of articulating
the many problems with the historical situation and the multiple conflicting mandates that
burden this entire situation. (This letter incorporates his comments by reference). As the SDEIS
itself explains:
Following development of the Integrated Plan, Reclamation and Ecology prepared the
Integrated Plan FPEIS to assess the environmental effects of implementing the Integrated Plan
(Reclamation and Ecology, 20124). The Integrated Plan FPEIS was issued in March 2012. In July
2013, Reclamation published the Record of Decision (2013 Integrated Plan ROD) to implement
the Integrated Plan in cooperation with Ecology and other Federal, State, local, and Tribal
partners. The selected alternative in the 2013 Integrated Plan ROD implements the Integrated
Plan. Projects associated with the seven elements will be implemented in a phased and balanced
approach. The Integrated Plan three-phase strategy (10-year increments over 30 years) may
combine or implement actions simultaneously. Additional project-level environmental
compliance will be completed prior to implementation of specific projects and actions.
The action alternatives examine constructing and operating a pumping plant to access up to
200,000 acre-feet of water in Kachess Reservoir during drought years. Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) is evaluated as a component of the KDRPP alternatives. The
KKC involves constructing and operating a gravity flow tunnel from Keechelus Reservoir to
Kachess Reservoir and is also a component of the Integrated Plan, but is not being pursued as a
standalone project at this time. These projects are part of the Yakima Basin Integrated Water
Resources Management Plan (Integrated Plan).” (SEPA Fact Sheet p. 11 of SDEIS)
It is important to distinguish between the Integrated Plan as a political compromise document,
and the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement as an environmental compliance
and disclosure document. The Integrated Plan was determined as a politically appropriate
synthesis of programs, taking into account the political positions of the state and federal
agencies, counties and tribal representatives in the planning process organized by Ecology and
Reclamation. There is no legal requirement that all viable alternatives be considered in a
political planning process. There is, however, a legal requirement that all viable alternatives be
considered in an environmental compliance and disclosure document required by the National
Environmental Policy Act.
Previously referred to as the Kachess Reservoir Inactive Storage Project, the proposed Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) could withdraw up to 200,000 acre-feet of lake storage
water up to 80 feet below the reservoir’s existing outlet works, which were designed to allow
storage and supply of water equal to the average annual watershed precipitation. In other
words, the lake was increased in size to store the maximum amount of water available in the
watershed. The current “storage” is all the water above the natural level of the lake prior to
dam construction. The current proposal would remove water below the natural level of the
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lake by up to 80 feet. This means that the proposal would drain much of the original Alpine
Lake.
Supposedly, the KDRPP would operate only during a Washington State-declared drought with
the goal of providing, when feasible, up to 70 percent water rights to proratable users. The
SDEIS now includes a new variation of the KDRPP known as the “KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant”
(KDRPP FPP) which was not analyzed or even proposed in the 2015 DEIS. This was proposed by
the Roza Irrigation District. Apparently, it was the addition of this new KDRPP FFP (the new
Proposed Action) which convinced Reclamation and Ecology that they needed to supplement
the 2015 DEIS.
All of the Pumping Plant proposals also could include the addition of Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance project (KKC), which is intended to help refill Lake Kachess in the
years following a drought by sending water from Lake Keechelus via tunnel to Lake Kachess. In
addition, each of the Pumping Plant alternatives could operate without the KKC (although that
would greatly increase the amount of time needed to refill the lake and significantly increase
environmental damage). Finally, Reclamation and Ecology have abandoned the formerly
proposed South Tunnel Alignment of the KKC because it was impractical and too expensive.
Fatal Flaw # 1 – Reclamation and Ecology Should Have Published all Comments and
Responses to the 2015 DEIS Before Releasing the 2018 SDEIS
According to the 2018 SDEIS:
Reclamation and Ecology have reviewed all comments on the DEIS, developed a new floating
pumping plant alternative, collected additional scientific data as necessary, and evaluated new
findings. The new alternative and new findings have been documented in the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) released to the public April 13, 2018. The SDEIS
will not contain comment letters received on the DEIS; instead, letters and response to
comments from both the DEIS and SDEIS will be in a final environmental impact statement.” ESxvii
If Reclamation and Ecology have already reviewed all the comments from the previous DEIS
why did they fail to release the comments and responses in the almost 3 years since the DEIS
comment period closed? This puts the public at a substantial disadvantage to understand the
need for and reasoning behind the publication of the SDEIS. The required comment period for
this SDIES is, therefore, flawed because Reclamation and Ecology have vast amounts of
information that are not in the public domain. To make matters worse the SDEIS acknowledges
that the comments raised issues that led in part to the decision to issue the SDEIS. (ES-xv) At a
minimum the agencies should extend the current public comment period and publish the 2015
public comments and responses. This would put the public on semi-equal footing with the
decision maker in terms of understanding the implications of the project, the changed
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circumstances, and new information (stemming from public comments on the 2015 DEIS) that
led to the decision to publish a SDEIS.
How do the agencies justify their decision not to publish the comments and responses to the
2015 DEIS in this SDEIS?
Fatal Flaw # 2 - The Purpose and Need Section is Internally Contradictory
The Purpose and Need section of an EIS is critical because it frames the entire discussion about
the proposed project and leads to potential project alternatives. In this situation there are
three Purpose and Need sections for three different “project proponents” and there is only one
way to meet all of their goals: Selecting the “Proposed Action” as the “Preferred Alternative”.
Reclamation’s Purpose and Need
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According to the SDEIS:
Reclamation’s purpose and need for action is to provide more sustainable water resources for
agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs, while also helping to restore ecological functions
and the health of the riverine environment in the Yakima River basin.
Specifically, Reclamation needs to analyze, implement, and fund as authorized, the site- specific
projects identified here in accordance with the 2013 Integrated Plan ROD. Reclamation may
fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action, if authorized
to do so pursuant to Section 4007 of the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act
or other law which provides similar authorization.
How can reclamation participate financially in the project is not authorized by Congress? The
statement above confirms that Reclamation may only “fund, design, construct, operate, and
maintain some or all of the Proposed Action, if authorized to do so pursuant to Section 4007 of
the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act or other law which provides similar
authorization.” How can Reclamation make financial commitments when the necessary
authorization does not exist under Federal Law?
How can Reclamation wear both the project proponent hat and the regulatory hat if Congress
does not authorize them to act as a project proponent?
The SDEIS further states: “Alternatively, any other project proponent may choose to fund the
project independently; in which case, Reclamation then needs to respond to them as applicant
and to determine whether to authorize, as necessary, any such entity to design, construct,
operate and maintain certain projects, as necessary, related to the two objectives set forth in
the Integrated Plan: (1) access water that is currently not accessible in the Kachess Reservoir to
improve the water supply and reduce prorationing, and (2) improve water supply flexibility and
storage between Kachess and Keechelus reservoirs.”
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Ecology’s Purpose and Need
Ecology’s purpose for the action is to participate in the Integrated Plan and fund (not more than
50 percent) of the plan, and promote timely and effective implementation of associated projects
in an aggressive pursuit of water supply solutions for instream and out-of-stream uses in the
Yakima River basin [Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 90.38.005].
So, Ecology is in a slightly more legitimate position because they do have a State authorization
to fund up to 50% of the Integrated Plan. Unfortunately, they do not have not ability to
promise funds on their own without acts of both the Governor and the Legislature.
How does Ecology intend to fund the plan?
Why would Ecology fund a project that has no benefit to the ecology of Washington State
destroys an alpine lake and violates SEPA, NEPA, and the Endangered Species Act by extirpating
listed Bull Trout?
Roza and Proratable Entities’ Purpose and Need
Roza and the Proratable Entities’ purpose for the action is to access up to 200,000 acre-feet of
water from Kachess Reservoir during drought years, as they need to improve water supply and
reduce prorationing, whenever feasible, and improve flexibility to respond to the uncertainties
of climate change. To participate in the Proposed Action, Roza and/or the Proratable Entities
would need to seek all necessary authorizations. This document was prepared by Reclamation
and Ecology, but Roza and/or other Proratable Entities may adopt this document for their own
purposes.
At least this section of the Purpose and Need section is honest. Roza wants the water and they
are willing to pay for it. This, however, takes this entire process in a very different direction as
apparently this has pivoted from a “public project” led by Reclamation and Ecology to a Roza
Irrigation District project hidden behind the veil of public agencies and the Integrated Plan.
Reclamation and Ecology participating in a Project Action that is in effect a proposal from Roza
to take 200,000 acre-feet of water from an Alpine Lake, draining the lake by 80 feet, causing
untold hardships, ruining a major Federal camp ground, extirpating a Threatened species listed
under the ESA, etc? How can this be justified?
x

We understand why Roza wants this outcome but please explain how that result can
possibly be in the public interest?

x

It is obvious that the Purpose and Need section is internally contradictory. Ecology has
one goal, Reclamation a different goal, and Roza a third. How can they be reconciled?

March 2019

7

SDEIS-CR-308

Legally, this proposal is dead on arrival as an analogous case decided by the 9th Circuit is on
point here. In National Parks & Conservation Association v. Bureau of Land Management, 606
F.3d 1058 (9th Cir. 2010) Landowners and conservation group brought suit against the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) over a proposed public-private land swap adjacent to Joshua Tree
National Park to allow a private company to build and operate a landfill. The court determined
that the BLM‘s considerations leading to the land swap were deficient, disallowing the
exchange. The case upheld the necessity of a transparent process. The court looked to whether
the BLM considered reasonable alternatives to the accepted landfill project. An agency has
some discretion in selecting alternatives. However, the alternatives considered cannot be
unduly narrow. In this case, the court looked to whether the goals were those of the BLM or
those of Kaiser (the landfill developer). The court determined that alternatives other than
Kaiser‘s landfill should have been reasonably considered in the BLM‘s purpose and need
statement; however, the statement was so narrowly written it excluded any option other than
a landfill. The court affirmed the district court‘s decision, stating that the BLM put Kaiser‘s
needs before the public‘s in the determination of purpose and need and failure to consider a
reasonable range of alternatives.
This SDEIS is even worse than the situation with BLM above. In this situation there are three
Purpose and Need sections for three different “project proponents” and there is only one way
to meet all of their goals: Selecting the “Proposed Action” as the “Preferred Alternative”.
As the 9th Circuit wrote this is a clear violation of NEPA:
The BLM's definition of the project's purpose will necessarily affect the range of alternatives
considered, because when “the purpose is to accomplish one thing, it makes no sense to
consider the alternative ways by which another thing might be achieved… Our holdings
in Friends and Carmel–By–The–Sea forbid the BLM to define its objectives in unreasonably
narrow terms. The BLM may not circumvent this proscription by adopting private interests to
draft a narrow purpose and need statement that excludes alternatives that fail to meet specific
private objectives, yet that was the result of the process here. The BLM
adopted Kaiser's interests as its own to craft a purpose and need statement so narrowly drawn
as to foreordain approval of the land exchange. (P. 1070)
Here Reclamation and Ecology have adopted Roza’s interests in just the same way that the BLM
adopted Kaiser’s interest. This was deemed improper by the 9th Circuit and just like in the case
above by crafting the purpose and need section so narrowly Reclamation and Ecology
“forordain” the selection of the Floating Pumping Plant. This will also be deemed illegal.
Fatal Flaw #3 - The Proposed Action is The Only Alternative Other Than the No Action
Alternative
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Although the SDEIS claims to evaluate true alternatives it is evident that the only real
alternative to no action is the new Floating Pumping Plant which not surprisingly is defined as
the “Proposed Action”. This Proposed Action is a new term that was not included in the DEIS.
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Although, legally there is a potential distinction between the Proposed Action and what may be
selected as the Preferred Alternative, this SDEIS seems to conflate the two terms and reveals
that the agencies have already made up their mind that the Floating Pumping Plant is in fact the
Preferred Alternative.
According to the SDEIS:
“The Proposed Action for this SDEIS is to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain a
floating pumping plant on Kachess Reservoir in order to recover up to 200,000 acre-feet of
inactive water storage from Kachess Reservoir during drought years when prorationing is less
than 70 percent supply. This water would otherwise remain in Kachess Reservoir at an elevation
below the existing gravity outlet works. The Proposed Action would also include volitional fish
passage at the downstream end of the Narrows which is located between the upper and lower
Kachess reservoirs. Reclamation and Ecology each propose to fund, design, construct, operate,
and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza to fund, design, construct,
operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action.
The Proposed Action implements the Kachess Inactive Storage project identified in the 2012
Integrated Plan FPEIS to provide additional water supply from the Kachess Reservoir during a
State-declared drought. Since 2012, the KDRPP has undergone additional refinement and
design.
In the DEIS, the KDRPP proposal focused on a shoreline pumping plant with deep tunnel intake.
Since then, Roza identified an additional design for the KDRPP proposal. Based upon this, the
agencies have decided to include a floating pumping plant as the Proposed Action, and to
analyze the shoreline pumping plant design alternatives considered in the DEIS as alternatives.
The alternatives considered also include KKC, which was identified in the Integrated Plan FPEIS
as the Keechelus-to-Kachess Pipeline. Although the floating pumping plant is the Proposed
Action, Reclamation and Ecology have not yet identified a Preferred Alternative.
Reclamation would need to issue a ROD documenting the selected alternative and approving
the construction of the pumping plant on Kachess Reservoir, over which the agency has
jurisdiction. The agency would provide any necessary permits, agreements, or other approvals,
review design, oversee construction, coordinate and manage water releases from Kachess Dam
and deliveries to downstream users, and possibly enter into water, power, and transmission
contracts.
Ecology may need to take actions implementing regulations, participating financially, and
issuing permits as required for implementation of the selected alternatives. The changes
described above require additional SEPA review in this SDEIS.”(ES-viii)
This is an embarrassing attempt to finesse a superficial distinction. There is no reason that
Reclamation and Ecology would have spent three years, vast amounts of money, and added a
new Project Proponent (Roza) to study a Proposed Action (proposed by Roza) that they are not
going to select as the Preferred Alternative. The Floating Pumping Plant is both the Proposed
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Action and the illegally predetermined Preferred Alternative. This is flatly banned by both NEPA
and SEPA.
More evidence of the pre-determination can be found in the Purpose and Need section
discussed above. This section suddenly includes a new player and a new “Propose and Need for
the Action” that was not in the 2015 DEIS and is apparently the basis for this new SDEIS. In this
instance the SDEIS does not even attempt to distinguish between the Proposed Action and
Preferred Alternative:
Reclamation and Ecology each propose to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some
or all of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza to fund, design, construct, operate, and
maintain some or all of the Proposed Action. Reclamation expects that the ROD would
determine which entity would carry out each of these functions. Reclamation, Ecology, and Roza
are each referred to herein as a “project proponent” and, collectively, as “project proponents.”
ES – viii (Emphasis added)
This is a remarkable paragraph. One the one hand, the Bureau and Ecology claim that they
have not selected a Preferred Alternative and on the other they say they each propose to “fund,
design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza
to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action.” They
continue by stating that the ROD will determine which entity would carry out each of these
functions. Finally, they state that Reclamation, Ecology, and Roza are each referred to herein as
a “project proponent” and, collectively, as “project proponents.” ES – viii (Emphasis added).
This is clearly predecisional and is a blatant NEPA and SEPA process violation.
Worse still, at a practical level how is it possible to generate and opinion on the project if we do
not even know who would “fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the
Proposed Action”?
Knowing who is in charge of implementing the project is a threshold piece of information and
even this is not clarified in the SDEIS. The sheer number of actors, combinations of actions and
combinations of a potential funding mosaic make the number of potential results virtually
infinite. The point of the SDEIS, and NEPA and SEPA in general, is to define what the
environmental consequences from a project are. It is antithetical to the letter and spirit of
NEPA and SEPA to provide a hypothetical scenario with a virtually infinite number of
possibilities from which the public can only guess at.
Fatal Flaw #4 – Reclamation does not have Authorization from Congress to Implement or
Fund The Project and Ecology Does Not Have Funding to Implement the Project
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The SDEIS says the ROD will “determine which entity would carry out each function” but
Reclamation does not currently have authorization from Congress to fund this project and by
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definition has not developed an appropriations strategy? Either their potential commitment is
illegal or it simply designed to confuse the public.
Similarly, how can Ecology commit to any of the functions without the funding necessary to
carry them out. At best, Ecology would need to request and receive funding from the
legislature and governor next year during the 2019 legislative session to receive the necessary
funding. Does that mean the FEIS and ROD will not be finalized until Spring of 2019, after the
legislative session, assuming Ecology gets funding from the Legislature?
The Bureau and Ecology are not known for making such bold and unauthorized statements.
It seems, therefore, far more likely that the real story here is that Roza has agreed in non-public
meetings to fund and operate the new floating pumping plant. If this is the case this entire
SDEIS should be shelved and a new “private proponent” led Draft EIS should be prepared by
Roza.
In effect the SDEIS is simply an entirely new DEIS, poorly disguised as a SDEIS in order to avoid
compliance with statutory requirements and deny the public necessary information to evaluate
the “new alternative” not previously contemplated. The SDEIS proposes an entirely new
alternative not contemplated or researched in the DEIS. The public has no way of evaluating
this alternative relative to the prior DEIS as Reclamation and Ecology have intentionally refused
to publish or respond to prior comments that led to the issuance of the SDEIS.
The Major Conclusions Section
The major conclusions section of the Executive Summary validates this theory about what this
proposal really is: a backdoor effort to build the Floating Pumping Plant. As the SDEIS states:
“Based upon the analysis of impacts to these resources in Chapter 4, major conclusions of the
SDEIS are as follows:
x

Change in Water Supply: Action alternatives would improve water supply to proratable
water users by up to 22 percentage points in the worst single-drought years, raising the
proration percentage to about 53 percent of entitlement. This would be a substantial
benefit to water supply because it would offer substantial progress toward the
Integrated Plan’s 70 percent proration goal.

x

Change in Reservoir Levels: Under all the action alternatives, Reclamation would operate
Keechelus Reservoir to help Kachess Reservoir refill following a drought. This action
would result in slightly lower mean Keechelus Reservoir pool levels, with a maximum
incremental reservoir drawdown of 18 feet in late summer (in 1996) compared to No
Action. Under all action alternatives, Kachess Reservoir would be drawn down by as
much as 80 feet below existing minimum pool conditions.
Listed Species:
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x

Based on modeled water surface elevations, under Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, there would
be an increase in days where Kachess Reservoir water surface elevation would drop
below 2,200 feet (the evaluation at which Big and Little Kachess reservoirs separate and
begin to affect fish passage, particularly for Bull Trout). These impacts to passage of bull
trout would be mitigated by the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements.
Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C would result in an increase in days of flows in Keechelus
Reach of the Yakima River that are suitable for Middle Columbia River steelhead
outmigration. All alternatives would result in noise impacts to northern spotted owls, but
are not expected to harm or injure northern spotted owls, or impact their habitat.

x

Regional Economic Impacts and Benefits: The socioeconomic effects of the action
alternatives arising from changes in water supply available for agriculture would be
beneficial, resulting in a net gain in regional economic activity relative to No Action.”

So Roza gets the water and the supposed economic benefits and the environment, the
community, and the public at large lose. It’s that simple. It is also a terrible idea and illegal.
Fatal Flaw # 5 – The Alternatives Analysis is Far Too Limited to Comply with NEPA and SEPA
It gets worse. Under National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) agencies considering “major
Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment” must prepare and
issue an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C); Nw. Envtl. Advocates v.
NMFS, 460 F.3d 1125, 1133 (9th Cir.2006). The EIS:
“shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform
decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1; Nw.
Envtl. Advocates, 460 F.3d at 1134.
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Thus, the EIS is more than a mere “disclosure document.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. Agencies must
take a ‘hard look’ at the potential environmental consequences of the proposed action.”
Klamath–Siskiyou Wildlands Ctr. v. BLM, 387 F.3d 989, 993 (9th Cir.2004) (citing Churchill
County v. Norton, 276 F.3d 1060, 1072 (9th Cir.2001)). By focusing on the environmental effects
of the proposed agency action, “NEPA ensures that the agency will not act on incomplete
information, only to regret its decision after it is too late to correct.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at 371,
109 S.Ct. 1851 (1989). Reclamation and Ecology fail to meet this burden in this DEIS. 2
In the first landmark NEPA case, Calvert Cliffs’ Coordinating Committee, Inc. v. Atomic Energy
Commission, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit highlighted the importance of these
requirements and noted that they seek:
2

Washington State’s Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) mirrors NEPA and places the same burden upon
Washington State agency actions.
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[T]o ensure that each agency decision maker has before him and takes into proper account all
possible approaches to a particular project (including total abandonment of the project) which
would alter the environmental impact and the cost benefit analysis. Only in that fashion is it
likely that the most intelligent, optimally beneficial decision will ultimately be made. 449 F.2d
1109 (D.C Cir 1971).
The SDEIS purports to evaluate:
Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative
Alternative 2 – KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant;
Alternative 3 – KDRPP South Pumping Plant;
Alternative 4 - (Proposed Action) – KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant;
Alternative 5A – KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant with KKC North Tunnel Alignment;
Alternative 5B – KDRPP South Pumping Plant with KKC North Tunnel Alignment;
Alternative 5C – KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant with KKC North Tunnel Alignment.
In reality it only really evaluates the Proposed Action and No Action. In doing so it doesn’t even
attempt to meet the legal requirements for an alternatives analysis.
NEPA section 102(2)(C) requires an EIS to discuss “alternatives to the proposed action.” The
CEQ, in its implementing regulations, emphasizes alternatives as the “heart” of the EIS. CEQ’s
regulations provide detailed directions on the contents of the alternatives discussion in an EIS.
Specifically, agencies shall:
(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives
which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated.
(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed
action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.
(c) Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.
(d) Include the alternative of no action.
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(e) Identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft
statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the
expression of such a preference.
(f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or
alternatives.
Another important principle outlined in the CEQ regulations is that all reasonable alternatives
must be discussed. This comports with NEPA’s central purpose of fostering informed decisionmaking. Thus, it is not surprising that many NEPA challenges revolve around whether the
agency considered a reasonable range of alternatives, with courts holding that the existence of
reasonable but unexamined alternatives renders an EIS inadequate.
Courts also look to the goals, needs, and purposes defined for the project in determining
whether the alternatives discussion is reasonable. While giving deference to the agencies,
courts are wary when agencies narrowly define the purpose or scope of an action. For example,
when considering the scope of reasonable alternatives in an EIS, the Seventh Circuit stated that
“[o]ne obvious way for an agency to slip past the strictures of NEPA is to contrive a purpose so
slender as to define competing ‘reasonable alternatives’ out of consideration (and even out of
existence).”
Courts also look to the complexity of the action in considering whether the amount of detail in
the alternatives section is sufficient. Agencies are directed to “present the environmental
impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the
issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the
public.” “The touchstone for [a court’s] inquiry is whether an EIS’s selection and discussion of
alternatives fosters informed decision-making and informed public participation.” This SDEIS
conclusively fails to meet this standard
SEPA has similar requirements to evaluate alternatives WAC 197-11-442(2) requires Ecology to:
Discuss impacts and alternatives in the level of detail appropriate to the scope of the nonproject
proposal and to the level of planning for the proposal. Alternatives should be emphasized. In
particular, agencies are encouraged to describe the proposal in terms of alternative means of
accomplishing a stated objective (see WAC 197-11-060(3). Alternatives including the proposed
action should be analyzed at roughly comparable level of detail, sufficient to evaluate their
comparative merits (this does not require devoting the same number of pages in an EIS to each
alternative). [underline added]
The Washington Supreme Court has found that “The environmental significance of the
nonproject action creates the obligation to examine alternatives to the nonproject action. . .
SEPA requires an examination of reasonable alternatives to the nonproject action.” Citizens
Alliance to Protect Our Wetlands v. City of Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356, 366 (1995). In Blair et. al. v.
City of Monroe, CPSMHB 14-3-0006c, Final Decision and Order (Sept. 19, 2014), the Central
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Puget Sound Regional Growth Management Hearings Board considered the scope of review
under WAC 197-11-442(4). There the Board found that the City of Monroe had failed to
adequately comply with SEPA review requirements (SEPA is to function “as an environmental
full disclosure law,” Blair at 22. “[t]he range of alternatives considered in an EIS must be
sufficient to permit a reasoned choice.” SWAP v. Okanogan County, 66 Wn. App. 439, 444
(1992).
Thus, both NEPA and the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) require
consideration of all reasonable alternatives. Under both laws an EIS must include a detailed
statement and analysis of all “reasonable alternatives” to the proposed action. This SDEIS fails
this test.
Finally, it should be noted that the severely restricted alternatives analysis in both the 2015
DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS stem from the fact that the proposed projects are part of a broader
political compromise solution known as the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan (YBIP) developed by
the YRBWEP Workgroup (Workgroup). Because of this, it is not surprising that the Reclamation
and Ecology did not want to consider other ways to achieve the desired fish enhancements and
increases in water storage and flows – those options were not part of the mandate of the YBIP.
Whatever one thinks of the YBIP it is clear that it includes the KKC and KDRPP and does not
include other alternatives that could meet the same underlying objectives but were not agreed
upon by the Workgroup in the YBIP. Reclamation and Ecology’s inclusion of other public
officials and stakeholders interested in and affected by Yakima Basin water shortage problems
is perhaps laudable. It does not, however, relieve either agency from complying with the
statutory requirements of state and federal law.
They SDEIS takes this predetermination even further by inviting a new proposal by Roza (the
floating pumping plant) and names it the “Proposed Action” and includes Roza as a “Project
Proponent”. This means that in effect there are only two alternatives the floating pumping
plant or no action.
Key Questions for Reclamation and Ecology
Why were more alternatives not considered?
Are the alternatives considered actually real alternatives or are Alternative 4 and the no action
alternative really the only alternatives?
Why wasn’t water conservation explicitly considered as an alternative?
Why was Kecheelus not evaluated for a drought relief pumping plant with a canal or pipeline
diversion directly from Kecheelus to Easton? This alternative would accomplish the same
objectives in a significantly less environmentally harmful and dramatically less costly manner.
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Why were alternative storage locations not considered?
Fatal Flaw #6 - All of the Alternatives Except the No Action Alternative Violate the
Endangered Species Act
All alternatives except, no action, violate the Endangered Species Act (ESA). As the Supreme
Court articulated in the landmark ESA case TVA v. Hill:
It may seem curious to some that the survival of a relatively small number of three-inch fish
among all the countless millions of species extant would require the permanent halting of a
virtually completed dam for which Congress has expended more than $100 million. . . . We
conclude, however, that the explicit provisions of the Endangered Species Act require precisely
that result.” “One would be hard pressed to find a statutory provision whose terms were any
plainer than those in § 7 of the Endangered Species Act. . . . The language admits of no
exceptions. TVA v. Hill
The DEIS admits in multiple locations that the draining of Lake Kachess will lead to the killing of
listed Bull Trout. Killing of listed Bull Trout is illegal without an incidental take permit (ITP)
which requires a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). There has been no discussion of a HCP or ITP
in this setting.
As the SDEIS states:
Based on modeled water surface elevations, under Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, there would be an
increase in days where Kachess Reservoir water surface elevation would drop below 2,200 feet
(the evaluation at which Big and Little Kachess reservoirs separate and begin to affect fish
passage, particularly for Bull Trout). These impacts to passage of bull trout would be mitigated
by the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements. Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C would result in
an increase in days of flows in Keechelus Reach of the Yakima River that are suitable for Middle
Columbia River steelhead outmigration. All alternatives would result in noise impacts to
northern spotted owls, but are not expected to harm or injure northern spotted owls, or impact
their habitat.
This means that the Bull Trout cannot migrate to their spawning grounds which is obviously
“take” under the ESA and jeopardizes the species continued existence.
The plan attempts to mitigate for this damage to Bull Trout by proposing an untested and
speculative Volitional Fish Passage Project. The Bull Trout Volitional Passage project is
described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9. The “steep slope conditions” between Big Kachess Lake and
Little Kachess Lake will occur when the water level is approximately 2,208 elevation and the
pumping operation begins. These “steep slope” conditions will occur an additional 6,225 days if
KDRPP-FPP is installed, this will mean 34 additional years (out of 90 modeled), and an average
of 183 days a year, when Bull Trout Passage will be completely dependent on the Volitional
Passage.
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In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 – 2008) the pump…and
therefore the channel…will be in continuous operation. Eight years of steep slope conditions,
requiring 8 years of Bull Trout dependence on the volitional passage, represents 2-3 spawning
cycles. In other words, the entire population of Lake Kachess Bull Trout will be destroyed if
the volitional passage is not effective. No evidence is provided that the volitional passage is
effective, has been demonstrated in other Bull Trout population support activities, has
completed a “proof of concept” test, or is in any way assured to be successful to preventing
destruction of the Lake Kachess Bull Trout population.
Finally, the Bull Trout find their way to spawning tributary by a complex but not-wellunderstood physiology of chemo and geo receptors. This returns them to the spawning
tributary, and eventually spawning bed, where they started life. Creating a volitional passage
means the Bull Trout will have to find an artificial tributary that did not exist when they were
young and locate it several miles from where the “narrows” and “steep shelf” originated their
life cycle.
To make matters worse, the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the population
in Kachess (dredging a channel between big and little Kachess but ignoring the side stream Box
Creek where the trout actually are) but mitigating with improved populations elsewhere. P1-13
notes “While bull trout enhancement was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not
included in the Proposed Action, therefore not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.”
What fraction of the resident endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess is estimated
will be killed under the Proposed Alternative and all the action alternatives?
This is simply not how the ESA works. Here we have a known major impact on listed species
and an unproven, speculative, and at best limited technological proposal minimize some
unknown percentage of the negative impact.
The No Action Alternative is the only legal alternative and should be selected.
Fatal Flaw # 7 Failure to Consult under The Endangered Species Act
In addition to the massive substantive impacts that will undeniably impact Bull Trout and
Spotted Owls, Reclamation has inexplicably disregarded the Federal Agency process mandated
under the ESA. Section 7 of the ESA requires federal agencies to consult with either the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service to ensure that any action
authorized or carried out by the agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
any endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat of the species. ESA § 7, 16 U.S.C. § 1536. This process requires the Services to
prepare a biological opinion that includes a finding as to whether the proposed action is likely
to jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered or threatened species or its habitat. 50
C.F.R. § 402.14.
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Although the current SDEIS acknowledges repeatedly that there will be substantial negative
impacts to ESA listed species including Bull Trout and the Northern Spotted Owl (among others)
and the habitat of these species, it fails to quantify those impacts adequately. This failure
stems from the fact that the Reclamation has not initiated a Section 7 Consultation under the
ESA. The SDEIS does state that such a Consultation will occur in the future but the lack of a
concrete understanding of the impacts on listed species makes the selection of a preferred
alternative arbitrary and capricious. It is exactly of this reason that both the NEPA and ESA
regulations encourage simultaneous NEPA review and ESA Section 7 consultations.
In fact, Reclamation’s own NEPA regulations state:
NEPA activities should be coordinated with other environmental requirements so that their
requirements are, when possible, met concurrently rather than consecutively. This specifically
includes FWCA, CWA, NHPA, ESA, and other environmental review laws and Executive orders. P
3-10, 3-11. (emphasis added).
The NEPA Guidelines state further:
To the fullest extent possible, agencies shall prepare draft environmental impact statements
concurrently with and integrated with environmental impact analyses and related surveys and
studies required by...the Endangered Species Act....” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25. (emphasis added).
The “studies” required by section 7 are those needed for consultation on any federal action
that may affect ESA-listed species. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(b), (c).
ESA section 7(c) states that the action agency's biological assessment, a precursor to a
biological opinion, “may be undertaken as part of a Federal agency's compliance with the
requirements of Section 102 of the [NEPA].” 16 U.S.C § 1536(c)(1). Again, what is plainly
intended is that the action agency's consultation duties regarding its proposed action may be
coordinated with its NEPA review of that action. Similarly, FWS's regulations regarding section
7 state: “consultation ...procedures under section 7 may be consolidated with interagency
cooperation procedures required by other statutes, such as [NEPA].” 50 C.F.R. § 402.06.
Again, Reclamation’s own NEPA regulations state:
Special attention should be given to the integration of NEPA and the ESA. Section 7(a)(2) of the
ESA requires consultation with the Service and/or NOAA-NMFS for any Reclamation action
which may affect a species federally listed as threatened or endangered (listed species). This
consultation process may result in the Service and/or NOAA-NMFS issuing a biological opinion
containing actions to be undertaken to avoid jeopardizing a species or to reduce the level of
take associated with the proposed action. Reclamation shall, to the fullest extent possible,
integrate ESA and NEPA analyses and schedules.” (Bureau of Reclamation’s NEPA Handbook
Section 3.15.1) (emphasis added).
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The failure to consult is especially troubling because this is the second time that Reclamation
has failed to conduct an ESA consultation. The first time came in the Programmatic EIS for the
entire YRBIP process. In that document Reclamation stated:
Reclamation has concluded that consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is
not required at this time because preparation of the PEIS and selection of a preferred alternative
would have no effect on listed species in the action area. Reclamation has discussed this
conclusion with both the Service and NMFS, and neither agency found any fault with
Reclamation’s reasoning which led to the no effect determination. See Appendix G for a
summary of the correspondence. Consultation would be conducted for individual projects that
may affect listed species or critical habitat and that Reclamation would fund, authorize, and/or
carry out under the Integrated Plan in the future.” PEIS 6.2.2.
Reclamation’s failure to consult with USFWS and NOAA is inexcusable and has led to an
incomplete evaluation of the true impacts on endangered species and potential mitigation for
these impacts.
Key Questions for Reclamation and Ecology
Why wasn’t a Section 7 consultation completed before the DEIS was published?
Why wasn’t a Section 7 Consultation completed before the SDEIS was published?
How does Reclamation believe it meets its own NEPA regulations or the CEQ regulations
regarding threatened and endangered species?
How can the NEPA decision maker or the public fully understand the impacts on listed species
without input from the ESA expert agencies USFWS and NOAA?
Given that Reclamation and the USFWS are both part of the Department of Interior how can the
lack of a Section 7 consultation be justified?
How can Reclamation contend that there is “no effect on listed species” in the PEIS and then
acknowledge there will be significant effects upon listed species and habitat in the SDEIS.
Fatal Flaw # 7 – The DEIS repeatedly relies on vague and hypothetical mitigation measures
One essential ingredient of an EIS is to identify adverse environmental impacts and then discuss
the steps that will be taken to mitigate unavoidable adverse environmental consequences. The
projects evaluated in the DEIS have numerous environmental consequences that will require
extensive mitigation. The requirement that an EIS contain a detailed discussion of possible
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mitigation measures flows both from the language of the NEPA and, more expressly, from
CEQ's implementing regulations for NEPA.
Implicit in NEPA's demand that an agency prepare a detailed statement on “any adverse
environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented,” 42
U.S.C. § 4332(C)(ii), is an understanding that the EIS will discuss the extent to which adverse
effects can be avoided and mitigated for. See D. Mandelker, NEPA Law and Litigation § 10:38
(1984).
The Supreme Court considered the duty to mitigate under NEPA in Robertson v. Methow Valley
Citizens Council (109 S.Ct. 1835). In that case the plaintiffs challenged a Forest Service permit
for a ski resort in a national forest. The Court held that the requirement that an agency discuss
mitigation measures is implicit in “NEPA's demand” and CEQ regulations. The omission of a
“reasonably complete discussion” of mitigation measures would undermine NEPA's actionforcing functions. Without such a discussion, the Court added, neither the agency nor other
interested groups or individuals, could properly evaluate the severity of the adverse effects of
the action. That is exactly the problem with this SDEIS.
On January 14, 2011, the White House Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) finalized
guidance entitled “Appropriate Use of Mitigation and Monitoring and Clarifying the Appropriate
Use of Mitigated Findings of No Significant Impact.” The guidance is intended to make federal
agencies more accountable for mitigation measures that they identify in conducting National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) reviews of proposed actions.
CEQ seeks better implementation of mitigation commitments by making them express,
measurable, and viable. According to CEQ, NEPA and decision documents should “carefully
specif[y]” any relied-upon mitigation “in terms of measurable performance standards or
expected results, so as to establish clear performance expectations.” CEQ also asks agencies to
disclose and assess potential funding shortfalls upfront in the NEPA analysis and explore
adaptive management or specific mitigation alternatives if the selected mitigation does not
succeed.
The proposed mitigation in the SDEIS doesn’t even come close to meeting this standard. The
mitigation proposed in the current SDEIS is far too general and hypothetical, and even
undermines the mitigation already being implemented by WSDOT under the Interstate 90 FEIS.
Therefore, it fails to meet the NEPA/SEPA threshold to provide the decision maker or the public
with a full understanding of the environmental consequences of any of the alternatives under
consideration and to
As noted above one glaring example centers around Bull Trout, a threatened species in Lake
Kachess. The plan calls for reducing the level of the lake by an additional 82.75 vertical feet.
This draw down will prevent the fish from spawning in Box Canyon by creating an 82 ft high cliff
impediment. Yet, there is no plan to mitigate this loss of habitat and reduction in population of
the threatened species. The Gold Creek bull trout are distinct from Lake Kachess Bull Trout.
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Over 5 miles, 2 dam structures, and Kecheelus Ridge separate the populations. Therefore, the
Gold Creek bull trout mitigation plan cannot affect the Lake Kachess bull trout population.
Therefore, the proposed mitigation plan, which only affects Lake Kecheelus, cannot mitigate
this loss. The DEIS alludes to vague considerations for mitigation of bull trout habitat
destruction and population decline, but does not provide definitive or even viable proposals
with cost estimates, which is particularly important in this case because the harmful effects are
so dramatic and potentially impossible to mitigate such as 82’ cliffs in spawning gateways.
In another example, the SDEIS accurately states the Kachess Lake aquifer will be depleted and
private wells may be compromised or fail entirely ( DEIS 1-19). The only accommodation will be
for “…Reclamation to develop appropriate mitigation strategies” if water levels and wells are
adversely impacted. This we will figure it out later approach which permeates much of the
SDEIS is simply inadequate under NEPA and SEPA and supporting regualtions. The DEIS does
not provide any indication of what mitigation efforts would be considered or appropriate. It is
essential that these mitigation efforts be identified in advance, the likelihood of their need to
be implemented also identified in advance, and that these estimates be quantitative, based
upon scientific evidence.
Forest and Wetlands Will Be Impacted
The vegetation and wetlands (Page 2-70) and densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will,
according to the SDEIS suffer with reduced water levels in Lake Kachess. This will mean
stressed trees and other foliage in a single drought year, and in multiple years of pump
operation dead trees due to lack of water and insect vulnerability. The Snoqualmie Pass Fire
and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility fire and emergency medical services in the
Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas. This state agency has repeatedly raised concerns
about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced capacity to suppress fires (due to lowering of the
lake and removal of a source of water for firefighting), the increased incidence of accidents and
injuries due to construction activity, and need for public education and communication
strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects. Despite numerous and repeated
expressions of concern and requests to meet with the responsible Fire Departments,
Reclamation has ignored and rejected these requests. This is a clear violation of the NEPA and
SEPA process and renders the current SDEIS incomplete and unacceptable.
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Private Wells Will Be Dewatered
The negative impact of lowering the water level of Lake Kachess on private wells (ES-xi) is
documented, with the conclusion that significant numbers of wells will be “dewatered.” It is
unacceptable to tell citizens that their water supply will likely disappear, and then offer a
remedy of “monitor and mitigate.” Well failures (“dewatering”) will likely occur in
October/November when Lake Kachess is at its lowest level, this is also shortly before snow
arrives and access to homesites becomes difficult. The possibility of losing water at this time,
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without an in-place action plan for making homeowners whole, is unacceptable. A
comprehensive strategy composed of proven techniques that can be implemented
immediately upon need is required in this SDEIS. We ask that this comprehensive strategy, its
details, costs, and operational features, be described in detail, and citizens be provided with
this information along with an appropriate comment period, prior to issuing a FDEIS or ROD.
Federal Campground Will Be Ruined
The impact on 23,000 annual visitors and 11,000 annual boaters at USFS Lake Kachess
Campground will be devastating. Page 2-6 indicates the lake could be drawn down 80 feet “as
early as June in severe drought years.” [NOTE: The campground typically opens on Memorial
Day Weekend…June 1.] In other words, the campground would not open, possibly for a
number of years. To date there has been no effort at communicating with the individuals,
families, and organizations that use this campground, some with decades of continuous annual
use. The possibility of drastically reduced access to this treasured recreational facility has never
been communicated to its users, let alone the possibility that it would close and not re-open for
a year or more. The impact on USFS Lake Kachess Campground is but one, but a very
important example of the need for a different and better approach. We ask that the past users
of USFS Lake Kachess Campground be pro-actively contacted and informed of the potential
impact on Lake Kachess, and that they be provided an opportunity for public comment. It is
clear the current SDEIS has failed to accomplish this essential public information obligation, and
that a subsequent SDEIS correct this failure.
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The current SDEIS precludes public comment on specific mitigation measures and by extension
does not allow the public or the NEPA/SEPA decision maker to truly understand the
implications of the proposed action. That is a violation of SEPA and NEPA.
How can the SDEIS propose to “take” a Federal camp ground to begin with?
How can the USFS allow this without a thorough mitigation plan?
Why is the USFS a “cooperating agency” when the action will ruin their own campground.
Fatal Flaw # 8 – The Alternatives Violate Water Law Generally and the Yakima Allocation
Specifically
Although the SDEIS acknowledges the proper law regarding rights to water in the Yakima basin
it proposes to violate that law directly.
The following water entitlements in the Yakima River basin include senior water rights,
proratable water rights, and junior water rights:
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• Senior water rights (referred to as nonproratable) existed prior to the development of the
Yakima Project, and are served in the order of their priority dates; they have precedence over
proratable and junior rights.
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• Proratable water rights share the priority date that the United States obtained for the Yakima
Project. Proratable entitlements share equal priority, as they have a common priority date, and
their water deliveries are subject to proration (reduced proportionately) in years when the
water supply is insufficient to meet demand based on the court doctrine of Total Water Supply
Available (TWSA). TWSA is estimated by Reclamation annually based on forecasted runoff,
forecasted return flows, and storage contents.
• Junior water rights were established after the Yakima Project, and have priority dates after
May 10, 1905. When there is insufficient water, the first deliveries to be curtailed are those with
junior water rights in the order of their priority dates. (Section 1.2.1)
Many property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for their wells.
According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the lake is pumped down.
How is it possible that prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza irrigation district can
dewater those Kachess wells which have senior water rights? The answer: it is not possible as
it is flatly illegal.
How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000 acre-ft of water currently stored
by Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer available once Lake Kachess water
level is lowered below the outlet to its dam?
Who will pay to provide senior water rights holders with the water they have a right to?
How will it affect the senior water rights holders’ own farming operations and/or enjoyment of
their property?
How can the Bureau and Ecology allow a taking of private rights where:
1) the recipient of the taking is a private, not public entity,
2) no condemnation has occurred,
3) no compensation is contemplated
4) owners of the rights have been denied due process?
Conclusion
This project should not happen because it is a bad idea and has massive negative impacts on
natural resources and the local community. This project will not happen because it is flatly
illegal. As was noted earlier, the draining lake Kachess by 80 feet to supply water to proratable
irrigators is a component if the Integrated Plan. The problem is that as part of the Integrated
Plan it simply cannot survive the NEPA and SEPA requirements to evaluate a reasonable range
of alternatives (not to mention the direct impact on ESA listed species). Essentially,
Reclamation and Ecology are caught on the horns of a dilemma. If they do not implement the
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Kachess Pumping Plant project they are not implementing the Integrated Plan and if they do
attempt to implement the Kachess Pumping Plant project they are violating NEPA, SEPA, and
the ESA and are not acting in the public interest.
As was noted earlier, it is important to distinguish between the Integrated Plan as a political
compromise document, and the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement as an
environmental compliance and disclosure document. The Integrated Plan was determined as a
politically appropriate synthesis of programs, taking into account the political positions of the
state and federal agencies, counties and tribal representatives in the planning process
organized by Ecology and Reclamation. There is no legal requirement that all viable alternatives
be considered in a political planning process. There is, however, a legal requirement that all
viable alternatives be considered in an environmental compliance and disclosure document
required by the National Environmental Policy Act and Washington State’s Environmental Policy
Act.
The advice provided to Reclamation and Ecology by the YRBWEP Workgroup does not supplant
the requirement that Reclamation and Ecology themselves consider environmental alternatives
when making decisions about major actions significantly affecting the quality of the
environment. Reclamation and Ecology may not delegate that decision-making authority to
others, or accept a workgroup recommendation without comparing that recommendation
against other alternative courses of action. That delegation, however, is exactly what
Reclamation and Ecology did in the 2015 DEIS and have done again in this 2018 SDEIS. This
level of “predetermination” and failure to independently evaluate reasonable alternatives to
the Kachess Pumping Plant Project contained in the Integrated Plan leads to a “black letter law”
violation of NEPA and SEPA is fatal to both 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS.
Ultimately the Kachess Pumping Plant project is doomed because there is no way for it to
comply with the most basic provisions of Federal and State environmental laws.
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UHFHLYHGWKLVFRPPXQLFDWLRQLQHUURUSOHDVHLPPHGLDWHO\QRWLI\WKHVHQGHUE\UHWXUQHPDLODQGGHOHWHWKHRULJLQDO
PHVVDJHDQGDOOFRSLHVIURP\RXUV\VWHP7KDQN\RX
+DOYHUVRQ1RUWKZHVW/DZ*URXS3&
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(Also Sent Via Email to: kkbt@usbr.gov)
Bureau of Reclamation Columbia-Cascades Area Office
Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley Envirotm1ental Program Manager
l 917 Marsh Rd.
Yakima WA 98901-2058

RE:

Raymond G, Alexander
J_Jay Carroll
Alan Campbell++
Paul C. Dempsey
James s_Elliott
Yuridla Equihua
Robert N Faber
F. Joe Falk, Jr,+
Mark E. Fickes
Carter L. Fjeld
Breit N. Goodman
Frederick N. ffalverson+
Lawrence E. Martin•
Terry C, SG!lmalz+
ltnda A. Sellers
Michael f _ Sh nn
Juliana M. Van Wingerden
Stephen R. Winfree+

-

'Also OR Bar Member

'"Also Stare Bar of CA Member
+Of Counsel

++Re/ired

Supplemental Draft E1Zvironme1Ztal Impact Stalement-Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant mu/ Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kaclzess Reservoir Conveyance

Dear Ms. McKinley:
This comment letter is sent on behalf of the following entities (collectively 'Irrigation Providers'')
entities and in connection with the above-referenced Supplemental Draft Environmental [mpact
tatement ("SDEIS ):

l. Sunnyside Valley Irrigation Disttict/ Sunnyside, Washington
2. Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District/ Yakima Washington
3. elah-Moxee IITigation District/ Moxee Washington
4. Naches-Selah Irrigation District/ Naches, Washington
5. West Side Inigating Company/ Ellensburg, Washington

The above-named lrrigation Providers are within the Yakima Basin project and have mainly
' senior' water rights but also a portion of "junior ' or proratable ' water rights. TI1e Irrigation
Prnviders rely on the Bureau of Reclamation reservoirs for much of their annual supply, including
the Ka.chess and Keeche lus reservoirs. All of the reservoirs are critical to the Total Water Supply
Available ( 'TWSA ') yearly calculations that are used to detesmine supply availability to the water
users in the Yakima Basin.



The hTigation Providers have been actively involved in the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan and
support the Plan and its objectives. The Irrigation Providers encourage projects and policies that
provide increased access to water supplies either through new storage or through enhanced access
to existing supplies. Even though the above-named Irrigation Providers will not receive any direct
benefit from the proposed actions outlined in the Supplemental Draft EIS (" DEIS") they fully
supp011 the proposed actions as long as such changes and modifications to the reser airs and water
deliveries do not adversely affect the Irrigation Providers' ability to fully use their existing water

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -halversonNW.com
HALVERSON I NORTHWEST LAW GROUP P.C.
1
Yakima Office: 405 E. Lincoln Avenue I PO Bo :12550 I Yakima, WA 98907 I p) 509.i48.6030 I f) 509.453.6880
March9ro
2019
Sunnyside Office:
Franklin Avenue, Suite 1 I PO Box 210 I Sunnyside, WA 98944 I p) 509.837.5302 I f) 509.837.2465
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rights including deliveries for subsequent years · nor increase the cost to the respective lnigation
Providers from additional Reclamation operations.
lt is the lnigation Providers ' understanding not only from Lhe draft DEl , but from
corn1m111ications from R clamation and other parties that the putnp station and pipeline will be
operated in such a manner as to not adversely affect the abi lity of other water right holders to
access and use their historic water rights. Any costs for these operations will be borne by Roza
Irrigation District and others who are direct beneficiaries of the new reservoir operations.

We request that Rec.lamation and others involved with the proposal keep the llTigation Providers
advised of details of the proposed plan, including definitive operational plans. Sin e the
operational plan is not pari. of the SDEIS, the Irrigation Providers request the opportunity to
comment and participate on the plan as it is being developed to ensure the operational costs do not
adversely impact the lrrigatioo Providers.
We thank you in advance for your attention and the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely
La wreuce E. M rtin

uft:.t;or:I

Ha i n
A

orthwestLaw Group P.C.

unnyside Valley Jrrigation District (SVID)
Yakima-T ieton lrrigation District (YTTO)
Se lah-Moxee Irrigation Di strict (SMID)
Naches-Selah irrigation District (NSlD)
West Side [rrigating Company (WSIC)

March 2019
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Comment Letter 225

HALVERSON NORTHWEST
LAW GROUP

JuJy 11 , 2018

(Also Sent Via Email to: kkbt@usbr.gov)

Bureau of Reclamation Columbia-Cascades Area Office
Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
191 7 Marsh Rd .
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

llE:

Raymond G. Alexander
J. Jay Carroll
Alan D. Campbell++
Paul C. Dempsey··
James S. Ell iott
Yuridia Equihua
Robert N. Fa ber
F Joe Falk, Jr.+
Mark E. Fickes
Carter L Fjeld
Brett N. Goooman
Frederick N. Halverson+
Lawrence.E. Martin"
Teny C. Schmalz+
Linda A. Sellers
Michael F_Shinn
Juliana M Van Wlngerden
S1ephen R, Winfree+

"Also OR Bar Member

..Also State Bar of CA Member
+Of Counsel

++Retired

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement-Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plan.I and /(eecltelus Reservoir-to-Kacltess Reservoir Conveyance

Dear Ms. McKinley:

I am sending this letter on behalf of Ellensburg Water Company(' EWC ) in regards to tbe above
referenced Supplemental Draft E nvironmental Impact Statement (' SDEIS '). Ellensburg Water
Company has reviewed the SDE IS and joins in with the comments and letter dated July 9, 2018 ,
which was sent on behalf of other Irrigation Providers in the Yakima Basin (SVID, YTID, SMJD
NSID, and WSIC).
Ellensburg Water Company is a senior water right holder in the Yakima Basin and supports the
proposed plan outlined in the SDEIS, with the understanding that the proposed actions will not
adversely affect Ellensburg Water Company 's ability to fully use their existing water rights.
I thank you for your attention and the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

verson INorthwest Law Group P.C.
Attorneys for:
Ellen burg Water Company (E WC)

cc:

Ellensburg Water Company

g llem\J\c~u•ll:cechclus~cm dran lt r 10 hor re ,up~lcmem,1dmfl cis 7• 11· 1 (ewo) doc,
711 1/2018 11 .;•mrmd
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HALVERSON I NORTHWEST LAW GROUP P.C.
I
Yakima Office: 405 E. Lincoln Avenue I PO Box 22550 I Yakima, WA 98907 I p) 509.248.6030 I f) 509.453 ,6880
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Comment Letter 226

K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP and KKC SDEIS
1 message
Emilie Blevins <emilie.blevins@xerces.org>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: Sarina Jepsen <sarina.jepsen@xerces.org>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:08 PM

Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
Ms. McKinley,
I have attached comments from the Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation with regards to
the KDRPP and KKC SDEIS Comment Period. Please do not hesitate to be in touch should you
have any questions.
Best,
Emilie
Emilie Blevins
Conservation Biologist
Endangered Species Program
Tel: (503) 232-6639 ext. 124

~ -y~ -X ERC IES
F.&.... SO,CIIETY
for I verte:bralte Conservation

Protecting the Life that Sustains Us
Stay in touch:
ram

xerces.org

Xerces blog

E-newsletter

Facebook

Twitter

Instag

Xerces_SDEIS_LakeKachess.pdf
114K

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-333

Comment Letter 226

~T~ XERCES

Protecting the Life that Sustains Us

F £.~ SOCIETY
for Invertebrate Conservation
Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
US Bureau of Reclamation
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901
Re: Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Ms. McKinley,
In response to the public comment period for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance SDEIS, the Xerces Society for Invertebrate
Conservation would like to provide the agency with information on species of native shellfish
(freshwater mussels) found within the proposed project site.
Native species of freshwater mussels are important members of the aquatic community in
Washington’s rivers, lakes, and streams. They provide valuable ecosystem services; as filterfeeders, they can substantially improve water quality and clarity. Mussels also support and
improve fish habitat and are a valuable food source for other species. Freshwater mussels are
relatively long-lived (reaching 10-100 years of age) and generally sessile. Activities that harm
freshwater mussel beds or habitat (which includes many perennial aquatic ecosystems) may
require years for recolonization and recovery to pre-impact abundance. Unfortunately,
freshwater mussels are also among the most imperiled species globally. Recent research by
Xerces Society staff and coauthors 1 has shown that western species like the western pearlshell,
western ridged mussel, and floaters are declining in distribution. For example, our analysis
indicated that Oregon and western floaters have declined in distribution by 26%.
The Xerces Society, in partnership with the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Reservation, maintains a database of freshwater mussel records for western North America. This
database includes records for three species of freshwater mussel reported from the area: the
Oregon floater and western floater (from Lake Kachess), and the western pearlshell (from an
unspecified area near but east of the lake).
Species such as the Oregon floater and western floater can reach high densities in aquatic
habitat, particularly along banks and shorelines where softer sediments accumulate. For
example, one study reported finding as many as ~275 mussels/m2. These animals are impacted
by drawdown and dewatering of habitat, particularly because mussels have poor ability to track
rapidly declining water levels and because preferred habitat or suitable environmental
1

Blevins, E., S. Jepsen, J. Brim Box, D. Nez, J. Howard, A. Maine, and C. O’Brien. 2017. Extinction risk of
western North American freshwater mussels: Anodonta nuttalliana, the Anodonta oregonensis/kennerlyi
clade, Gonidea angulata, and Margaritifera falcata. Freshwater Mollusk Biology and Conservation 20:71–
88.
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conditions may not occur at depths that remain inundated following drawdown. Floater mussels
are likely to occur at high density in parts of the project area based on citizen observations of
“hundreds” of dead mussels visible on exposed shores following past drawdowns.
Western pearlshell can also reach high densities in perennial rivers and streams, with estimates
as high as 400 mussels/m2 reported in one Oregon river. This species is similarly impacted by
declining water levels, as well as reduced connectivity of aquatic habitat because the species
depends upon the presence of salmon or trout (including, potentially, Bull Trout, based on a
field observation) to complete metamorphosis from a larval to juvenile stage. If water
management reduces connectivity of habitat or alters fish use of habitat, it may also impact
recruitment and health of western pearlshell populations. The exact location of western
pearlshell reported near Lake Kachess is unknown, but the species could occur in perennial
streams that are currently connected to the lake.
Although western freshwater mussels are neither state nor federally listed as endangered or
threatened, the western pearlshell has been identified as a Washington state “Species of
Greatest Conservation Need” in the 2015 State Wildlife Action Plan. Additionally, the
Washington Administrative Code [WAC 220-660-030 (30) and WAC 220-660-030 (55)] refers to
shellfish (inclusive of freshwater shellfish) under definitions for fish life and habitats essential to
fish life. Further, WAC 220-660-100 (2a-b), in discussion of “Fish life concerns” refers to shellfish
and the potential for damage to shellfish and their habitat. Under WAC 220-660-050 (2)
regarding “Fish life concerns”, “HPAs [Hydraulic Project Approvals] help ensure construction and
other work is done in a manner that protects fish life.”
Freshwater mussels known to occur within the project area are not addressed in the current
Supplemental Draft EIS, yet drawdown activities will likely result in impacts to existing mussel
beds [see review in Blevins, E., L. McMullen, S. Jepsen, M. Blackburn., A. Code, and S. H. Black.
2017. Conserving the Gems of Our Waters: Best Management Practices for Protecting Native
Western Freshwater Mussels During Aquatic and Riparian Restoration, Construction, and Land
Management Projects and Activities. 108 pp. Portland, OR: The Xerces Society for Invertebrate
Conservation. (Available online at https://xerces.org/conserving-the-gems-of-our-waters/)].
Freshwater mussels and the potential for impacts should be discussed and incorporated into the
final SEIS, as well as into existing management decisions related to the lake to ensure that
mussel populations are not extirpated from Lake Kachess or connected waterbodies. Should an
HPA be issued for this or any future project at Lake Kachess, impacts to freshwater mussels
should also be addressed and mitigated for to ensure that freshwater mussels and the benefits
that they provide the lake and downstream waters are maintained.
Respectfully,
Emilie Blevins, MS
Freshwater Mussel Lead, Conservation Biologist
Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation

March628
2019NE Broadway, Sui te 200

Portland , OR 97232

1.855.232 6639
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Comment Letter 227

American Rivers
Rivers Connect Us ®
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SOC I ETY -

July 11, 2018

Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Columbia Cascades Area office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Ms. Danielle Squeochs, PhD, LHg, PE
Technical Projects Manager
Washington Department of Ecology
1250 West Alder Street
Union Gap, WA 98903
Submitted via email to kkbt@usbr.gov

Z͗ŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽŶƚŚĞ^ƵƉƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂůƌĂĨƚŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚ^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚĨŽƌƚŚĞ
<ĂĐŚĞƐƐƌŽƵŐŚƚZĞůŝĞĨWƵŵƉŝŶŐWůĂŶƚĂŶĚ<ĞĞĐŚĞůƵƐZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌͲƚŽͲ<ĂĐŚĞƐƐ
ŽŶǀĞǇĂŶĐĞ
Dear Ms. McKinley and Ms. Squeochs:


2

Please accept this letter as the joint comments of American Rivers, Trout Unlimited, and
The Wilderness Society on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SDEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoirto-Kachess Conveyance (KKC).
In the Yakima River basin, our organizations have worked with government at all levels,
the Yakama Nation, irrigation districts and a variety of other interests to address
ecosystem restoration, fishery improvements, and water supply, all under conditions of
current and anticipated climate variability. We agree on actions that will make the
agricultural economy more reliable, build the growing recreational economy, restore
ecosystems and a healthy fishery, and address long-standing commitments made to the
Yakama Nation. The result is the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource
Management Plan (Integrated Plan), a phased, multi-decade plan that lays out a suite of
solutions to complex problems.


3

Combined with significant water conservation, water marketing, and other water
management efforts, KDRPP will substantially contribute to the water supply goals of
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3 cont the Integrated Plan. We support the decision to make KDRPP the first major reservoir
water supply action undertaken through the Integrated Plan. Implementing KDRPP is
important for maintaining balance among the Integrated Plan’s seven elements and will
move forward the water supply projects needed to meet the requirements under the
Teanaway land acquisition. While KDRPP’s construction and operations will have
environmental impacts, strong mitigation measures can be undertaken to address these
impacts, and the continued success of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan has had and will
continue to have far reaching benefits to fish and wildlife, habitat availability and
quality, and to fulfilling Yakama Nation tribal treaty rights.

D
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We are submitting comments on the KDRPP-KKC SDEIS to respond to changes since the
2015 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and to the Proposed Action and
alternatives. Such changes include an alternative for a floating pumping, development
of the Bull Trout Enhancement Memorandum of Understanding (BTEMOU), and a
proposal for volitional bull trout passage at the Narrows in Kachess Reservoir.
In March 2015, American Rivers, Trout Unlimited and The Wilderness Society submitted
comments on the DEIS. At the time, we supported both the KDRPP south pumping plant
and KKC projects because of the potential for these projects to contribute to improving
water supplies and fisheries. We withdraw our previous support of a land-based
pumping project and instead support the SDEIS’ Proposed Action (Alternative 4),
installation of a floating pumping plant that would discharge to the existing outlet
channel, minimizing shoreline habitat disruption during both construction and
operation.
We also withdraw previous support the Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance as a standalone project or as a component of the KDRPP alternatives. While
this structure is intended to allow unassisted (gravity flow) transport of water from
Keechelus Reservoir to refill Kachess Reservoir following its drawdown and to reduce
summer high flow conditions in the upper Yakima River, its benefits are not sufficient for
these purposes at this time. In the absence of facilitating adequate delivery of water to
refill Kachess Reservoir, the KKC does not adequately contribute to meeting water
supply goals or maintaining suitable reservoir habitat (as dictated by water levels). The
KKC will alter flows downstream of the Keechelus Dam, which benefit the rearing and
spawning of salmonids in the Yakima River, but the costs and uncertainties of the
project are too great. We agree with Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and
Department of Ecology (Ecology) in their stated need for continued analysis of the KKC
for other costs and benefits.
In our March 2015 letter, we also supported the associated Bull Trout Enhancement
(BTE) framework, believing that it is necessary not only for mitigating the impacts of
KDRPP/KKC but also meeting broader bull trout restoration goals in the Yakima Basin.
We continue to strongly support the BTE actions described in Appendix C of the SDEIS
and the implementation of the BTEMOU (Appendix A).
2
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While our organizations support the SDEIS’ Proposed Action, we offer the following
comments for improving the analyses and information presented in the SDEIS and
request that the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision
address these issues:

5

General Comments:


6

x KDRPP is a water supply project, not a project designed to improve
environmental conditions in the Yakima River Basin. It is, however, part and
parcel of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan which provides significant
environmental and other benefits for the Yakima Basin. As a water supply
project, project design, elements and mitigation should ensure that it will not
make environmental conditions worse, specifically for bull trout, steelhead and
salmon.
x The SDEIS lays out mitigation actions, but does not provide a commitment to
undertake these mitigation measures nor does it specify what agency will be
responsible for implementation. Section 2.3.6 of the SDEIS states: “Final
decisions on who is responsible for implementing mitigating measures and/or
reporting on them will be described in either the FEIS or ROD.” In the FEIS or
ROD, we request that:
o The mitigation measures be clearly identified and described with enough
specificity that it will be possible to tell that they have been
implemented;
o Mitigation measures be based on performance standards;
o Commitment to implementation is specified; and
o The party responsible for implementing and/or reporting on the
measures be identified.
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x Given that the KDRPP project is nestled within Reclamation’s multi-reservoir
Yakima Project1, it will not be operated in a vacuum. However, the SDEIS does
not provide a full description of how the KDRPP project will be integrated into
the reservoir operations, water deliveries, and instream flow targets and
obligations. How KDRPP will affect water accounting in determining Total Water
Supply Available (TWSA), what class water year is anticipated, and meeting
instream flow targets is left as an open question. While the SDEIS may not be
the appropriate vehicle for determining answers to these issues, the answers will
affect the impacts of the project. Some of the impacts of the project are likely to
be mitigated or exacerbated by future operations and accounting. Operational
issues include:
o Many of the impacts of the KDRPP project are a result of the time it may
take to refill the reservoir after a drought drawdown. To a significant

1

The Yakima Project dams and reservoirs are Bumping Lake, Clear Creek, Tieton, Cle Elum, Kachess, and
Keechelus. See https://www.usbr.gov/projects/index.php?id=400.
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D

degree, the time needed for refill depends on the operation of both
Kachess Reservoir and the other Yakima Project reservoirs. Tuning the
operations and water deliveries of the Yakima Project as a whole to
speed refill to at least normal minimum pool, were not examined as part
of the SDEIS. The FEIS and ROD should consider changes to the Yakima
Project operations and water delivery that speed refill and reduce
impacts as mitigation for KDRPP.
o Impacts to salmon and steelhead in the Kachess River downstream of the
reservoir, and to a lesser extent, downstream of its confluence with the
Yakima River, are dependent on flows released from the reservoir. In a
year, or years, following a drought drawdown, operations should not
make conditions worse for salmon and steelhead, especially for critical
spring and winter flows. SDEIS (2-17) includes an important commitment
to protect spring flows:
In keeping with the goals of the Integrated Plan, under the
Proposed Action during Kachess Reservoir refill Reclamation would
operate the Yakima Project to ensure spring (March through June)
flows are at least what they would be under current operating
conditions without KDRPP. Current operating conditions vary by
year depending on hydrologic conditions.
This commitment should extend to winter flows, and the accounting for
how KDRPP may affect year by year operations in meeting this
commitment should be described.

Bull Trout

D
10

x Bull trout, which are protected under the Endangered Species Act, in Kachess
Reservoir are adversely impacted by current reservoir operations, especially
when the reservoir is drawn down by limiting access to tributary habitat, such as
Box Canyon Creek, and in passage through the Narrows – the divide between
historic Big Kachess and Little Kachess Lakes. The KDRPP project will add to the
existing impacts by increasing the time the reservoir is drawn down. Issues
related to bull trout that should be addressed in an FEIS and/or ROD include:
o While the SDEIS identifies mitigation measures, it does not provide a
commitment to those mitigation measures nor does it identify the agency
responsible for implementation. Commitment and responsible party
should be identified clearly in the FEIS or ROD.
11
D

o The Bull Trout Enhancement Memorandum of Understanding is
referenced in the SDEIS, but which parts of the BTEMOU are to be
implemented as mitigation is unclear. We recognize that several projects
within the BTE is outside the Kachess watershed and we support these
broader measures especially where direct mitigation in Kachess is not
reasonably achievable. Reclamation and Ecology’s commitment to
implementing the BTEMOU in its entirety should be explicit.
4

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-341



12



13



14

o Volitional bull trout passage at the Narrows section is a proposed
mitigation measure in the SDEIS, which we strongly support. Because the
passage measure is essential mitigation for impacts to bull trout, it should
be framed as performance standards, rather than simply construction
actions. Specifically, construction of a roughened channel at the Narrows
is appropriate, but the mitigation measure should be passage effective
for specific life stages, rather than simply construction of a channel that
may or may not be effective. Similarly, any tributary passage, should
specify a performance standard.
o Bull trout access to habitat in Box Canyon Creek is impeded in low water
and drought years when Little Kachess is drawn down and impacts will
likely be greater when KDRPP is fully operational. We were disappointed
to see that mitigation measures for bull trout access to Box Canyon Creek
were not included in the range of alternatives in the SDEIS. The FEIS
should include Box Canyon Creek mitigation measures.
o Because construction of the Narrows passage channel is dependent on
reservoir levels/operation, bull trout could be negatively impacted in the
years immediately following implementation of the KDRPP (i.e., when the
reservoir is lowered to address water supply issues, but the passage
channel has not yet been constructed). Mitigation measures should be
developed to address impacts during the interim period before
permanent passage is constructed.

Steelhead and Salmon
x Salmon and steelhead in Kachess River downstream of Kachess Reservoir may be
affected by modified flow, especially in the years when Kachess is refilling after a
drought drawdown. The FEIS and ROD should make explicit a commitment that
flow conditions will not be worse in the Kachess River for salmon and steelhead
as a result of KDRPP. The current statement in Section 2-17 applies only to
spring flow, and should be extended to winter flows as well.
x Environmental flows at specific points in the Yakima River system are
determined by the water year class. How KDRPP will affect a determination of
water year class, especially in years where Kachess is being refilled after a
drought drawdown, should be specified.
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Geotechnical Issues




x Impacts of dredging and hardening (i.e., scour protection) of the reservoir
bottom, as well as anchoring of the floating barge and pumping plant on benthic
habitat should be identified.

17

18
1

x The SDEIS does not indicate the state of geotechnical knowledge of Kachess
Reservoir’s slopes that will be exposed when dewatered. When KDRPP is fully

5
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utilized, are there potential slope stability/landslide and erosion impacts to the
newly exposed steep lake shoreline should be known and mitigated for?

Hydrology and Water Supply
19

x There is a lack of knowledge of the effects of drawdown on reservoir
productivity, food webs, and proliferation of invasive plants species. We support
continued study of these interactions and impacts.

20

x Impacts to groundwater and wells around Kachess has been a significant concern
for area residents. While monitoring and taking “appropriate mitigation
measures” is called for in the SDEIS, greater specificity in the monitoring regime,
and the potential mitigation measures is needed in the FEIS and ROD



x Impacts on the ability of local fire departments to pump water from Kachess
when needed has been raised as a concern of local residents. This issue should
be evaluated and provision for effective access to fire water supplies specified in
the FEIS and ROD.




21
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American Rivers, Trout Unlimited, and The Wilderness Society appreciate the
opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Conveyance. Our organizations support the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan and
the SDEIS’ Proposed Action. Lastly, we applaud the current efforts by Reclamation,
Ecology, Kittitas Reclamation District and Roza Irrigation District to support the ongoing
Tributary Supplementation Project and encourage all parties to continue to work
together as KDRPP moves forward.

Sincerely,
Wendy McDermott
Director, Puget Sound Columbia Basin Programs
American Rivers
Lisa Pelly
Director, Washington Water Project
Trout Unlimited
Kitty Craig
Washington State Deputy Director
The Wilderness Society
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Comment Letter 228

Hyak Property Owner’s Association

6XEPLWWHGYLDHPDLOWRNNEW#XVEUJRY

0V&DQGDFH0F.LQOH\
(QYLURQPHQWDO3URJUDP0DQDJHU
%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQ&ROXPELD&DVFDGHV$UHD2IILFH
0DUFK5RDG
<DNLPD:$


5(.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQW .'533 DQG.HHFKHOXV5HVHUYRLUWR
.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU&RQYH\DQFH ..& 6XSSOHPHQWDO'UDIW(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW
6WDWHPHQW 6'(,6

'HDU0V0F.LQOH\

3OHDVHDFFHSWWKHVHFRPPHQWVTXHVWLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKH.'5336'(,6RQEHKDOIRIWKH%RDUG
RI'LUHFWRUVRIWKH+\DN+RPH2ZQHUV$VVRFLDWLRQ +32$%RDUG 7KH+32$%RDUG
UHSUHVHQWVWKHKRPHRZQHUVDVVRFLDWLRQIRU+\DN(VWDWHVORFDWHGDWWKHEDVHRIWKH+\DN6NL
$UHDDW6QRTXDOPLH3DVV7KH+32$%RDUGUHSUHVHQWVDQDVVRFLDWLRQRIRYHUSURSHUW\
RZQHUVZLWKLQ+\DN(VWDWHV7KH+32$%RDUGDQGWKHUHVLGHQWVRI+\DN(VWDWHVKDYHDGLUHFW
LQWHUHVWLQWKH.'533DQG..&SURMHFWVDQGWKHVXEMHFW6'(,6DQGKDYHSUHYLRXVO\SURYLGHG
FRPPHQWRQWKH'(,6

6'(,6&RPPHQWV
 $OWHUQDWLYHV7KH+32$%RDUGRQO\VXSSRUWV$OWHUQDWLYH³1R$FWLRQ´DQGRSSRVHV
DOORWKHUDFWLYHDOWHUQDWLYHVSUHVHQWHGLQWKH6'(,6


1

 %DFNJURXQGRI3URSRVHG$FWLRQ7KH6'(,6VWDWHVWKDWWKH<DNLPD%DVLQ,QWHJUDWHG:DWHU
5HVRXUFH0DQDJHPHQW3ODQ ,QWHJUDWHG3ODQ LQFOXGHVWKHIROORZLQJFRPSRQHQWV
x 5HVHUYRLUILVKSDVVDJH
x 6WUXFWXUDODQGRSHUDWLRQDOFKDQJHV
x 6XUIDFHZDWHUVWRUDJH
x *URXQGZDWHUVWRUDJH
x +DELWDWZDWHUVKHGSURWHFWLRQDQGHQKDQFHPHQW
x (QKDQFHGZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQ
x 0DUNHWUHDOORFDWLRQ
7KLV6'(,6RQO\DGGUHVVWKHILUVWDQGVHFRQGEXOOHWDERYHDQGLJQRUHVDOORWKHUFRPSRQHQWV
RIWKHLQWHJUDWHGSODQ7KHVWUXFWXUDODQGRSHUDWLRQFKDQJHVSURSRVHGLQWKHVWDQGDORQH
.'533SURMHFW WKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQ RQO\DFFHVVWKHQDWXUDOSRRORI/DNH.DFKHVVDQG
GRHVQRWDGGUHVVWKHQHHGIRUDGGLWLRQDOVXUIDFHZDWHUVWRUDJHJURXQGZDWHUVWRUDJH
KDELWDWSURWHFWLRQDQGHQKDQFHPHQWDQGZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQDQGRQO\DGGUHVVHVPDUNHW
UHDOORFDWLRQLQWHUPVRIWKHZDWHUSXPSHGIURPWKHQDWXUDOSRRORIWKHODNHWKDWZLOORQO\
EHQHILWWKH5RVD,UULJDWLRQ'LVWULFW 526$ 
D 3OHDVHH[SODLQZKDW5HFODPDWLRQ¶VSODQLVWRDGGUHVVDOORIWKHFRPSRQHQWVRIWKH
HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
www.hyak-hpoa.org
March 2019
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,QWHJUDWHG3ODQDVWKH.'533UHODWHVWRHDFKFRPSRQHQWRIWKH3ODQ"

ID
2

 5HFODPDWLRQ¶V3XUSRVHDQG1HHG7KHVWDWHGSXUSRVHRIWKH6'(,6LVWR³SURYLGHPRUH
VXVWDLQDEOHZDWHUUHVRXUFHVIRUDJULFXOWXUDOPXQLFLSDODQGGRPHVWLFQHHGVZKLOHDOVR
KHOSLQJWRUHVWRUHHFRORJLFDOIXQFWLRQVDQGWKHKHDOWKRIWKHULYHULQHHQYLURQPHQWLQWKH
<DNLPD5LYHUEDVLQ´7KH6'(,6SXWVIRUZDUGDSODQWRGUDLQDGGLWLRQDOZDWHUIURPWKH
QDWXUDOSRRORI/DNH.DFKHVVWREHQHILWRQO\526$

3
D

D +RZGRHVWKHSURSRVHGIORDWLQJSXPSRQ/DNH.DFKHVVLPSURYHWKHKHDOWKRIWKH
ULYHULQHHQYLURQPHQW"

ID
ID

E +RZGRHVWKHSURSRVHGIORDWLQJSXPSRQ/DNH.DFKHVVSURYLGHPRUHVXVWDLQDEOHZDWHU 4
UHVRXUFHVIRUPXQLFLSDOQHHGVLIWKHZDWHUUHPRYHGIURPWKHQDWXUDOSRROZLOOEHIRUWKH
VROHXVHRIWKH526$"
F +RZGRHVWKHSURSRVHGIORDWLQJSXPSRQ/DNH.DFKHVVSURYLGHPRUHVXVWDLQDEOHZDWHU
IRUGRPHVWLFQHHGVZKHQWKHZHOOVVXUURXQGLQJWKHODNHPD\JRGU\DQGWKHZDWHU
SXPSHGZLOORQO\EHXVHGIRU526$¶VSXUSRVHV"
G :KDWLV5HFODPDWLRQ¶VSODQWRDFFXUDWHO\DGGUHVVLWHPVDWRGDERYH"

5

6
D

 )DLOXUHWRFRQVLGHUDOOYLDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHV7KH'(,6DQGWKH6'(,6RQO\FRQVLGHUWZR
DOWHUQDWLYHVGUDLQDQDWXUDOODNHWREHQHILWGRZQVWUHDPLUULJDWRUVZLWKMXQLRUZDWHUULJKWVRU
GRQ¶WGUDLQWKHODNH1RRWKHUDOWHUQDWLYHVDUHFRQVLGHUHGWRPHHWWKHLUULJDWLRQVHFXULW\
QHHGVRIWKH526$IDUPHUV7KH(,6SURFHVVLVVXSSRVHGWRFRQVLGHUDOODOWHUQDWLYHVWR
DFKLHYHWKHSXUSRVHDQGQHHG7KLV6'(,6GRHVQRWFRQVLGHUDQ\RWKHUYLDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHV
VXFKDVFRQVHUYDWLRQRIH[LVWLQJLUULJDWLRQUHVRXUFHVLQFOXGLQJPLWLJDWLRQIRULUULJDWLRQV\VWHP
ORVVHVGXHWROHDNDJHDQGHYDSRUDWLRQLQVWLWXWLQJFRQVHUYDWLRQLUULJDWLRQV\VWHPVDQGFURS
VHOHFWLRQDVH[DPSOHVRIPDQ\SRVVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHV,WDOVRGRHVQRWFRQVLGHUWKH
GHFUHDVLQJVQRZSDFNVWRUDJHZLWKLQWKHZDWHUVKHGDQGZD\VLQZKLFKWRLQFUHDVH
VQRZSDFNVWRUDJHDQGIRUHVWKHDOWK7KHUHLVUHVHDUFKEHLQJFRQGXFWHGDWWKH8QLYHUVLW\RI
:DVKLQJWRQWKDWVXJJHVWZLWKSURSHUIRUHVWPDQDJHPHQWSUDFWLFHVVQRZSDFNVWRUDJHFDQ
EHVLJQLILFDQWO\LQFUHDVHGZKLFKZRXOGEHQHILWZDWHUVWRUDJHZLWKLQWKHEDVLQ7KHVHW\SHVRI
DOWHUQDWLYHVPXVWDOVREHFRQVLGHUHG

7
D

D

D +RZGRHVWKH'(,6DQG6'(,6PHHWWKHUHTXLUHPHQWWRFRQVLGHUDUDQJHRIUHDVRQDEOH 8
DOWHUQDWLYHVZKLFKLVUHTXLUHGE\1(3$"

ID

E :KDWLV5HFODPDWLRQVSODQIRUFRQVLGHULQJDOOUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHV" 9

F :KDWLV5HFODPDWLRQ¶VSODQDVUHTXLUHGLQWKH1(3$SURFHVVWROLVWDQGSURYLGHDIXOO
10
H[SODQDWLRQLQFOXGLQJGDWDUHIHUHQFHVDQGUHYLHZSURFHGXUHIRUH[FOXGLQJHDFK
DOWHUQDWLYHQRWFRQVLGHUHG"



 6'(,63URSRVHG$FWLRQ7KH3URSRVHG$FWLRQZLOOSXPSWKHQDWXUDOSRRORI/DNH.DFKHVV
WRIWEHORZWKHJUDYLW\RXWIDOORIWKHGDP7KLVDFWLRQRQO\WDNHVZDWHUIURPWKHQDWXUDO
SRRODQGGRHVQRWFRQVLGHUKRZWRLQFUHDVHVXUIDFHZDWHUVWRUDJHZKLFKLVDFRPSRQHQWRI
WKH,QWHJUDWHG3ODQ,QDGGLWLRQWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQQRORQJHULQFOXGHVWKH..&SURMHFW
HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
www.hyak-hpoa.org
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7KH'(,6OLQNHGWKH.'533DQG..&SURMHFWVGXHWRWKHILQDQFLDODQDO\VLVDQGWKH
IDFWWKDWLWZRXOGWDNH\HDUVWRUHILOO/DNH.DFKHVVZLWKRXWWKH..&SURMHFW,WVHHPVWKH
6'(,6RQO\FRQVLGHUVWKHEHQHILWVRIWKH.'533LQWKHILUVW\HDURIGURXJKW
D :LWKRXWWKH.&&SURMHFWKRZGRHVWKHILQDQFLDODQDO\VLVVKRZDEHQHILWLQ\HDUVWR
ZKLOHWKHODNHUHILOOVDQGWKHSXPSLQJSODQWKDVWRRSHUDWHFRQWLQXRXVO\"



11

,WLVDOVRDPLVFRQFHSWLRQWRFRQVLGHUWKHZDWHUEHORZWKHJUDYLW\RXWIDOORIWKHGDPWREH³LQ
DFWLYHVWRUDJH´EHFDXVHWKLVLVWKHDSSUR[LPDWHQDWXUDOODNHHOHYDWLRQDQGVKRXOGEH
FRQVLGHUHGSDUWRIWKHQDWXUDOKDELWDW/DEHOLQJWKHQDWXUDOSRRODVLQDFWLYHVWRUDJHDQG
XVLQJWKHQDWXUDOSRROGRHVQRWPHHWWKHREMHFWLYHRIWKHLQWHJUDWHGSODQWRLPSURYHVXUIDFH
ZDWHUVWRUDJH±LWRQO\WDNHVH[LVWLQJZDWHU
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ID

E 3OHDVHH[SODLQKRZVXUIDFHZDWHUVWRUDJHLVLPSURYHGLQWKHQGGURXJKW\HDUDQG 13
EH\RQGLIWKH/DNHLVXQDEOHWREHUHILOOHG"

 3URMHFW&RVWV$OWHUQDWLYHLVWKH³SURSRVHGRSWLRQ´DQGKDVDYDULDQFHRIWRLV
GLIILFXOWWRLQWHUSUHWLQWHUPVRIWKHVWDWHGFRVWRIHVWLPDWHIRUWKH.'533)33
*LYHQWKHXQFHUWDLQW\VXUURXQGLQJWKHHVWLPDWHLWZRXOGEHIDUSUHIHUDEOHWRVKRZWKHDFWXDO
HVWLPDWHVLQQXPHULFDOWHUPVLQFOXGLQJWKH SUREDELOLW\RIWKHYDULDQFHRIDFKLHYLQJWKHVHFRVWV
VKRXOGDOVREHVWDWHGHJ
/RZ(VWLPDWH3URMHFWHG(VWLPDWH
+LJK(VWLPDWH
 ]FKDQFH  \&KDQFH  ;&KDQFH
7KH %XOO 7URXW 9ROLWLRQDO 3DVVDJH LV VWDWHG LQ WKH WH[W 3DJH   WR FRVW 
SUHOLPLQDU\ HVWLPDWH  EXW LV QRW LQFOXGHG LQ WKH DERYH FRVWV EXW VKRXOG EH DV LW ZLOO EH D
UHTXLUHGHOHPHQW7KDWZRXOGEULQJWKHKLJKFRVWWR
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7KLVGRHVQRWLQFOXGHWKHODUJHPLWLJDWLRQFRVWVRISULYDWHZHOOIDLOXUHPLWLJDWLRQFDPSJURXQG
UHVWRUDWLRQ DQG PLWLJDWLRQ QHJDWLYH LPSDFW RQ SULYDWH SURSHUW\ YDOXHV ILUH ULVN KD]DUG
LQFUHDVH ILUH VXSSUHVVLRQ FRVW LQFUHDVH DQG PDQ\ RWKHUV PHQWLRQHG LQ WKH 6'(,6  7KH
EXGJHWSUHVHQWDWLRQLVLQDGHTXDWHPLVOHDGLQJDQGLQFRPSOHWH
D +RZZLOO5HFODPDWLRQDGHTXDWHO\DGGUHVVDOOFRVWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHSURMHFW"
 ,PSDFWRQ&DPSHUVDQGUHFUHDWLRQDOXVHUVDW/DNH.DFKHVV7KH/DNH.DFKHVVKDVRYHU
DQQXDOFDPSJURXQGYLVLWRUVDQGDQQXDOERDWHUVWKDWZLOOEHQHJDWLYHO\
DIIHFWHGE\SXPSLQJGRZQWKHQDWXUDOODNHZLWKRXWWKHDELOLW\WRUHILOOWKHODNHIRU\HDUV2Q
SDJH(6;LLWKHIROORZLQJVXJJHVWLRQVDUHJLYHQWRDGGUHVVUHFUHDWLRQDOXVHRIWKHODNH
³([WHQGERDWUDPSVDW.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU«LIIHDVLEOHDQGFRQVWUXFWQHZHDVWVKRUHUDPS
WKDWZRXOGEHDYDLODEOHDWDOOUHVHUYRLUOHYHOV
D 8QGHUZKDWFRQGLWLRQVZRXOGH[WHQGLQJWKRVHUDPSVEHIHDVLEOHRUQRWIHDVLEOH"
7KLVVKRXOGEHDGGUHVVHGLQWKH6'(,6DVLWLVDQHIIHFWRQUHFUHDWLRQXVHUVWKDWFDQQRWEH
GHILQHGXQOHVVLWLVNQRZLIH[LVWLQJERDWUDPSVLVIHDVLEOH
HPOA
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Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
www.hyak-hpoa.org
March 2019

Page 3 of 8

V-Mail: 425.785.6543
E-mail: hpoaboard@hotmail.com
Website:

SDEIS-CR-347



15



Hyak Property Owner’s Association

E :KDWDQDO\VLVRIWKHODNHJHRJUDSK\KDVEHHQGRQHWRVXJJHVWLVH[WHQGLQJDQ\RIWKH
UDPSVIRUXVHGXULQJD.'533)33GUDZGRZQLVWUXO\IHDVLEOHRUQRW"



15

7KH/DNHZLWKLQDQGEHORZWKHQDWXUDOSRROHOHYDWLRQKDVYHU\VWHHSEDQNVDQGLWVKRXOGEH
GHWHUPLQHGGXULQJWKH(,6SURFHVVLILQIDFWWKLVLVIHDVLEOH
 ,QFUHDVHGIRUHVWYXOQHUDELOLW\DQG)LUH+D]DUG7KHYHJHWDWLRQDQGZHWODQGV 3DJH 
DQGGHQVHO\IRUHVWHGZDWHUVKHG 3DJH ZLOODFFRUGLQJWRWKH6'(,6VXIIHUZLWK
UHGXFHGZDWHUOHYHOVLQ/DNH.DFKHVV7KLVZLOOPHDQVWUHVVHGWUHHVDQGRWKHUIROLDJHLQD
VLQJOHGURXJKW\HDUDQGLQPXOWLSOH\HDUVRISXPSRSHUDWLRQGHDGWUHHVGXHWRODFNRIZDWHU
DQGLQVHFWYXOQHUDELOLW\
7KH6QRTXDOPLH3DVV)LUHDQG5HVFXHDJHQF\KDVWKHSULPDU\UHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUILUHDQG
HPHUJHQF\PHGLFDOVHUYLFHVLQWKH/DNH.DFKHVVDQG/DNH.HHFKHOXVDUHDV7KLVILUH
GLVWULFWKDVUHSHDWHGO\UDLVHGFRQFHUQVDERXWLQFUHDVHGULVNGXHWRZLOGILUHVUHGXFHG
FDSDFLW\WRVXSSUHVVILUHV GXHWRORZHULQJRIWKHODNHDQGUHPRYDORIDVRXUFHRIZDWHUIRU
ILUHILJKWLQJ WKHLQFUHDVHGLQFLGHQFHRIDFFLGHQWVDQGLQMXULHVGXHWRFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLW\
DQGQHHGIRUSXEOLFHGXFDWLRQDQGFRPPXQLFDWLRQVWUDWHJLHVQHFHVVLWDWHGE\.'533DQG
..&SURMHFWV
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7KLVSURSRVDOIDLOVWRDGHTXDWHO\DGGUHVVWKHDGGHGILUHULVNVGXHWRFOLPDWHFKDQJHZKLFKLV
UHGXFLQJVQRZSDFNVVWRUDJHZKLFKLVFOHDUO\VKRZQE\H[LVWLQJGDWDLQFOXGLQJ:6'27
VQRZSDFNGDWDIURP6QRTXDOPLH3DVV7KLVSODQH[DFHUEDWHVWKDWILUHULVNEHFDXVHLWZLOO
GHFUHDVHWKHKHDOWKRIIRUHVWVVXUURXQGLQJWKH/DNHDQGZLOOPDNHZDWHUDYDLODEOHE\
SXPSLQJIRUILUHVXSSUHVVLRQDOPRVWLPSRVVLEOHWRUHWULHYHGXULQJDIXOOSXPSLQJGUDZGRZQ
DQGIURPZHOOVJRLQJGU\7KH6'(,6LGHQWLILHVGDPDJHWRWKHQDWXUDOHQYLURQPHQWWKDWZLOO
EHFDXVHGE\WKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQ
,IDVDUHVXOWRID.'533GUDZGRZQDQGIRUHVWVGLHZKRZLOOEHUHVSRQVLEOHIRUUHPRYLQJ
WKHGHDGWUHHVWRSUHYHQWIXUWKHUGHVWUXFWLRQIURPZLOGILUHVZKLFKFRXOGHQGXSH[WHQGLQJDOO
WKHZD\WR6QRTXDOPLH3DVV"
 5HILOOLQJ/DNH.DFKHVV7KH6'(,6VWDWHVWKDWWKH.'533)33LVWKH³SURSRVHGDFWLRQ´
DQG5HFODPDWLRQDQG(FRORJ\KDYHQRWLGHQWLILHGD³SUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYH´7KLVUHSUHVHQWV
DPDMRUGHSDUWXUHIURPWKHSUHYLRXV'(,6ZKLFKLQGLFDWHGD..&FRQYH\DQFHSURMHFWDQGD
.'533SURMHFWPXVWEHFRQVLGHUHGDVD³VLQJOHDFWLRQDQGFDQQRWEHVHSDUDWHG´7KH
ORJLFRIWKDWSRVLWLRQZDVWKDWHPSW\LQJ/DNH.DFKHVVLQDQDUWLILFLDODQGXQSUHFHGHQWHG
PDQQHUZRXOGUHTXLUHDUHILOOPHFKDQLVP HJ..& 
D 3OHDVHH[SODLQKRZWKH.'533)33SURSRVHGDFWLRQQRORQJHUQHHGVWREHOLQNHGWR
WKH..&SURMHFWLQRUGHUWRUHILOOWKHODNHGHVSLWHQRFKDQJHLQWKHVWDWHGJRDORIWKH
.'533WRSXPSDFUHIHHWIURPWKHQDWXUDOODNHIRU526$"



E 3OHDVHH[SODLQKRZ5HFODPDWLRQFDQSURPRWHWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQGHVSLWHWKHGHWDLOHG
K\GURORJ\WKDWWKH'(,6ZDVEDVHGRQWKDWSXUSRVHGWKDWWKH..&ZDVUHTXLUHG
DVDUHILOOPHFKDQLVPZLWKRXWZKLFK/DNH.DFKHVVZRXOGOLNHQRWUHILOOIRU\HDUV"
F 3OHDVHH[SODLQLQGHWDLOZKDWFKDQJHGEHWZHHQDQGWKDWQRZDOORZVDUHILOO
SUHGLFWLRQRI\HDUVZKHQWKHSUHGLFWLRQZDV\HDUVRUPRUH"
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G :KLFKUHSRUWVKRXOGEHUHOLHGRQ"..&LVUHTXLUHGDVDSDUWRI.'533RU 19
.'533GRHVQ¶WQHHG..&DQGZLOOUHILOOWLPHVIDVWHUWKDQSUHYLRXVO\SUHGLFWHG"
H +RZFDQWKHSXEOLFEHH[SHFWHGWRPDNHLQIRUPHGFRPPHQWVZLWKVXFKVHHPLQJO\ 20
LQFRQVLVWHQWK\GURORJ\SUHGLFWLRQV"&DQHLWKHUUHSRUWEHUHOLHGXSRQ"

 )XQGLQJ3DJH(6YLLL7KH6'(,6VWDWHVWKH%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQZLOO³IXQG«VRPHRU
DOORUDXWKRUL]H5R]DWRIXQG´WKH.'533)337KLVVWDWHPHQWLQDGHTXDWHO\LQIRUPV
:DVKLQJWRQFLWL]HQV«DVZHOODV5R]DIDUPHUV«RIWKHLUOLNHO\REOLJDWLRQVIRUILQDQFLDO
VXSSRUWRIWKH.'533)33
D :KHQZLOOWKHXOWLPDWHVRXUFHRIIXQGLQJEHGHWHUPLQHGDQGE\ZKRP"

22

ID

E ,ISXEOLFIXQGVDUHXWLOL]HGWREHQHILWDKDQGIXORISULYDWHEXVLQHVVHVLQDVLQJXODUZDWHU
GLVWULFWZLOOWKDWGLVWULFWEHUHTXLUHGWRUHSD\WKRVHIXQGV"
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F ,ISXEOLFIXQGVDUHXVHGIRUWKHSURMHFWZLOOWKHSXEOLFEHRIIHUHGDQRWKHUFRPPHQW
SHULRGRUDQRWKHUSURFHVVE\ZKLFKYRWHUVFDQH[SUHVVLIWKH\DSSURYHRIVSHQGLQJKDOI
DELOOLRQGROODUVRQDZDWHUSURMHFWWKDWEHQHILWVRQO\DVHOHFWJURXSRISULYDWHLQWHUHVWV"
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ID

G +RZFDQWKHSXEOLFEHH[SHFWHGWRDGHTXDWHO\FRPPHQWRQWKH6'(,6ZLWKRXW 25
NQRZOHGJHRIZKHWKHURUQRWSXEOLFIXQGVZLOOEHXWLOL]HG"

 0LWLJDWLRQ³9ROLWLRQDO%XOO7URXW3DVVDJH,PSURYHPHQWVDUHSURSRVHGDVDSDUWRIWKH
.'533«´7KLVVWDWHPHQWDQGRWKHUVJLYHWKHLPSUHVVLRQWKDWWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQZLOO
LPSURYHSDVVDJHDQGKDELWDWIRU%XOO7URXWDQGSHUKDSVHYHQ³HQKDQFH´WKHEXOOWURXW
SRSXODWLRQ7KLVLVDQLQDFFXUDWHGHSLFWLRQRIZKDWZLOOEHDVLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQ
WKH/DNH.DFKHVVEXOOWURXWSRSXODWLRQ
7KH%XOO7URXW9ROLWLRQDO3DVVDJHSURMHFWLVGHVFULEHGRQ3DJH7DEOH7KH³VWHHS
VORSHFRQGLWLRQV´EHWZHHQ%LJ.DFKHVV/DNHDQG/LWWOH.DFKHVV/DNHZLOORFFXUZKHQWKH
ZDWHUOHYHOLVDSSUR[LPDWHO\HOHYDWLRQDQGWKHSXPSLQJRSHUDWLRQEHJLQV7KHVH
³VWHHSVORSH´FRQGLWLRQVZLOORFFXUDQDGGLWLRQDOGD\VLI.'533)33LVLQVWDOOHGWKLV
ZLOOPHDQDGGLWLRQDO\HDUV RXWRIPRGHOHG DQGDQDYHUDJHRIGD\VD\HDUZKHQ
%XOO7URXW3DVVDJHZLOOEHFRPSOHWHO\GHSHQGHQWRQWKH9ROLWLRQDO3DVVDJH
,QVRPH\HDUV HJFRQGLWLRQVVXFKDVRFFXUUHGEHWZHHQ± WKHSXPSLQJVWDWLRQ
ZLOOEHLQFRQWLQXRXVRSHUDWLRQZKLFKZLOOUHTXLUHFRQWLQXDOXVHRIWKH9ROLWLRQDO3DVVDJH
(LJKW\HDUVRIVWHHSVORSHFRQGLWLRQVUHTXLULQJ\HDUVRI%XOO7URXWGHSHQGHQFHRQWKH
YROLWLRQDOSDVVDJHUHSUHVHQWVVSDZQLQJF\FOHVZKLFKFRXOGUHVXOWLQWKHGHVWUXFWLRQRI
WKH%XOO7URXW3RSXODWLRQLQWKH/DNH1RHYLGHQFHLVSURYLGHGWKDWWKH9ROLWLRQDO3DVVDJHLV
HIIHFWLYHKDVEHHQGHPRQVWUDWHGLQRWKHU%XOO7URXWSRSXODWLRQVRUKDVFRPSOHWHGD³SURRI
RIFRQFHSW´WHVW
7KHYROLWLRQDOSDVVDJHLVQRWLQFOXGHGLQWKHEXGJHWFRVWVLWFDQQRWEHDVVXPHGWREHSDUW
RIWKHSURMHFWJRLQJIRUZDUG$QRWKHUFRQFHUQLVWKHODFNRIZDWHUIORZLQJLQWRWULEXWDULHVRI
/LWWOH.DFKHVV/DNHZKLFKZLOOEHWKHZDWHUQHHGHGWRFKDUJHWKHYROLWLRQDOSDVVDJH7KH
6'(,6VWDWHVWKHWULEXWDU\ZDWHUGLVDSSHDUVDWWKHHQGRIWKH\HDU«ZKHQWKHZDWHUZLOOEH
QHHGHGLQWKHSDVVDJH7KHUHLVQRGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHOHQJWKRIWKHSDVVDJH WKHOHQJWK
DQG6RXWKHUQRXWOHWDUHQHYHUGHVFULEHGLQWH[WQXPHULFRUVFKHPDWLFWHUPV 
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7KH%XOO7URXWILQGWKHLUZD\WRVSDZQLQJWULEXWDU\E\DFRPSOH[EXWQRWZHOOXQGHUVWRRG
SK\VLRORJ\RIFKHPRDQGJHRUHFHSWRUV7KLVUHWXUQVWKHPWRWKHVSDZQLQJWULEXWDU\DQG
HYHQWXDOO\VSDZQLQJEHGZKHUHWKH\VWDUWHGOLIH&UHDWLQJDYROLWLRQDOSDVVDJHPHDQVWKH
%XOO7URXWZLOOKDYHWRILQGDQDUWLILFLDOWULEXWDU\WKDWGLGQRWH[LVWZKHQWKH\ZHUH\RXQJ
28
DQGORFDWHLWVHYHUDOPLOHVIURPZKHUHWKH³QDUURZV´DQG³VWHHSVKHOI´RULJLQDWHGWKHLUOLIH
F\FOH

D


7KHSURMHFWDVSURSRVHGZLOOQHJDWLYHO\DIIHFWDQG(6$OLVWHGVSHFLHV %XOO7URXW DQGLWV
KDELWDWZKLFKLVQRWDOORZHGXQGHUODZXQOHVVDOOWKHDIIHFWVFDQEHPLWLJDWHG
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ID

D :KDWUHVHDUFKKDVEHHQGRQHWRVXJJHVWWKH%XOO7URXWZLOOXVHWKH9ROLWLRQDO 29
3DVVDJH"

E +RZZLOO5HFODPDWLRQPLWLJDWHQHJDWLYHHIIHFWVRQWKH%XOO7URXW3RSXODWLRQLIWKH 30
9ROLWLRQDO)LVK3DVVDJH6WUXFWXUHIDLOVWRRSHUDWHDVLQWHQGHG"

F :KDWIUDFWLRQRIWKHUHVLGHQWHQGDQJHUHG%XOO7URXWSRSXODWLRQLQ/DNH.DFKHVVLV
HVWLPDWHGZLOOEHNLOOHGXQGHUWKHSURSRVHGDOWHUQDWLYHDQGDOOWKHDFWLYH
31
DOWHUQDWLYHV":KDWIUDFWLRQRIORVVLVDOORZDEOHXQGHUODZDQGWKH(3$"+RZZLOO
WKHDFWLYHDOWHUQDWLYHVDQGWKHSURSRVHGDOWHUQDWLYHPHHWWKHVHOHJDO
UHTXLUHPHQWV"+RZZLOOWKLVEHPLWLJDWHG"

D

 86):6%LRORJLFDO2SLQLRQ7KH86):6LVFRQGXFWLQJD%LRORJLFDO2SLQLRQRQWKHH[LVWLQJ
<DNLPDZDWHUVKHGZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKHFXUUHQWRSHUDWLRQRIH[LVWLQJGDPVDQGLUULJDWLRQ
GLVWULFWVDQGLVQRWH[SHFWHGWREHSXEOLVKHGXQWLOVRPHWLPHLQWKHIDOORI
D :K\ZDVWKH6'(,6SUHSDUHGDQGUHOHDVHG35,25WRWKH86):6%LRORJLFDO
2SLQLRQ"



32

E :LOODQRWKHU6'(,6EHLVVXHGLQFRUSRUDWLQJWKHVWXG\"+RZZLOOWKH%LRORJLFDO
2SLQLRQEHLQFRUSRUDWHGLQWKH(,6SURFHVVDQGZLOOWKHUHEHRSSRUWXQLW\IRU
DGGLWLRQDOSXEOLFFRPPHQW"
 *HRORJ\ 6WDELOLW\RIWKH/DNH.DFKHHV'DPDQGVXUURXQGLQJVWHHSVORSHV7KHH[LVWLQJ
GDPDW/DNH.DFKHVVLVDQHDUWKHQVWUXFWXUHZKLFKPD\EHLPSDFWHGE\ORQJSHULRGVRI
GUDZGRZQDQGWKH6'(,6GLVFXVVHVWKHVWHHSWHUUDLQXQGHUWKHFXUUHQWZDWHUOLQHLQVRPH 33
DUHDVDQGVXJJHVWVWKDWODQGVOLGHVPD\RFFXU
D :KDWVWXGLHVKDYHEHHQGRQHWRGHWHUPLQHZKDWLPSDFW\HDUVRIORZZDWHUDQG
GU\LQJRIWKHHDUWKHQGDPZLOOKDYHRQLWVVWUXFWXUDOLQWHJULW\"



E :KDWWRSRJUDSK\LVDYDLODEOHRI/DNH.DFKHVVEHORZWKHFXUUHQWORZZDWHUOLQH" 34
F :KDWVWXGLHVKDYHEHHQGRQHWRGHWHUPLQHDUHDVZLWKLQWKHODNHWKDWDUHPRVW
VXVFHSWLEOHWRODQGVOLGHV"
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G +RZZLOOWKHVHSRWHQWLDOODQGVOLGHVEHPLWLJDWHGDQGZKDWLPSDFWZLOOWKH\KDYHRQ 36
WKHRSHUDWLRQVRIWKH.'533"
H :KDWLPSDFWZRXOGODQGVOLGHVKDYHRQZDWHUTXDOLW\SXEOLFVDIHW\DQGEXOOWURXW
KDELWDWDQGSRSXODWLRQ"
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37

:KDWLV5HFODPDWLRQ¶VSODQIRUFRQGXFWLQJWKHVHVWXG\DQGZLOODQGDGGLWLRQDO6'(,6
EHSUHSDUHG"

 1HJDWLYHILQDQFLDOLPSDFWVWR.LWWLWDV&RXQW\7KHLPSOLFDWLRQVRIQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQSULYDWH
SURSHUW\YDOXHVJREH\RQGWKHGLUHFWO\DIIHFWHGFLWL]HQV$UHGXFWLRQLQSURSHUW\YDOXHV
DIIHFWVWKHWD[EDVHRIWKHFRXQW\LQFOXGLQJVFKRROVDQGILUHGHSDUWPHQWVDQGZLOOUHGXFH
DYDLODEOHUHVRXUFHVWRSURYLGHHVVHQWLDOVHUYLFHV7KLVLVDFNQRZOHGJHGLQ6'(,63DJH
DVIROORZV³ZKLOHHIIHFWVRQSURSHUW\YDOXHVZRXOGPRVWGLUHFWO\DIIHFWSURSHUW\
RZQHUVWKHZLGHUFRPPXQLW\ZRXOGDOVRH[SHULHQFHHIIHFWV´,QRWKHUZRUGVSULYDWH
SURSHUW\RZQHUVILUHGHSDUWPHQWVVFKRROVFLW\DQGFRXQW\JRYHUQPHQWVDQGRWKHUVZRXOG
DOVREHQHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWHG$OVRZLWKWKH/DNHGUDZQGRZQWROHYHOVZKHUHLWEHFRPHV
XQXVDEOHRUOHVVGHVLUDEOHIRUUHFUHDWLRQWKHUHZLOODGHFUHDVHLQWRXULVWYLVLWVWRWKH/DNH
.DFKHVVFDPSJURXQGDUHGXFWLRQLQEXVLQHVVLQVXUURXQGFRPPXQLWLHVDQGDUHGXFWLRQLQ
VDOHVWD[HVFROOHFWHGZKLFKZLOOIXUWKHUQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVWRWKHFRPPXQLW\DQGSXEOLFDW
ODUJHZKLOHEHQHILWLQJ526$
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D 3OHDVHH[SODLQKRZDSXEOLFDOO\IXQGHGSURMHFWWKDWEHQHILWVSULYDWHODQGRZQHUVDQG
LUULJDWRUVDQGQHJDWLYHO\DIIHFWVSXEOLFIXQGLQJDQGKXUWVORFDOEXVLQHVVHVLVLQWKHEHVW
LQWHUHVWRIWKH&LWL]HQVRI.LWWLWDV&RXQW\DQGWKH6WDWHRI:DVKLQJWRQ"
 :DWHU5LJKWV$.'533GUDZGRZQKDVWKHSUREDELOLW\RIUHVXOWLQJLQWKHH[LVWLQJ
DFUHIWRIZDWHU127EHLQJDYDLODEOHLQVXEVHTXHQW\HDUVIRUWKRVHKROGLQJVHQLRUZDWHU
ULJKWV
D +RZZLOOWKRVHZLWKVHQLRUZDWHUULJKWVWRWKHH[LVWLQJDFUHIWRIZDWHU
FXUUHQWO\VWRUHGE\.DFKHVV'DPEHPLWLJDWHGZKHQWKDWZDWHULVQRORQJHUDYDLODEOH
RQFH/DNH.DFKHVVZDWHUOHYHOLVORZHUHGEHORZWKHRXWOHWWRLWVGDP"
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7KH+32$LVRSSRVHGWRDOORZLQJDYLWDOSXEOLFUHVRXUFHWREHWDNHQWRVXSSRUWDQGHQKDQFH
WKHSURILWVRIDOLPLWHGQXPEHURISULYDWHEXVLQHVVHVZKRKDYHIXOONQRZOHGJHRIWKHLUODQGV
ZDWHUFRQVWUDLQWV5HFODPDWLRQDQG(FRORJ\DQGRXUHOHFWHGRIILFLDOVVKRXOGEHORRNLQJIRU
ZD\VWRSUHVHUYHSURWHFWFRQVHUYHDQGHQKDQFHOLPLWHGQDWXUDOUHVRXUFHVUDWKHUWKDQWDNLQJ
H[LVWLQJQDWXUDOUHVRXUFHVIRUDILQDQFLDOO\DQGHQYLURQPHQWDOO\XQVRXQGSODQ0LOOLRQVRI
GROODUVRISXEOLFIXQGVWKDWKDYHDOUHDG\EHHQXVHGWRSXVKWKLVSURMHFWIRUZDUGWKDWLVQRLQWKH
LQWHUHVWRIWKHSXEOLFJRRG
8QGHUWKH1(3$DQG6(3$SURFHVVHVWKH+32$UHTXHVWVWKDWWKH%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQDQG
:$'HSDUWPHQWRI(FRORJ\HDFKSURYLGHVHSDUDWHUHVSRQVHVWRWKHDERYHFRPPHQWV

HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
www.hyak-hpoa.org
March 2019

Page 7 of 8

V-Mail: 425.785.6543
E-mail: hpoaboard@hotmail.com
Website:

SDEIS-CR-351

42
D

ID
43



Hyak Property Owner’s Association

7KH+32$ORRNVIRUZDUGWRVHHLQJUHVSRQVHVWRWKHVHFRPPHQWV


5HVSHFWIXOO\

-DPHV6DPPHW
+32$%RDUGRI'LUHFWRUV0HPEHU
RQEHKDOIRIWKHHQWLUH
+32$%RDUGRI'LUHFWLRQVDQG+32$
+32$
32%R[
6QRTXDOPLH3DVV:$
90DLO
(PDLOKSRDERDUG#KRWPDLOFRP

HPOA
P.O. Box 120
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
www.hyak-hpoa.org
March 2019

Page 8 of 8

V-Mail: 425.785.6543
E-mail: hpoaboard@hotmail.com
Website:

SDEIS-CR-352

HPOA

Hyak Property Owner's Association

V-Mail: 425.785.6543
E-mail: hpoaboard@hotmail.com

!)1?lr}-c:,,,

4~

svmner

~C-0/

Hyak £t"s/de,1f

T /,

~VMr-/e:/2

//y/4K /4:s;JJgTY/

1f,/#tm< P/4,

E,

/~5, kif
frW6-8

$r/8fvl'14H1'1S

HPOA
P.O. Box 120

Page 8 of 8

hpoaboard@hotmaH.com Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068
Website: www.hyak-hpoa.org
March 2019

V-Mail: 425.785.6543
E-mail:
SDEIS-CR-353

Comment Letter 229

Naturam Expellas Furca

Tamen Usque Recurret
WISE USE MOVEMENT
P.O. Box 17804, Settttle, WA 98127

Beceived in tvlai!room
VIA MAIL AND EMAIL
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July 9, 2018
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 9890 l-2058
Kkbt@usbr.gov
Dear Ms. McKinley:
On March 6, 2015, the Wise Use Movement submitted comments on the Department of Ecology's Office of
Columbia River (Ecology-OCR) and Bureau of Reclamation's (BuRec) SEPA and NEPA Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus "Reservoir"-to-Kachess "Reservoir" Conveyance (KKC) Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated January 9, 2015, developed as part ofa Yal<ima Political Bargain.
To date , neither Ecology-OCR nor the Bureau have provided responses to our March 6, 2015, DEIS comments.
Being unable to justify any of the limited alternatives presented in that DEIS, over three years later, the BuRec and
Ecology-OCR have wasted even more time and taxpayer money to present yet another uneconomical and
environmentally damaging Kachess Lake pumping alternative in a Supplemental Draft EIS (SD EIS), dated April
2018. While we expect that the BuRec and Ecology-OCR will each respond to each of our DEIS comments in our
letter dated March 6, 2015, we also expect a response to the following Wise Use Movement comments that raise
additional concerns with the SDEIS and Alternative 4 (the Proposed Action).

GENERAL COMMENTS
The Department of Ecology-OCR professes to operate under RCW 9038.005 (2013) "to promote the aggressive
pursuit of water supply solutions," while the BuRec operates under the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement
Project (YRBWEP), passed by Congress in 1979 (Phase l), and 1994 (Phase II), augme11ted with funding through
the BuRec' s "WaterSmart" program. Since Congress passed YRBWEP, nearly 40 years ago, the BuRec and
Ecology have v,asted n1iHions of doUars on v1uter storage study proj ects in the Y'a!d1na River Basin vvith little to
show for it.
·


1


2
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The BuRec's 1984 Damsite and Structure Review dam site study identified the following dam sites for additional
feasibility studies:
Bumping Lake Enlargement on the Bumping River
Cle Elum Enlargement (Cle Elum River)
Devil's Table on Rattlesnake Creek (alternative Mile 4 damsite)
Forks Project on the Teanaway River
Horsetail Project on Little Naches River
Tieton Dam Enlargement on Tieton River
Wymer Project on Lumuma Creek
Status Project on Status Creek
Simcoe Project on Simcoe Creek
Tampico Project on Ahtanum Creek
while eliminating other potential dam sites:
Bakeoven South Fork - Tieton River
Casland North Fork - Teanaway River
Cooper Lake - Cooper River
Cowiche - South Fork Cowiche Creek
Dog Lake - Clear Creek
Hole in the Wall - Dry Creek
Horseshoe Bend - Naches River
Hyas Lake - C 1e E 1um River
Little Rattler - Rattlesnake Creek
Lost Meadow - Little Naches River
Lower Canyon - Yakima River
Manastash - Manastash Creek
Mile Four - Rattlesnake Creek
Minnie Meadows - South Fork Tieton River
Naneum - Naneum Creek
Pleasant Valley- American River
Rattlesnake - Naches River
Soda Springs - Bumping River
Swauk - Swauk Creek
Toppenish - Toppenish Creek
Upper Canyon - Yakima River
Wapatox - Naches River
Waptus Lake - Waptus River
Wenas - Wenas Creek
http://www. usbr. gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/phase2/dams itereview.pdf


2

Since then, more taxpayer money has been wasted on more storage dam sites:
Cabin Creek Project
Black Rock Project
Burbank Project
Selah Project

Since 2006, when the Washington State Legislature gave Ecology-OCR $200 million to "aggressively pursue" new
water supplies, Ecology-OCR has continued to waste taxpayer money. The failure of Ecology-OCR has been amply
- - - - - ---,.:-ocmnented--in-the--attaehed-Power--€tms-ulting;-I-ne-;--,-4-epm~eportment--offieol.-()gy---8-ffiee---tl·f-G&lu-mbia---ru,-ver.-----'F·- - --+---- - - 
Last Ten Years," (December 3, 2016). We request that this report be included along with these comments in any
FEIS .
The Wise Use Movement continues to strongly oppose more irrigation storage dams and pumping projects in the
Yakima River Basin when over 200,000 acre-feet of water conservation remain to be carried out, and other
alternatives such as aquifer storage, water banking, and water markets have not been implemented.

2
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More Specific SDEIS Comments Are As Follows:
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Mission Statements
The actions taken by the BuRec and Ecology in the Yakima Basin over the past years do not correspond with the
· purported agency missions.
•
Please revise these mission statements to more accurately reflect reality:

"The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, and develop uneconomical and environmental
damaging water projects for the interest of private irrigation districts.
The mission of the Department of Ecology is to aggressively develop new water storage projects at the
expense of Washington's water quality and environment. and promote the unwise management of our air,
land and water for the benefit of private irrigation districts."
Cooperating Governments and Agencies:
• •Why is the Bonneville Power Administration listed as a cooperating agency when the BPA appears to have
contributed little to nothing to the SDEIS?
SEPA FACT SHEET
• Why is the State Shoreline Management Act not included on the list of Permits, Licenses, and Approvals
Required for Proposal?
Executive Summary
Introduction (p. ES-iii)
It states that "This SDEIS also analyzes a new proposal to improve bull trout passage in Kachess "Reservoir" at the
Narrows ... "
• Please delete this sentence as the limited discussion provided in Volitional Bull Trout Passage
Improvements (Sec. 2.3.5, pages 2-18 and 2-19) fails to provide sufficient detail for reviewers to evaluate
this proposal.

2015 KDRPP-KKC DEIS (p. ES-iv)
•
Please clarify that neither the 2015 DEIS nor the Yakima Political Bargain FPEIS provided a range of
alternatives as required by NEPA and SEPA.
Changes to KDRPP from DEIS (p. ES-v)
• Please provide a link to the Bureau's Value Analysis study prepared in June 2015, if posted on the Bureau's
Yakima Project website. If not posted, please post it.
• What was the estimated cost of the Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant?

•
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How much of this was the Roza Irrigation DistTict prepared to pay for?

Changes to BTE from DE[S (p. ES-vi)
BuRec and Ecology-OCR are segmenting this proposed project to avoid impact analysis.
• Why are specific bull trout enhancement (BTF) projects not included in the Proposed Action?


9

Background of the Proposed Action (p. ES-vi)
•
Please correct the first statement in this section to explain that the Yakima Political Bargain was created by
a small group self-selected by Ecology-OCR and the BuRec.

•
•

Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec NOT include the cities of Ellensburg or Cle Elum?
Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec fail to include any recreational or hiking groups in its Yakima
Workgroup?
- - - - - - - - - W h cl-icl-E-etikr -8eR:-antHhe-BuRec-fui·l1.u-inclnde1:tre-T::FS-Fmest-Serviurirrits-YakinnrWml
after the Workgroup adopted the Yakima Political Bargain?
•
Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec fail to identify the Yakima Workgroup members that created the
Yakima Political Bargain?

3
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•

Please include the Yakima Workgroup members in any FEIS, with updates, as the following list is what is
posted on Ecology's Office of Columbia River's website:
https://ecology.wa.gov/ About-us/Our-role-in-the-community/Pmtnerships-committees/Yakima-Basin-Integrated
Plan-Workgroup
Wendy McDennott American Rivers
Jerome Delvin Benton County Commission
Seth Defoe Kennewick Irrigation District
Paul Jewell Kittitas County Commission
Urban Eberhart Kittitas Reclamation District
Dale Bambrick NOAA Fisheries Service
Scott Revell Roza Irrigation District
Ron Cowin Sunnyside Valley Irrigation District
Lisa Pelly Trout Unlimited
Dawn Wiedmeier US Bureau of Reclamation
Jeff Thomas US Fish & Wildlife Service
Mike Williams US Forest Service
Bret Walters US A1my Corps of Engineers
Jaclyn Hancock WA Department of Agriculture
Tom Tebb WA Department of Ecology
Mike Livingston WA Department offish & Wildlife
Rick Roeder WA Department of Natural Resources
Dave Fast Yakama Nation
Phil Rigdon Yakama Nation
Alex Conley Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board
Sid Morrison Yakima Basin Storage Alliance
Mike Leita Yakima County Commission
Carmen Mendez Yakima City Council
Rick Dieker Yakima-Teiton Irrigation District
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Page ES-vii
The Wise Use Movement concurs that the current water resources infrastruchire, programs, and policies in the
Yakima River basin are not capable of consistently meeting the demands for fish and wildlife, irrigation, and
municipal water supply because irrigation "demand" in the Yakima River basin is endless and infinite. The Yakima
River basin is capable of meeting the needs for optimal fish and wildlife and municipal water supply, but not the
ceaseless demand for more irrigation water.
•
Please add the following sentence: "While irrigation demands cannot be met, the needs for optimal fish
and wildlife and municipal water supply can be met by an aggressive combination of water conservation,
water efficiency, and water marketing could provide a better balance among competing irrigation needs."
Page ES-vii misstates the Yakima Plan Programmatic EIS (PEIS). This PEIS did not "determine the effects of
implementing the Integrated Plan." The DPEIS, page 2-1 states that the environmental impacts of the "Integrated
Plan" are evaluated at a programmatic level. The BuRec and Ecology-OCR cannot issue a PEIS and then claim that
effects of the Yakima Plan have been evaluated. The BuRec and Ecology-OCR cannot claim that the PEIS provides
a comprehensive approach when the PEIS refused to include a range of alternatives other than the preferred
alternative and a no-action alternative.
•
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Please delete this sentence.

Supplemental Draft ElS Proposed Action (p. ES-viii)
This section states that the Proposed Action for the SDEIS is "to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain a
_ _ _ _ _ __,_,m1,ti.ng..ptlm.pi~:i.g..p.la.~n-Kaches~-Lake.-1'.h.is--i.s-it1.co.r.:r:ec.t-as-the-.SDEIS does not set out a clem:..iu.o,......,·...,.0',-1.L1.=.1------+-1
13
Despite past statements from the Roza Irrigation District that it would bear the costs, this SDEIS now discloses that
the BuRec and Ecology-OCR (i.e. taxpayers) will bear the costs for private irrigation benefits.
•

We request that the word "fund" be deleted from the above sentence.

4
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-357

In addition, as with the entire Yakima Political Bargain, Ecology-OCR sought authorization from the Washington
State Legislature and the BuRec continues to seek authorization for funding from Congress prior to the issuance of
an adequate PEIS, or project-specific EISs. The fact that BuRec and Ecology-OCR have put forth a Proposed
Action for funding, prior to compliance with NEPA/SEP A or preparing a proper benefit/cost ratio is just a signal
that the BuRec and Ecology-OCR have already arrived at its decision and are merely going through the motions of
selecting Alternative 4.
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Purpose and Need for the Action (p. ES-ix)
It states that BuRec and Ecology each propose to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the
Kachess Pumping Plant.
•
•

Hasn't the Roza Irrigation District pledged to fund the floating pumping plant project?
Why would BuRec and Ecology fund a project that the Roza Irrigation District has pledged to pay for?

Reclamation's Purpose and Need (p. ES- ix)
It states that BuRec proposes to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Kachess Pumping
Plant.
•
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How much funding is BuRec planning to provide for this project?

Ecology's Purpose and Need (p. ES-ix)
It states that Ecology's purpose for the action is to participate in the ["]Integrated["] Plan and fund (not more than 50
percent) of the plan ... "
•

What are the projected total costs of the ["]Integrated["] Plan?

•

Does Ecology-OCR agree that RCW 98.3 8.120 would allow Ecology-OCR to fund the entire costs of the
Kachess Floating Pumping Plant Project?

RCW 90.38.110 provides:
(I) Prior to the appropriation of funding for the construction of a water supply project proposed in the
integrated plan with a cost of greater than one hundred million dollars, the state of Washington water
research center shall review, evaluate, and prepare comments on the cost benefit analysis prepared for the
project by the department and the United States bureau ofreclamation.
(2) To the greatest extent possible, the center must use information from existing studies, supplemented by
primary research, to measure and evaluate each project's benefits and costs.
(3) The center must measure and report the economic benefits of each project subject to subsection (1) of
this section, so that it is clear the extent to which an individual project is expected to result in increases in
fish populations, increases in the reliability of irrigation water during severe drought years, and
improvements in municipal and domestic water supply.
(4) The center may enter into agreements with other state universities and with private consultants as
needed to accomplish the scope of work.
(5) The center may consult, as necessary, with the department of ecology and the Yakima river basin water
enhancement project work group.
(6) No more than twelve percent of any appropriations provided for the implementation of this section may
be retained for administrative overhead expenses.
•
How and when does Ecology-OCR intend to comply with RCW 90.38.110?

Roza and Proratable Entities' Purpose and Need (p. ES-x)
•
Why does this section failure to mention any funding commitment from either Roza or other proratable
entities?

Alternative 2 - Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements (p. ES-xi)
------------whyls theie memiott ofrlreirngtlrofthe passage "improvements?''
•

15
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1

17

Why is there no mention of passage "improvements" at Box Canyon Creek?

5
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Mitigation (p. ES-xii)
•

How will general bul1 trout passage improvement activities within Keechelus Lake take place?

•

Why aren't bull trout passage improvements at Box Canyon Creek in Kachess Lake included?

•

Why does the BuRec and Ecology-OCR not know if extending boat ramps at Lake Kachess is feasible?

18
D

Alternative 4 - Floating Pumping Plant (Proposed Action) (p. EX-xiii)
This is now at least the third floating pumping plant proposed by Yakima irrigation districts. A floating pumping
plant was constructed at Lake Cle Elum back in 1977 and promptly burned and sank. The Roza Irrigation District
proposed an emergency floating pumping plant at Lake Kachess in 2015, which was never built.
•

What are the additional details, including size, costs, pumping capacity, and environmental analysis carried
out on these two previous floating pumping plant projects?

•

Why does Alternative 4 not include the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance pipeline? The Yakima Political
Bargain assumes that this project must be canied forward (all projects move together). Does this mean that
the Yakima Political Bargain is no-longer integrated?

Consultation and Coordination (p. ES-xv)
•
BuRec needs to complete its ESA consultation, including a Biological Opinion on the existing Yakima
Project, and issue a revised SDEIS for public review and comment.

19
D

20
D

Key Issues (p. ES-xv)
This section summaries "key issues or resources" raised during scoping. This short list is completely inadequate and
ignores a vast swath of the comments received during scoping:
The BuRec and Ecology's Scoping Summary Report for the KDRPP and KKC DEIS, March 2014, is more notable
for what it refuses to evaluate:
Surface Water Resources
Note: The EIS will no/ list all approved water conservation plans because these details are not sufficiently related to
the alternatives and the potential for significant impacts. p. 34

21
D

This is incorrect. All alternatives propose that BuRec deliver an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water during
drought years to downstream Yakima Project irrigation districts. If these inigation districts were to reduce their
demand for inigation water these alternatives would not be necessary. Therefore, conservation plans are a viable
alternative to the proposed project and must be considered.
•

For each irrigation district, please provide:
- A description of the district
- The date of adoption and status of any water conservation plans developed by each district
- An inventory of water resources
- Best management practices in place
- The criteria for evaluating the adequacy of all water conservation plans developed

Vegetation and Wetlands
Note: The EIS is not expected to contain detailed mitigation plans that include elements such as water budget, water
sources, grading plans, planting plans, and/or revegetation plans. p. 34

The purpose of a project specific EIS is to provide mitigation plans to address significant adverse environmental
impacts.

22
D

- - - - - - - - - i=~--1Why----oo-BttRee-atttl-Eee-legy--GSR-oomifttte--te--a]e}ttSe-t-he-8-1-8--pre
Air Quality

_ _ _ _ ___,,,,.,.,w.-Phe-EfS-wiil-rmt-condttct:-r:m--cm-ctlysi-s-eft-h-e-rnrbonfootprint-ofthe--proposr:rl because these details

Cl/"e-nt'l,f------t-- - - - -

sufjiciently related to the potential for significant impacts. p. 35

Providing 200,000 acre feet of additional water during drought years would generate additional agricultural activity
utilizing fossil fuels that would increase the Yakima Project's carbon footprint.
' 6
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•

Please quantify these additional agricultural activity impacts.

Socioeconomics
Note: The EIS will not include a detailed economic cost/ benefit analysis; nor will it attempt to weigh water
conservation measures versus the proposed projects. Substantial water conservation initiatives are already
proposed as part of the Integrated Plan. Water conservation is understood to be part ofthe comprehensive solution
for the Yakima Basin; conservation is not an alternative to the proposed projects. p . 35
This is incorrect. Sec, 4.21 .4.4 of the DEIS (page 4-312) provided job creation summary tables for each alternative.
•

Why are the BuRec and Ecology providing job creation figures in the DEIS, but refusing to disclose the
benefit/cost analysis prepared by the Washington Water Research Center?

We supported the 2013 Legislature's request that the Washington Water Research Center prepare a benefit/cost
(B/C) report on the individual water storage projects in the Yakima Plan. This report, prepared by a team of experts
from the University of Washington and WSU, identifies those projects in the Yakima Plan that are not economically
sustainable and should be dropped from further consideration:
"Based on moderate climate and market outcomes, storage infrastructure projects implemented
alone and without proposed IP instream flow augmentation result in the following estimated out-of-stream
net present value and B/C ratios, none of which passes a B-C test":
* Bumping Lake Expansion: Benefit/Cost (BIC) ratio of 0.18 [i.e. a return of 18 cents on the dollar]
* Wymer Dam and Reservoir: BIC ratio o/0.09 [i.e. a return of nine cents on the dollar]
* Cle Elum Pool raise: BIC ratio of0.62 [i.e. a return of 62 cents on the dollar]
* Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance: BIC ratio o/0.20 [i.e. a return of20 cents on the dollar]
* Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant: BIC ratio of 0.46 [i.e. a return of 46 cents on the dollar]
WRC Report, pages iii and iv.
http://swwrc.wsu.edu/documents/2014/ l 2/ybip bca swwrc dec2014.pdf
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It is inexcusable for Ecology-OCR and the BuRec to continue to exclude all mention or references to this
Washington State Legislature directed study.
•

Why does Ecology-OCR and the BuRec continue to refuse to include this study or conclusions in the DEIS
and this SD EIS, or as part of the Reference material list?

•
We request that this information be made pmi of the FEIS.
In addition, an EIS must present all reasonable alternatives, such as water conservation or water marketing.
•

We request that these alternatives be added.

Cumulative Effects
Note: The EIS will not reevaluate cumulative effects of the overall Integrated Plan that have been evaluated
previously at a planning level in the March 2012, Yakima River Basin integrated Water Resource Management Plan
Final Programmatic EIS. The cumulative effects evaluation will insteadjocus on effects of the proposed projects in
combination with other consequential federal, state, local, and private actions. p. 35
The BuRec and Ecology insist that the proposed projects are an integral part of the controversial Yakima Political
Bargain. The March 2012 FPE[S did not evaluate cumulative impacts at the project level.
•

The DEIS must evaluate the cumulative effects of the proposed project, alternatives, and the other elements
of the controversial Yakima Plan.

The EIS will no7 advance alternatives for detailed-analysis in the EIS that do not satisfy or approximate these
adopted purposes ofthe proposed action. Substantial initiatives to promote water conservation, water marketing,
aquifer storage, improved land management, and terrestrial and aquatic habitat improvements are already
propose or imp ementahon as part o t e ntegrate
an. ecause t ese are un erstoo to e part o t e
comprehensive solution/or the Yakima Basin alongside the proposed projects, they are not considered alternatives
to the proposed pr~jects. Thus, water conservation, water marketing, alternative agriculture and cropping, aquifer
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storage, new forest designations and practices, and related suggestions likely will not receive detailed assessment in
the EIS. p. 36.

This is incorrect. The BuRec and Ecology-OCR were willing to advance alternatives as part of the Cle Elum Pool
Rise DEIS (Alts. 4 and 5) that do not satisfy or approximate the Congressional authorization.
•

Water conservation, water marketing, alternative agriculture and cropping, aquifer storage, new National
Forest designation and practices are all alternatives and, therefore, must be analyzed in a detailed fashion in
the EIS.

Major Conclusions (p. ES-xvi)
This section states that the proposed action would improve water supply to proratable water users, but fails to
evaluate a range of alternatives. This section also concludes that under ALL the action alternatives, the KKC project
would be constructed. This appears contrary to the presentation that Alternative 4 is just the floating pumping plant
project.

•

If BuRec and Ecology-OCR have already concluded (at the SDEIS stage) to build the KKC project, then
this should be stated upfront in the alternatives section, not buried in the Executive Summary.
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Regional Economic Impacts (p. EX-xvi)

•
•

•

As discussed above, we request the Water Resource Center' s benefit/cost analysis be included in any FEIS
Based on the BuRec and Ecology-OCR's conclusion that changes in water supply available for agriculture
would be beneficial resulting in a net gain in regional economic activity, what would be the expected
increase in perennial crops grown on the Roza hTigation District?
What other specific net gains in regional economic activity would occur?

Public Review of the SD EIS (p. ES-xvi)
The Wise Use Movement continues to object to the refusal of Ecology-OCR and BuRec to hold public hearings on
the SDE[S, or to hold public hearings in Western Washington where a large segment of Kachess Lake recreational
users are located.
•

Why did BuRec and Ecology-OCR refuse to hold a public hearing on this SDEIS, when Ecology-OCR held
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a public hearing on the Icicle Strategy PEIS?
Sec. 1.1 (p. 1-1) Introduction
The Wise Use Movement continues to object to the SD EIS being tiered to a legally insufficient FPEIS (see
discussion above).

ID
30

Sec. 1-2 (p. 1-1) History and Background
We continue to object to Ecology-OCR and BuRec's portrayal ofKachess Lake as "Kachess Reservoir."

We request that the SDEIS use the US National Forest designation of"Kachess Lake."
See: https :Ilwww.fs. usda. gov /recarea/okawen/recreati on/recarea/?recid= 57 59 5&actid =2 9
This section also fails to mention that the Kachess and Keechelus watersheds are within the Okanogan-Wenatchee
National Forest. In fact, this has been a persistent failure of the BuRec and Ecology to acknowledge the significant
adverse environmental impacts to the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest.
•

•
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Please include this information in this section.

Sec. 1.2.1 (p. 1-3) Yakima Project
- - - - - - -1:J,.HJ----SeetIBR---g-i-ves--a---too-lme-f--sttmmary---e-f--se-l'H6f--Wfl-t:ef-f-iglw~1t}fl-]}F6f-ata-hley,---fx'-&11tablc watef--fight~--j-tmffi,l ' - - - - ---+-- - 

water rights. Table 3-4 (p. 3-19) lists Yakima Project Irrigation District water rights.
•

For each of the senior, proratable, and iunior water right holder categories:
What are tfie total water ngli s o eac o ese ca egones.
How much acreage is devoted to perennial crops in each of these categories?
How many acre-feet of water are devoted to perennial crops in each of these categories?

Sec. 1.2.2. (p. 1-3) Integrated Plan and Programmatic FEIS
8
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-361

32

This section does not accurately describe the origins of the Yakima Political Bargain. Please include the fol1owing
information in this section:

In 2003, Congress passed PL 108-7 (Feb. 20, 2003), which contains Division D, Title LI, Sec. 214:
"The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the Bureau of Reclamation, shall conduct a
feasibility study of options for additional water storage in the Yakima River Basin, Washington ,
with emphasis on the feasibility of storage of Columbia River in the potential Black Rock
Reservoir and the benefit of additional storage to endangered and threatened fish, irrigated
agriculture, and municipal water supply, There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as
may be necessary to cany out this Act."
The BuRec finished this study in Dec. of 2008, and found that Black Rock and two versions of a
Wymer dam project failed to have a positive benefit/cost ratio, and refused to even include
Bumping as an alternative:
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/studies/yakimastoragestudy/reports/eis/final/vo Iu me l .pdf
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Ecology then set out to conduct a separate study (Ecology #09-11-012 - June 2009), which
included a new Bumping Lake and Wymer dam, but did not include a Kachess pumping plant
project. Ecology deemed this 2009 study an "Integrated Water Resources Management," and
includes most of the ''elements" later approved by the Yakima Workgroup, which did not begin
meeting until 2009.
This is ample proof that Ecology designed the "Yakima Political Bargain" during the mid-2000s, presented
it in a final 2009 report, and then created the Yakima Workgroup to support, carry out, and lobby for its
implementation.
•

As an advisory body to the BuRec, why wasn't the Workgroup group chartered under the Federal Advisory
Committee Act?

Sec. 1.2.3 (p. 1-4) "Integrated" Plan - A Package of Seven Elements
As mentioned in the above comments to ES-p. vi,
•

Please correct the first statement in this section to explain that the Yakima Political Bargain was created by
a small group self-selected by Ecology-OCR and the BuRec

•

Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec NOT include the cities of Ellensburg or Cle Elum?
Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec fail to include any recreational or hiking groups in its Yakima
Workgroup?

•
•

Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec fail to include the US Forest Service in its Yakima Workgroup until
after the Workgroup adopted the Yakima Political Bargain?

•

Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec fail to identify the Yakima Workgroup members that created the
Yakima Political Bargain in the SDEIS?

•

Please include the Yakima Workgroup members in any FEIS, with updates.
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For each of these seven elements please provide a status of what a decade of the Yakima Political Bargain has
accomplished:
1. "Reservoir" Fish Passage.
•

2.

Please clarify that fish passage at Lake Cle Elum was authorized by Congress in 1994, nearly a
quarter of a century ago. What is the status of fish passage at Kachess and Bumping Dams?
Structural and Operational Changes.
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3.

Surface Water Storage.

4.

•
Please update the status of all surface water storage projects, including re-regulation reservoirs.
Groundwater Storage.

9
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5.

•
Please update the status of all groundwater storage projects.
Habitat/Watershed Protection and Enhancement.
•

6.

The State of Washington spent approximately $100 million to acquire and establish the Teanaway
Community Forest. What is the status of the 15,000 acres of Shrub-Steppe Habitat Enhancement
acquisition? What is the status of the 10,000 of Forest Habitat Enhancement? What is the status
of Wilderness Area and Wild and Scenic River Designations?
Enhanced Water Conservation Phase.

7.

Please update the status of water conservation savings achieved as part of the 1979 Phase I
Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project (YRBWEP); the 1994 Phase II Water
Conservation Program; and any additional water conservation savings achieved from the Yakima
Political Bargain.
Market Reallocation.
•

•
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Please update the status of water market reallocation (water banks, or water trusts), and the
conservation savings achieved as part of the 1979 Phase I Yakima River Basin Water
Enhancement Project (YRBWEP); the 1994 Phase II Water Conservation Program: and any
additional water reallocation water conservation savings achieved from the Yakima Political
Bargain.

Sec. 1.2.4 (pages 1-5 and 1-6) "Integrated" Plan Implementation
•

•

This section states that the Yakima Political Bargain would be implemented in 10-year increments over 30
years). Please clarify the nature of these 10~year increments. Does this mean that the first increment
covers 2012-2022? Which specific projects are proposed for the first 10-year increment? Based on the
seven elements listed above, please describe the accomplishments of the Yakima Political Bargain, besides
the $100 million purchase of the Teanaway property during this time period.
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This section also states that in 2013, the Washington Legislature passed the Yakima Policy Bill 2SSB 5367.
This section, as well as Sec. 1.8.2, completely fails to mention the fact that the Washington Legislature
refused to hand the Department of Ecology-OCR a blank check for the billions of dollars required for the
Yakima Political Bargain. Please include RCW 90.38.110 in this section as follows:
Constrnction of a water supply project-Prior review by the state of Washington water research
center. (Expires July 1, 2025.)

(1) Prior to the appropriation of funding for the construction of a water supply project
proposed in the integrated plan with a cost of greater than one hundred million dollars, the state of
Washington water research center shall review, evaluate, and prepare comments on the cost
benefit analysis prepared for the project by the department and the United States bureau of
reclamation.
(2) To the greatest extent possible , the center must use information from existing studies,
supplemented by primary research, to measure and evaluate each project's benefits and costs.
(3) The center must measure and report the economic benefits of each project subject to
subsection (I) of this section, so that it is clear the extent to which an individual project is
expected to result in increases in fish populations, increases in the reliability of irrigation water
during severe drought years, and improvements in municipal and domestic water supply.
( 4) The center may enter into agreements with other state universities and with private
consultants as needed to accomplish the scope of work.
(5) The center may consult, as necessary, with the department of ecology and the Yakima
river basin water enhancement project work group.
(6) No more than twelve percent of any appropriations provided for the implementation of
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this sectimt may be 1etained fut administrative ove1
(7) This section expires July l, 2025.

RCW 90.38. 1 IO.
•

We also request that the FEIS also include the Washington Water Research Center's 2014 study report
and its conclusions, as follows:
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December 15, 2014, WATER RESEARCH CENTER - Benefit-Cost Analysis of the
Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects - Report to the Washington State Legislature
• Net benefits for out-of-stream use of individual water storage projects implemented with no other projects
implemented are negative, with some exceptions under the most adverse climate and water market
conditions.
Based on moderate climate and market outcomes, storage infrastructure projects implemented alone and
without proposed IP instream flow augmentation result in the following estimated out-of-stream net present
value and B/C ratios, none of which passes a B-C test:
o Bumping Lake Expansion: Cost= $452.3 million; B/C ratio of 0.18.
o Cle Elum Pool raise: Cost=$16.3 million; B/C ratio of 0.62. Under the most adverse climate scenario and
moderate market conditions, a B/C ratio is 1.35. It is also the most likely of the storage projects to satisfy a
B-C test under moderate climate based on the sum of out-of-stream and instream use value.
o Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance: Cost $138.2 million; B/C ratio of0.20.
o Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant: Cost $195.8 million; B/C ratio of0.46. Under the most adverse
climate considered, Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance and Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
together provide net benefits of $6 million and a B/C ratio of 1.02.
o Wymer Dam and Reservoir: Cost =$1,331.2 million; 8/C ratio of 0.09.
Pages iii-iv; Table 7, page 63.
https :!lswwrc.wsu. eduldocuments/2014112/ybip _ bca_swwrc_ dec2014.pdf
•
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We also request the WRC's 2014 benefit/cost analysis report be added to the References section.

Figure l-2 (p. 1-7)
•
We request that the volitional bull trout passage between Little and Big Kachess Lakes be shown on this
drawing.
•

Can the BuRec lower Big Kachess Lake to 2,192.75 ft . (minimum low pool) without impacting bull trout
passage between Little and Big Kachess Lakes?

•

How often has the BuRec lowered Big Kachess Lake to 2,192.75 feet?

Sec. 1.7 (pp. 1-14 to l-16) National and State Environmental Policy Act Review Process
Ecology-OCR has issued the SDEIS under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) for "funding, design,
construction, operation, and maintenance of a floating pumping plant on Kachess 'Reservoir' .. in order to recover
up to 200,000 acre-feet of inactive water storage from Kachess 'Reservoir' during drought years when prorationing
is less than 70 percent supply (page 2-1). In addition, the SDEIS states that it is tiered to the Yakima Plan Final
Programmatic EIS (FPEIS) (Reclamation and Ecology, 2012) (page 1-15). Ecology-OCR cannot tier the SDElS to
the FPEfS because the FPEIS fails the most basic requirement of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Under
RCW 43.21 C.030(c)(iii), agencies must include in a detailed statement for major actions significantly affecting the
quality of the environment alternatives to the proposed action. WAC 197-11-440(5)(c) requires agencies to describe
reasonable alternatives. Instead, the FPEIS, other than the no-action alternative, considered only a "Yakima
Political Bargain" obtained from a small group of Ecology-OCR and BuRec handpicked organizations engaged in
political tradeoffs across the entire Yakima River Basin. This "Yakima Political Bargain" stands out as the real
"objective" of Ecology-OCR and the BuRec, not the purported objectives that are given to provide political cover
for the vast, unconsidered impacts on the physical and human environment of the Yakima River Basin, demanded by
the parties who negotiated the "Yakima Political Bargain" without consideration ofa full range of alternatives.

This failure to comply with the central mandate.of SEPA will lead to adverse environmental impacts because
alternatives were not included and not analyzed. WAC 197-11-442(4) provides that the lead agency is not required
under SEP A to examine all conceivable policies, designations, or implementation measures as part of an EIS' s
-------1.Lisc.ussio.o..o.f..a..l.te.i:nati~.es-f.Q.t:.a..Cor.t:1µr~h~i~~laf.l.,..com.m.1,1:t:1..icy-.µJ~u,-Gr-0th(.}r-a.r.ea.w.i.d~@J'.l.-i.~r-fur...sh.Qr.e.l.in~Qi:...
land use plans. However, the "Yakima Political Bargain" is none of these things. Rather, WAC 197-11-442(2)
requires Ecology to:
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... discuss impacts and alternatives in the level of detail appropriate to the scope of the nonproject
proposal and to the level of planning for the proposal. Alternatives should be emphasized. In particular.
agencies are encouraged to describe the proposal in terms of alternative means of accomplishing a stated
objective (see WAC 197-11-060(3). Alternatives including the proposed action should be analyzed at
roughly comparable level of detail, sufficient to evaluate their comparative merits (this does not require
devoting the same number of pages in an EIS to each alternative). [underline added]
The FPEIS did none of this and, therefore, under SEPA, the SDEIS cannot be tiered to a legally inadequate FPEIS.
The Washington Supreme Court has found that "The environmental significance of the nonproject action creates the
obligation to examine alternatives to the nonproject action ... SEPA requires an examination of reasonable
alternatives to the nonproject action." Citizens Alliance to Protect Our Wetlands v. City ofAuburn, 126 Wn.2d 356,
366 (1995). In Blair et. al. v. City of Monroe, CPSMHB 14-3-0006c, Final Decision and Order (Sept. 19, 2014),
the Central Puget Sound Regional Growth Management Hearings Board considered the scope of review under WAC
197-11-442(4). There the Board found that the City of Monroe had failed to adequately comply with SEPA review
requirements (SEPA is to function "as an environmental full disclosure law," Blair at 22. "[t]he range of
alternatives considered in an EIS must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice." SWAP v. Okanogan County, 66
Wn. App. 439, 444 (1992). For the FEIS to be adequate, the City must consider alternative designations for the
Property and/or alternative locations within the City for additional GC development. Citizens Alliance v. City of
Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356,365 (1995). Blair at 23.
In City of Shoreline et. al. v. Snohomish County, CPSMHB Coordinated Case Nos. 09-3-0013c and 10-3-001 lc,
Conected Final Decision and Order (May 17, 2011), the Board entered a determination of invalidity due to an
inadequate analysis ofreasonable alternatives to a proposed action. The Board found that "The record provided in
this case contains a number of plans which, though not perhaps formally proposed, might have formed the basis for
one or more EIS alternatives resulting in lower environmental costs." City of Shoreline at 56-57. ("fL]imiting the
analysis only to (a) the land use and zoning reguested by the Intervenor and (b) the no action alternative, without
considering any alternative scenarios, deprived County officials of the information necessary to determine whether a
reasonable change in use of Point Wells could be achieved with less environmental impact." City of Shoreline at 57
(emphasis addec0. SEPA does not excuse failing to consider alternatives beyond the Yakima Grand Bargain itself.


40

Of relevance to the SDEIS, the 2012 FPEIS states: "Economic impacts to existing users could be substantially
reduced by improving water supplies to 70 percent of proratable water rights" and is listed as a FPEIS purpose and
need (FPEIS, pages i and ii). The FPEIS failed to address a range of alternatives such as other percentages (e.g. 60
percent) or reducing perennial crops in proratable irrigation districts or reducing water delivery to non-proratable
districts during drought years or establishing an aggressive water conservation, water efficiency, and water
marketing system. Alternative methods or programs of meeting water demand are required to be identified and
analyzed so that decision makers can be informed PRIOR to making a decision.

In this SDEIS, Ecology-OCR (and the Bureau) considers the decision (to proceed with the single Yakima Political
Bargain alternative presented in the FPEIS) to have already been made. Therefore, contrary to SEPA, the SDEIS
does not identify any alternatives to withdrawing 200,000 acre-feet from Kachess Lake. In the case of both the
FPEIS and the SD EIS, Ecology has not complied with SEPA requirements for the consideration of alternatives. The
only other "alternatives" considered, but eliminated from detailed study, are merely other tunnels, and other methods
of extracting Kachess Lake water found in the YRBWEP Phase 1 (SDEIS, pages 2-60 to 2-63). The SD EIS jumps
from the inadequate FPEIS straight into the project level floating pumping plant proposed action, with nary a
thought of addressing water supply issues in the Yakima Basin by any other means. SEPA (and NEPA) requires the
consideration ofa range of reasonable alternatives so decision makers can make an informed decision. Before
Ecology and the Bureau run off to fund a misguided floating pumping plant project, decision makers need to address
- - - - - ----"1-1-temati ves that do not--fatl-witmn-tl~faki:ma--Po'H'ti"=t---R--:'tl"il"~·i-n-:--- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --+- - - Because National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations similarly require that the alternatives section "is
he-hem t of the en v irnnmentC:Ll impact statement" (40 CFR §15 02.-1-4};--for Lile t easo11s dt:~mbi...-e~ct+-crabh,o~v=e~,+tli...,,-!i'-B!,H-<~,----+ -- - 
also inadequate under NEPA. The FPEIS failed to comply with NEPA or SEPA by refusing to analyze any
alternatives other than a pre-selected controversial Yakima Political Bargain and a no-action alternative. This
SDEIS further compounds this failure by refusing to analyze reasonable alternatives to a Kachess Lake pumping
plant.
12
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•

Neither the BuRec nor Ecology should adopt or incorporate by reference the FPEIS. particularly Chapter 2.

Sec. 1.8.1 (p. 1-17) Federal

•

Please add the following to provide a clear understanding of the scope and intent of S. 714 to authorize the
entire Yakima Political Bargain:
"According to the summary of S. 714 : '(Sec. 5) The bill directs Interior to" implement the
Integrated Plan as Phase III of the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project"'
https: //www .congress.gov/bill/ l 15th-congress/senate-bill/7 14
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This section states that YRBWEP was authorized by Congress in 1979. P.L. 96-162 authorized and directed the
Secretary oflnterior to conduct a feasibility study of the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project, which
shall include an analysis by the United States Geological Survey of the water-supply data for the Yakima River
Basin.
•

Please provide references to all studies and reports that the United States Geological Survey has prepared to
analyze the water-supply data for the Yakima River basin under YRBWEP Phase I, Phase II. and the
Yakima Political Bargain, including this SDEIS. as required by P.L. 96-162.

Sec. 1.8.2 (pp. 1-17 to 1-18) Washington State Authorization
As noted above in comments on Sec. 1.2.4, this section on Washington State Authorization is incomplete. Section
5057 of Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 5035 (2013) was passed by a Washington Legislature concerned about the
BuRec and Ecology manipulation of benefits values from the controversial Yakima Political Bargain.

•
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In our 2015 DEIS comments, we requested that the following be added to this section:

"In 2013, the Washington State Legislature (Section 5057, ESSB 5035) required the Washington
State Legislature's Water Research Center to prepare a separate benefit-cost analysis on Yakima
Plan elements by December 15, 2014."
In addition, 40 CFR .§. 1502.23 provides:
"If a cost-benefit analysis relevant to the choice among environmentally different alternatives is being
considered for the proposed action, it shall be incorporated by reference or appended to the statement as an
aid in evaluating the environmental consequences."
•

Why have Ecology-OCR and the BuRec again refused to disclose important sections ofESSB 5035 (RCW
98.38.110) or comply with 40 CFR § 1502.23?

Sec. 1.9.1 (p. 1-18) Water Righ.ts
This section states that Reclamation manages and operates the Yakima Project in accordance with Federal and State
law, court orders, and court decisions as set forth in Section 1.2.1 of this SDEIS.

•
Please delete this sentence as Section 1.2.1 does not set forth in detail the laws, court orders, or decisions.
The stated project purpose is to provide the Roza Irrigation District access to an additional 200,000 acre-feet of
water from Kachess Lake (Ex. Summary, page ES-v). However, a search of the SDE1S does not find any mention
or reference to the Federal District Court 1945 Consent Decree. The absence of any discussion of the 1945 Consent
Decree is concerning, because it sets out the Yakima River Basin allocation of water during drought conditions. The
Consent Decree defines the "Total Water Supply Available" (TWSA) as:
"That amount of water available in any year from natural flow of the Yakima River, and its
tributaries, from storage in the various Government reservoirs on the Yakima River watershed and
from other sources, to supply the contract obligations of the Unites States to the Yakima River and
its fribi:1tai-ies; lierefofore recogriiied oy Uie United States:••
Civil Action No. 21, Federal District Court of Eastern Was hington (1945 Consent Decree).
Kac 1ess La e water wou
e part o " storage 111 a government reservoir," an cou a so e cons1 ere "ot er
sources." The 1945 Consent Decree requires that Senior Districts be allotted water first in a drought year.

13
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e

We request that any FEIS discuss the 1945 Consent Decree and the claim that Senior water right holders
would have on Kachess Lake water superior to any claim by the Roza Irrigation District (or the Kittitas
Reclamation District, the Wapato Irrigation Project, or the Kennewick Irrigation District).

Sec, l.9.2 (p. 1-19) Water Contracts
•

Please provide the status of the total repayments made to date to recover costs of the BuRec's Yakima
Project.

•

Please provide the status ofrepayments made by each Yakima irrigation district to recover costs of the
BuRec's Yakima Project.

•

Please provide a table listing the cost per acre feet of water delivery to each of the Yakima irrigation
districts during the 2015, 2016, and 2017.

•

What are delivery and cost recovery contract time lengths?

•

How frequently are contracts re-negotiated?

Sec. I.IO (p. 1-19) Permits, Consultations, and Approvals
•
Why isn't the US Forest Service included in Table 1-2 (p. 1-19)? Does BuRec and Ecology-OCR intend to
continue to ignore the US Forest Service in this process?

Sec. 2.1.1 (p. 2-2) YRBWEP Phase II
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The YRBWEP Phase II Conservation Advisory Group and BuRec completed a "Basin Conservation Plan" in 1998.
After twenty years, the SDElS mentions only three projects: A Sunnyside lateral improvement project to conserve
6,565 acre-feet when construction is completed and operational in 2032; Kittitas Reclamation District activities,
which would conserve 48,500 acre-feet annually with no completion date given; and the Yakama Nation Wapato
Irrigation Project System Improvements and Demonstration Project with no acre-feet savings or completion date
given.
* Is this correct that these are the only three YRBWEP Phase II conservation projects to come on line in the next 17
years?
* What conservation projects where identified in the 1998 Basin Conservation Plan?
* What was the total conservation acre-feet savings identified in the 1998 Basin Conservation Plan?
* What is the total acre-feet of water conservation savings identified in the 1998 Basin Conservation Plan that has
been accomplished to date?
* What specific accomplishments have occurred with the Yakama Nation Wapato Irrigation Project System
Improvements and Demonstration Project authorized by Congress in 1994?
This section completely fails to describe the requirements or lack of accomplishments ofYRBWEP Phase II, passed
by congress nearly a quarter-century ago. This section claims that the total quantity of conserved water from
"completed and on-going conservation projects" is 69,066 acre-feet.
•

Please provide a table that lists the following:
The number of acre-feet of actual water conservation per year achieved due to YRBWEP Phase I
(1979).
The number of acre-feet of actual water conservation per year achieved due to YRBWEP Phase II

(1994).
The number of acre-feet of actual water conservation per year achieved due to the Yakima Political
Bargain Phase III (i.e., Enhanced water conservation element) since 2012
The number of acre-feet of actual water conservation per year achieved due to irrigation district
projects, not fimded-bv YRBV>/EP Phase I, II, or U .

14
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•

Please include the following summary ofYRBWEP Phase II in any FEIS:

Water Conservation Studies
1966 - 1979
Efforts to construct a new Bumping Lake dam in the Yakima River Basin have been the source of
dam enlargement studies including in 1966, 1979 and 2006. Two enlargement alternatives, a
458,000 acre-foot reservoir and a smaller 200,000 acre-foot reservoir have been proposed.
1979 - Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project (Phase I)
Instead of constructing more storage dams, Congress passed the Yakima River Basin Water
Enhancement Project (YRBWEP) (Phase I) in December of 1979, authorizing a feasibility study.
The BuRec issued part l of the study in August 1982, which recommended early implementation
offish passage measures. Part 2 of the feasibility study focused on issues including waterbanking,
potential storage site, and water conservation measures and a pa1t 2 status report was issued in
1985. Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project, Washington, Draft Programmatic
Environmental impact Statement, Bureau of Reclamation (BuRec Draft PEJS), April 1998, pages
ll.

1988 - Enhancement Roundtable Group
In 1988, an Enhancement Roundtable Group was fonned made ofirrigators, the Yakama Indian
Nation, state agencies, BPA, and the BuRec to develop water conservation legislation for
Congress.
1994 - Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project (Phase II)
To help carry out the recommendations ofpatt 2 of the YRBWEP feasibility study, Congress
passed P.L. 103-424, Title XII in 1994. In 1998, the BuRec issued a draft Program1uatic EIS
According to the BuRec, the purpose of Title XII was on water conservation, although raising the
gate elevation at Cle Elum Lake was also authorized . The BuRec claimed that the additional
water from increased storage at Cle Elum would not be part of the Yakima River Basin total water
supply available (TWSA). BuRec Draft PEES (/998), pages 19, 29.
According to the BuRec:
The Yakima River Basin Water Conservation Program (the centerpiece of Title XII legislation), is
a voluntary program structured to provide economic incentives with cooperative Federal, State,
and local funding to stimulate the identification and implementation of structural a11d nonstructural
water conservation measures in the Yakima River basin. Improvements in the efficiency of water
delivery and use will result in improved, reach-specific streamflows for aquatic resources and
improve the reliability of water supplies for irrigation. The Basin Conservation Plan, prepared by
the Yakima River Basin Conservation Advisory Group ( 1998) which was chaited under the
Federal Advisory Committee Act and appointed by the Secretary of the Interior, was submitted to
the Secretary of the Interior in 1998 and published and distributed in October I 999. The Basin
Conservation Plan sets forth the mechanism for implementing water conservation measures,
including eligibility requirements for Federal- and State-sponsored grants, standards for the scope
and content of water conservation plans, criteria for evaluating and prioritizing conservation
measures for implementation, and administrative procedures. Final Planning
Report/Environmental impact Statement, Volume 1, Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility
Study, Yakima Project Washington, Bureau of Reclamation, December 2008 (BuRec Final

Report7E!S), pageT JY; F-20. . . . ..
.
.
- - http://www. us br. gov/pnlprograms/storage study/reports/ eisl fi nal/ index. html
T e 199 aut onz.e targets are found in Sec. 1201:
(4) to realize sufficient water savings from the Yakima River Basin Water Conservation Program
so that not less than 40,000 acre-feet of water savings per year are achieved by the end of the
fourth year of the Basin Conservation Program, and not less than 110,000 acre-feet of water
savings per year are achieved by the end of the eighth year of the program, to protect and enhance
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fish and wildlife resources; and not less than 55,000 acre feet of water savings per year are
achieved by the end of the eighth year of the program for availability for irrigation;
According to the Bureau's letter of September 4, 2015, under the 1994 authorized Basin
Conservation Plan, they have achieved only 40,000 acre feet of water savings for instream flows
and 13,000 acre feet for irrigation. In addition, two districts have not installed water measuring
devices (the Bureau did not say which ones).
See: http://ucrsierraclub.org/pdf/Yakima BuRec accomplishments YRBWEP Jetter 9-42015.pdf
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Despite the fact that two decades have passed since the "voluntary" Basin Conservation Plan was
published, it is difficult to pin down what efforts, if any, Yakima River Basin irrigators have taken
to actually conserve water. In addition, the Federal Advisory Committee Act (F ACA) chartered
Yakima River Basin Conservation Advisory Group held their last meeting in 2018 after no
meeting for nearly two and a half years.
In order to evaluate alternatives to the proposed pumping plant please list all Yakima River Basin
Conservation Advisory Group meetings since June 2009.
In order to evaluate alternatives to the proposed pumping plant, please list all presentations made by the
Yakima River Basin Conservation Advisory Group to the Yakima Workgroup since June 2009.

•
•

P.L. 103-424 (Phase Ir) also authorized $23 million for implementation of system improvements
to the Wapato Irrigation Project, as well as $8,500,000 for a Yakama lndian Reservation Irrigation
Demonstration Project for the construction of distribution and on-farm irrigation facilities,
including for irrigation water management and conservation. P.L. 103-424, Sec.1204 (I 994).
•

I 47
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In order to evaluate conservation alternatives to the proposed pumping plant, please provide an update on
the amount spent and acre-feet savings from the 1994 system improvements to the Wapato Irrigation
Project and from the Yakama Indian Reservation Irrigation Demonstration Project.
2004 - Sunnyside Re-regulation reservoirs

In September 2004, the BuRec issues a Finding of No Significant Impact and Environmental
Assessment on a water conservation program for the Sunnyside Irrigation District. The program
consisted of three re-regulation reservoirs and automated gates, but no installation of drip
irri gation or canal lining. http://www.usbr.gov/ pn/programs/ea/washlsunnyside/ea.pdf
2007 - In December, Ecology issued a Technical Report on the Enhanced Water Conservation
Alternative for the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, No. 07-11-044. While

the report did not identify any past irrigation district water conservation measmes that have been
implement, the report estimated the total water savings in the Yakima River basin for all water
conservation projects listed in the report to be 229,199 acre-feet per year. Ecology, Technical
Report No. 07-11-044, December 2007, page 15.
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http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/storage study/reports/07-11044/Enhanced Conservation Report.pdf

As part of the BuRec's 2008 Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, Final Planning
Report:
·
"Ecology has developed an inventory of more than 500 conservation projects and is currently
- - - - - - - - - - - --------~-='-•P1o,.,i1~1g...,_,_,,s__,cr..._e""e.....n.....
in.,.gs..--,-<>a+1.n..,_d_._...rankin.g....cri.tei:ia...to-deteroti.ne. . which projects..best....t'.=:.l.--+w:..¥N-~---IJ.l---1J-11:--- - --1-- - 
CRBWMP. Potential projects may address issues such as incentive payments to reduce water use
and full or partial water banking, improvements to municipal water infrastructure, use of

--------------+..,.,.,""'·Hl1~W-L:,~m-~~r--OO-l~-¥€-1!1/-@t:f:i.G.i~:iq-at-tb~~r-r-i.ga.ti-G-t:l-4~-!itl:iGt-~1-.,'Hld-GH....far-1. -------<,___ __
1-1.

conservation, improved industrial infrastructure, and pump exchanges. Ecology would manage the
use of conserved water." BuRec Final Report/ EIS, pages 1-25.
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And as part of its 2009 "Integrated" FEIS, Ecology prepared a list of"potential" water
conservation projects for water uses that divert from the Yakima and Naches River. There is no
explanation of why these water conservation projects have not been carried out over the past thirty
years. Ecology Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Alternative, June
2008 (Ecology FEIS), page 3-5 l.
http://www. ecy. wa. gov/programs/wr/cwp/cr yak storage.html#seis
2009 Yakima Workgroup and 2012 Yakima Plan
The "Enhanced Water Conservation Element" is found in Section 2.4.8 of the 2012 Yakima
Political Bargain. The scope of this element is intended to supplement, but not duplicate the
conservation activities funded under YRBWEP Phase JI. The Yakima Workgroup modeling
estimated that the agricultural water conservation program would conserve approximately 170,000
acre-feet of Water in good water years and substantially less in drought years.
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/prograrns/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf
The 2011, Bureau of Reclamation and Department ofEcology Yakima River Basin Study, Vol. 1,
Proposed Integrated Water Resource Management Plan described the proposed Enhanced Water
Conservation element of the Yakima Plan:
Sec, 3.1.6 Enhanced Water Conservation
This element consists of additional agricultural conservation actions not included in
current YRBWEP Title XII implementation plans, along with municipal and domestic
water conservation programs.
Agricultural Conservation
An agricultural water conservation program could conserve up to 170,000 acre-feet of
water in good water years, based upon a compiled list of potential projects that could be
implemented under this proposed program (see Volume 2 technical memorandum,
Agricultural Water Conservation). The program would include measures beyond those
likely to be implemented in the existing YRBWEP Phase2 conservation program.
Agricultural water conservation measures that could be implemented under this program
include :
Lining or piping existing canals or laterals
Constructing re-regulating reservoirs on irrigation canals
Installing gates and automation on irrigation canals
Improving water measurement and accounting systems
Installing higher efficiency sprinkler systems, drip, etc.
Implementing irrigation water management practices and other measures to reduce
seepage, evaporation, and operational spills
Although a list of specific projects was reviewed in developing the agricultural
conservation program, this recommendation does not identify specific projects for
implementation at this time. Projects that would be implemented under this program
would be selected through detailed feasibility studies and evaluation by the existing
YRBWEP Conservation Advisory Group. Irrigation districts eligible for project funding
include federally and non-federally-served irrigation districts, private irrigation entities,
and individual landowners (page 57).
Yakima River Basin Study, Vol. I, Proposed Integrated Water Resource Management
·Plan, Apri/201-1 https://www .us br .gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011 integratedplan/plan/integratedplan.pdf

eunservation vs. Aggressive-N-ew-Water Storagi::Pr ·
There are two recent reports that raise significant concerns regarding the Department of Ecology
Office of Columbia River's (OCR) controversial and aggressive pursuit of new water supplies in
the Columbia River Basin. OCR's policy should be changed from its present emphasis on
construction of new dams (particularly hugely damaging and expensive projects such as a new
17
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Bumping Lake dam) and to a substantially increased focus on additional water conservation and
implementing effective water markets.
First, the Columbia River Basin Long-Term Water Supply and Demand Forecast 2016 legislative
Report: 1
" ... agricultural water demand- which accounts for approximately 79.4% of total out-of-stream
demand (agricultural plus municipal)--is forecast to decrease by approximately 4.96% (±0.81 %)
by 2035, across the entire Columbia River Basin. This decrease is somewhat greater within
Washington, where it is forecast to reach 6.87% (±0.98%) (Table ES-2)." (emphasis added) Ex.
Summary, page x.
See: https ://fortress. wa.gov/ ecy/pub 1ications/docum ents/ 161200 l .pdf
Second, is the Evaluation with Recommendations by the Washington State Academy ofSciences of
Interim Report: 2015 Drought and Agriculture, Washington State Department ofAgriculture,
December 2016:
"The economic effects of the 2015 drought described in this interim report are based on gross
rather than net revenue lost. This can account for an incongruity between the estimated gross
revenue lost stated in this report and the fact that net farm income for Washington in 2015 was
higher than in any of the previous four years by a significant amount." (emphasis added),
page 2.
See: https://agr. wa.gov/FP/Pubs/docs/495-20 l 5DroughtReport.pdf
These reports demonstrate that a number of critical assumptions that have been built into the
Yakima Political Bargain may be inaccurate and these assumptions underpin the conclusions that
currently drive the Yakima Workgroup. Continued pursuit of the very expansive and
environmentally damaging proposals such as the Kachess Lake pumping plant are taking us in the
wrong direction and mis-directing investment spending.
Water Conservation Projects
Water conservation projects identified or carried out can be found in the Department ofEcology
OCR's Columbia River Legislative Reports:

* 2006 Columbia River Legislative Report - Columbia River Water Supply Inventory and
Long-Term Water Supply and Demand Forecast
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/images/pdf/legsrpt/chptr4_ l l l 506.pdf
Water Conservation "To date, no conservation projects have been implemented under this chapter
of the Bill. Therefore, this report provides an inventory of potential conservation projects and
potential storage projects" (page 4-1 ).

*

2007 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report

Table 2, page 15 lists six completed projects, none in the Yakima Basin.
This report is extTemely general and does not appear to list conservation projects that have been
implemented under this Chapter or the amount of water conservation achieved. The report
includes a project supply inventory of 6,182 projects.

Submitted to Washington State Department of Ecology pursuant to RCW 90.90.040 by: WSU, State of Washington
Water Research Center, Center for Sustaining Agriculture and Natural Resources, Biological Systems Engineering,
Civil and Environmental Engineering, School of Economic Science, PO Box 643002, Pullman, WA 99164-3002
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*2014 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report
https ://fortress. wa.gov/ecy/publications/documen ts/1412002. pdf
This report is extremely short and does not appear to list conservation projects that have been
implemented under this chapter or the amount of water conservation achieved. The report does
include a project supply inventory of 6,191 projects.
*2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report
https://fortress .wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1512006. pdf
This report is also extremely short and does not appear to list conservation projects that have been
implemented under this chapter or the amount of water conservation achieved. The report
references a project supply inventory of 6,191 projects

*2017 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report
http://app.leg.wa.gov/ReportsToTheLegislature/Home/GetPDF?fileName=l 8 l 2001 _ 5f69 I 630d l 75-4f02-b2ea-ec4 l b5232509.pdf
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"One example of an early, successful conservation project is Barker Ranch. This project
improved the Barker Ranch's water delivery system efficiency by converting 3 miles of
an open canal into a piped system, allowing Barker Ranch to divert less water from the
Yakima River. This added 6,436 ac-ft. of water to the lower Yakima River streamflows
throughout the irrigation season" (page 5).
"In 2016, OCR released the first biennial Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource
Management Plan Implementation Status Report. The 2016 Cost Estimate and Financing
Plan for the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan was
released in 2017. These reports document cost estimates and financing plans for
Integrated Plan projects, as well as project implementation status of ongoing and future
projects" (page 7).
The Implementation Status Report Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management
Plan (July 2016) lists Yakima water conservation projects completed in 2013-2015 and proposed
projects for 2016-2017 , but with no cost or water savings figures (pages 17-18).
See: https ://fortress. wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/ 1612002.pdf
2016 Cost Estimate & Financing Plan Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource
Management Plan also contains general costs estimates for water conservation but no specific
listing of projects .
https ://fortress .wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1612011.pdf
•

Please provide a yearly table of water conservation projects implemented in the Yakima River Basin
by irrigation district with acre-feet of savings and source of funding (i.e., YRBWEP Phase I, Phase II,
Yakima Political Bargain, or separate irrigation district funding) .

Sec, 2.2.1 (pp. 2-3 to 2-4) Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative
This section states that the objectives of the current Yakima Project operation are to:
Store as much water as possible up to .the lake system's full active capacity ofabout 1 million acre-feet
from the end of the irrigation season through early spring
- · Provide-fortarget·flow:rami diversi01rentitie1ne11ts downstre-am ·fromthe darns, m:eettng TitleXH"fiows at
Sunnyside and Prosser Diversion Dams.
•

Please ex lain an conflicts between rovidin for tar et flows and lake stora e from the end of the
irrigation season through early spring.

•

Please explain the difference between Title XII

-
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Sec. 2.2.1.2 (p. 2-5) Kachess "Reservoir"
This section states that BuRec makes releases from Kachess Lake from the beginning of storage control (i.e., @June
24 th ) to mid-October.
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•

What crops require irrigation through mid-October?

•

Since 1950, how many years has Kachess Lake not been drawn down to Big Kachess
minimum low pool of2,197.75 (WSEL)?

•

Since 1950, how many years has Kachess Lake not re-filled?

Sec. 2.3 (p. 2-6) Alternative 2 - KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant
This section states that BuRec and Ecology-OCR define a drought year as a year when water supply falls below 70
percent ofproratable water entitlement. Footnote 4 states that this is the lowest level of water supply that could be
accommodated without catastrophic losses to crops, assuming aggressive water management techniques were
employed.
As noted above, an Evaluation with Recommendations by the Washington State Academy ofSciences of Interim
Report: 2015 Drought and Agriculture, Washington State Department of Agriculture, December 20 I 6, found that:
"The economic effects of the 2015 drought described in this interim report are based on gross rather
than net revenue lost. This can account for an incongruity between the estimated gross revenue lost
stated in this report and the fact that net farm income for Washington in 2015 was higher than in
any of the previous four years by a significant amount." ( emphasis added), page 2.
See: https://agr.wa.gov/FP/Pubs/docs/495-2015DroughtReport.pdf
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This calls into question the assumptions used for the Yakima Political Bargain. The BuRec reported that in 2015,
Yakima River Basin proratable water right holders would receive 47 percent of their normal water allocation.
See: https:// fortress. wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/l 611001 .pdf

As this is significantly lower than the "catastrophic" loss 70 percent curtailment level that Ecology-OCR and the
BuRec have set, please provide a response to the following:
•

How is "catastrophic" loss defined?

•

Please list all Yakima River Basin proratable water right holders that suffered catastrophic loss in
2015,

•

Did any Yakima River Basin senior water right holders suffer catastrophic losses in 2015?

•

If Yakima River Basin senior water right holders had received 70 percent of their water allotment
in 2015 , would the remaining 30 percent of water raised the proratable water right holders to 70
percent?

•

What aggressive water management techniques were employed during 2015?

•

What aggressive water management techniques were not employed during 2015?

Sec, 2.3.5 (pp. 2-18 to 2-19) Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements.
Volitional means "relating to the use of one's will."
•

What is the purpose of describing bull trout passage with such a term?
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This short section (which is referenced as the "analysis" for Alternative 4 (p. 2-32)) is completely inadequate to
provide a reviewer with sufficient detail to evaluate this ro osal. This section states that "Additional Technical
Details are included in the Kachess Narrows Fish Passage Concept Development Technical Memorandum
(Reclamation and Ecology, 2017a). However, the Reference section (p. R-24) identifies this technical
memorandum as an "Un ublished Draft re ared b HDR En ineerin Februar 2017." An EIS cannot rel on
unpublished drafts that are not accessible to the reviewer. In addition, Figure 2-4 fails to show the complete length
of the proposed roughened channel and no cross sections are provided.
•

What is the length of the proposed channel?

•

Please provide a cross-section of the channel design.
20
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•

What will prevent this channel from sedimenting in?

•

What will prevent erosion of the proposed isolation berm?

•

How many cubic feet of material would be excavated for the proposed channel?

•

How many cubic feet of fill would be needed to constructed the isolation berm?

•

Where would any excess excavation material be disposed?

•

What time frames would the passage be operational?

•

What minimum cfs flows are needed to assure that bull trout are not damaged in the " roughened channel."
What other re sident fish would be expected to utilize the proposed passage?

•

53
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•

Why is there no mention or discussion of Box Canyon Creek Passage?

•

Won' t withdrawing 200,000 acre feet of water from Kachess Lake make seasonal problems for bull trout at
Box Canyon Creek worse?

•

Doesn't bull trout passage between lower and upper Kachess Lakes require addressing Box Canyon Creek
Passage problems? Why does the SDEIS fail to address this?

Sec. 2.5 (p. 2-32+) Alternative 4 (Proposed Action) - Floating Pumping Plant
This is the "new" Alternative that has been added to the DEIS. Unfortunately, rather th,m present this alternative as
a true alternative with a description of the affected environment and environmental impacts, the BuRec and
Ecology-OCR have presented a hodge-podge ofreferences to other sections of the SDEIS, making review of this
" new" Alternative far more difficult than needed, unless this was the intent.
•

We request that all information related to Alternative 4 be complied in one section.

We continue to request that other alternatives such as water conservation, water efficiency, water markets, and other
alternatives such as adjusting crop patterns to stop growing perennial crops by proratable irrigation districts, or
requiring nonproratable water right holders to also receive 70 percent of their water allotment during drought years
be considered. NEPA regulations require a DEIS to include "reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of
the lead agency." 40 CFR § 1502.14(c). In addition, "A potential conflict with local or federal law does not
necessarily render an alternative unreasonable, although such conflicts must be considered."
https:/lwww .energy.gov/sites/prod/files/20 l 8/06/f53 /G-CEQ-40Questions. pdf

D
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As noted above, in comments on the Executive Summary, this is now at least the third floating pumping plant
proposed by Yakima irrigation districts. A floating pumping plant was constructed at Lake Cle Elum back in 1977
and promptly burned and sank. The Roza In-igation District proposed an emergency floating pumping plant at
Kachess Lake in 2015, which was never built.
•

Please provide information on the size, location, and history of any similar operating pumping plants.

Sec. 2.5.1.1 (p. 2-35+) Pump Barge and Pumping Plant
•
What wind data has the BuRec and Ecology-OCR utilized to analyze the stability of the pump barge?
Three vertical turbine pumps would be located on the pump barge. A nylon net would be used to preclude fish from
entering or becoming entrained in the pump intake. Net fish pens have failed with an alarming frequency.
•

What is the life span of the proposed nylon net?

•

Please provide a drawing showing the location of the proposed netting.
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This section states that the vertical turbine pumps would provide minimum flows in the Kachess River whenever the
J~ke po_o_lJ_ey~l_fall§ J~~l@'.sµffi~i_en_t_gr~y_ity_flQ\3/_(ll~v_<'!!i_on_tQ _rp_eeJ_gown~trea_rri 06Jig~ti9m_. ___ .
•

What are these "downstream obligations."

- - - - - . , : o , e c ~ l 4 - f t J ~ 8 1 - P i p & - B - r - i c l ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ----r- - •

Where has such a rigid-flexible pipe bridge been used elsewhere?

•

What is the life span of the proposed cardanic joints?

56
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Figures 2-9 through 2-12 do not provide sufficient detail to allow a reviewer to understand the nature of the various
pump barge/pumping plant design.
•

Please provide additional drawings to clearly show each design element.

Sec. 2.5.1.4 (p. 2-39) Reservoir Floor Scour Protection
This section states that articulated concrete mats would extend 80 feet out from the toe of the flow control structure
on the lake floor.
•

What benthic impacts to the lake floor would occur from the concrete mats?
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Sec. 2.5.2.1 (p. 2-41) Floating Barge and Pumping Plant
This section states that the lake would need to be dredged to install the pump barge0
•

How many cubic feet of material would be dredged?

•

What is the location of the dredge material disposal site on the lake floor?

•

What permits would be needed?

•

Why wouldn't an upland dredge disposal site be used?
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Sec. 2.5.2.3 (p 2-42) Flow Control Structure
•

Please provide a drawing of the flow control structure.

I 61

Sec. 2:5.2.4 (p. 2-43) Erosion Protection Features
•

Please provide a drawing of the erosion protection features .

Sec. 2.5.2.7 (p. 2-43 top. 2-44) Boat Ramp and Dock
•

What would be the recreational boat experience along the shoreline of Big Kachess lack when drawn down
an additional 80 feet?

•

Are there any boating safety concerns?
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Sec. 2.5.2.10 (p. 2-45) Spoils Disposal Area and Temporary Power Supply
This section states that for Alternative 4, BuRec is considering two options for disposal of spoils from construction
(Sec. 2.3.2.8). This section (p. 2- l 5) describes the excavation and stockpiling of 117,000 c.y. of soil and rock
material for Alternative 2.
What is amount of excavation and stockpiling for Alternative 4?
•
Sec. 2.3 .2.8 states that no specific offsite disposal location has been identified.
•

Without !mowing the specific offsite disposal location, a reviewer cannot determine whether any adverse
environmental impacts could occur, thus rendering the SDEIS inadequate.
This section states that temporary power supply during construction would be the same as Alternative 2 (Sec.
2.3 .2.8). This section (p. 2-15) states that if electrical power calll1ot be supplied, diesel-powered electric generators
would supply power.
•
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What spill prevention measures would be taken for any diesel-powered generators?

Sec. 2.5.3 (p. 2-46) Typical Annual Operation
This section states that operations for Alternative 4 would be similar to Alternative 2 (Sec. 2.3.3).
•

Similar is not identical. Please describe all ways in which operations for Alternative 4 are not similar to
Alternative 2.

1s section states t at

ternat1ve 2 wou

e operate

y project proponents.

•

Who are the project proponents? Does this mean BuRec? Ecology-OCR? The Roza Irrigation District?
All three?

•

If the Roza Irrigation District is the project proponent, how can a non-federal entity operate releases from
Kachess Lake independent of the BuRec's Yakima Project?
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This section states that BuRec would meet the usual obligation, calculated in the traditional way. This means
meeting non-proratable water demands first in a drought year, based on the Total Water Supply Available (TWSA)
(1945 Consent Decree). As previously discussed, TWSA includes all Kachess Lake water because it is "storage in a
government reservoir." The additional 200,000 acre feet proposed water withdrawal could also be considered "other
sources.11.
•

Does the BuRec intend to meet its obligations to nonproratable irrigation districts by providing them with
an additional 200,000 acre feet of proposed water withdrawal from Kachess Lake, during a drought year if
necessary?

•

For Alternative 4, is Sec. 2.3.3 accurate?
- pumping could operate continuously from early June to early October?
- pumping would continue to pump while the lake is below the outlet works to meet flow obligations,
including non-drought years?
What is the longest possible projected continuous pumping time span?

•

Sec. 2.5.1.8 (p. 2-40) Proposed Narrows Access.
This section states access to the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements would be the same as proposed for
Alternative 2 (Sec. 2.3 .1.6).
•

Sec. 2.3. 1.6 (p. 2-11) addresses Permanent Access Roads and does not specifically reference access to the
Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements. Is this the correct section reference?

Sec, 2.5.6 (p. 2-46)
This section states that mitigation would be the same as for Alternative 4 (Sec. 2.36).
•
Why isn't monitoring fish impacts downstream ofKachess Lake included as a mitigation measure?
Sec. 2.7.2 (p. 2-59) Estimated Costs for Action Alternatives
In the past, Ecology-OCR and the BuRec have been wildly off in their cost estimates and it is improper for Table 25 to provide exact totals.
•
We request that Table 2-5 be revised to show a range of cost figures as discussed in this section of
Alternatives 2 and 3 of 15 percent lower or 3 0 percent higher and costs for Alternative 4 of 3 0 percent
lower or 50 percent higher.
•
What is the cost range of the KKC in Table 2-6?
•

What is the cost range for the "volitional" fish passage project?

•

Why are these costs not added to the alternative costs?

D
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The December 15, 2014, Water Research Center's B/C Analysis (Table 29) presents much lower construction cost
figures for the KDRPP and KKC than presented in the SD EIS Table 2-5.
•

What accounts for the higher construction costs for a floating pumping plant?

•

If the KDRPP Alt 2 100 year costs are $445,765,000, and Alt 3 costs are $437,102,000, and Alt 4 costs are
$282,000,000, and the KKC Alt 100 year costs are $258,256,000 what are the projected dollar benefits for
each alternative?

•

Why are the volitional fish passage at Kachess Lake, not included in the above figures?

•

What would be the added costs of attempting to restore fish passage at Box Canyon Creek?
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Sec. 2.8 (p. 2-60) Otltcr Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study.
This section is inadequate and merely describes variations of pumping plants and tunnels, not real alternatives. The
.. BuRec.fl.nd.Ecology_ha¥e. failedJo. compLy._withNEEAandSEPA.-40-CER.Sec.J.502.14{a).requires.the .BuRecto.. .
discuss the reasons for alternatives eliminated from detailed study. Here there is no discussion of why water
70
conservation, water efficiencies, water marketing, or adjusting crop patterns to stop growing perennial crops by
------JlJJ.1T-O:t:atahle-ir..i.:i~i.Gt:1-cifati:.i-Gt;i;;r@i:..GU;-ta.i.l.i.i:i,g-+1-@t1-p,r-G1:at.ag.l@-wat(,l.r-1l,1;(,l.l:.\i-WM-e-(,l.l.i-m.i .rui,tsci-f.h~)m-e,i0t-aJJ-0Gi-st;1,1~------..,__- - - •

We request that these alternatives be included.
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Sec. 3.2 (pages 3-2+) Earth
While this section identifies soil deposits and seismicity in the area, there is no specific information concerning the
likelihood of dam failure from a seismic event or dam failure. This is disturbing given the past failures of the BuRec
to properly account for dam failure (e.g., Teton Dam, Idaho in 1976).
•
Please provide this information, as well as a summary of any dam failure studies prepared for the
Keechelus and Kachess dams.
•
What is the potential for liquefaction during seismic activity at Kachess and Keechelus Lakes?
•
What is the current analysis of dam seismic failure, earthquakes, or seepage issues at the existing Kachess
and Keechelus Lakes?
Sec. 3.3.1 (pages 3-12+) (Project Operations)
Figure 3-3 (page 3-15)
•
Please provide an additional line on this figure showing the historical (prior to 1900) stream flow
conditions in the Upper Yakima River.
Sec. 3.3.1.l (page 3-16) Flip-flop and Mini Flip-flop
This section states that in September and October, irrigation releases are increased from Kachess Lake.
•
Please identify the type and acreage of crops in the Roza Irrigation District that require irrigation releases
from Kachess Lake in September and October.
·
•
How many acres of hay/alfalfa are grown in the Roza Irrigation District?
•
How many tons of hay/alfalfa are exported overseas from the Roza lrrigation District?
•
How many tons of hay/alfalfa are exported overseas from the Kittitas Reclamation District?
•
How many tons of hay/alfalfa are exported overseas from the Kennewick Irrigation District?
•
How many acre feet of water in Kachess Lake could be stored for carry over to the next year if irrigation
releases were halted the beginning of September?
Sec. 3.3.1.3 (pp. 3-16 to 3-18) Target Flows and Sec. 3.3.1.4 Title XII Target Flows
This section states that all the fish targets instream flows in Table 3-2 are minimum flows.
•
Please revise this table to include historical and optimum instream flows for each river reach.

As discussed above, ifproratable water users received 37 percent water supply in 1994, this would seem to be a
closer reality to riding out a drought year than a 70 percent level.

This section states that flows are high from July through mid-to-late August when juvenile Chinook and steelhead
(and potentially coho if reestablished) are rearing in this reach. And in winter, flows are lower than desired by fish
biolo ists.
•
Please provide optimum instream flows for fish for the Upper Yakima River between Keechelus Lake and
Lake Easton.
•
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Is crop insurance available to cover losses experienced in drought years?

Sec. 3.3.2 (p. 3-19+) Keechelus Dam and Reservoir Operations
•
In Tables 3-5 and 3-7 please explain how the Keechelus Lake drainage area is 54.7 square miles but
provides 244,000 of average annual acre-feet of runoff, while the Kachess Lake area is much bigger, 63.6
square miles, but provides only 213,398 average annual acre-feet of runoff?

•
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Sec. 3.3.1.5 (p. 3-18)Prorationing
Table 3-4 depicts Yakima Project irrigation district water rights.
•
For each in-igation district please provide the number of acres devoted to perennial and annual crops.
•
What is amount ofprorationing less than 70 percent that has occurred over the past 100 years?

•
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Please explain how the floating pumping plant project would improve instream flows in this reach.
Was raising the Lake Easton dam considered an alternative? If not, why not?
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The April 20, 2018, Federal Register (83 FR 17542) announced the Bonneville Power Administration's Record of
Decision for the Melvin R. Sampson Hatchery, northwest of Ellensburg, WA. This hatchery would produce and
release up to 500,000 coho parr and up to 200,000 coho smolts, with possible conversion to an all-smolt release of
700,000 smolts. It states that the goal is for in-basin rearing using coho adults collected at Roza Dam for broodstock
or at Prosser Dam as a backup source.
•

Is using existing Yakima River coho and converting them to hatchery fish a good idea?

•

Won't hatchery raised coho conflict with existing coho in the Yakima River?

•

What is the optimum instream flow in the Yakima River needed to sustain a hatchery production and
release of nearly a million coho?

•

Why was this project not mentioned in either the 2012 PEIS, the 2015 Kachess DEIS, or this 2018 SDEIS?

•

Why was this project not presented to the Yakima Workgroup or included as part of the Yakima Political
Bargain?

•

How can a plan be "integrated" if it does not include or analyze a major project such as a new coho
hatchery?

•

Why was this coho hatchery not mentioned in Sec. 3.6.4.3 (p. 3-84)?
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Sec, 3.3.4 (p. 3-36) Kachess Dam and Reservoir Operations
•
In Figure 3-6, please provide additional identification on this figure marking the level of the natural Big
Kachess Lake (ele. 2200), the Big Lake Kachess minimum low pool (ele. 2,192.75 feet), and proposed
KDRPP drawdown (ele. 2,113).

I
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Sec. 3.4 (p. 3-28+) Surface Water Quality
•

What contribution do Keechelus and Kachess Lakes make to degraded water quality in the Lower Yakima
River?
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The Keechelus and Kachess watersheds are within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest. Therefore, they
would receive runoff from any forest pesticides/herbicides used within the watersheds.
•

What annual types and quantities of forest pesticides/herbicides does the Okanogan-Wenatchee National
Forest apply to each watershed?

Tables 3-9 and 3-10 lists the Yakima River as 303(d) water quality impaired for temperature. Cliff Mass, University
of Washington professor of climatology, in a presentation to the Yakima Rotary, October 23, 2014, predicted that
due to climate change our mountains will get more rain and less snow. This would also increase water temperature
for lake inflow and outflow.
•

What impact to fish and wildlife would such higher lake and river water temperatures have?

•

Did the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Report for the FPEIS address this?

•

How much would the floating pumping plant project lower Kachess Lake temperatures after lowering the
lake level by 80 feet?
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Total Maximum Daily Load (p. 3-31)
This section states that both Yakima River and the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest TMDLs emphasize
maximizing effective shade by the forest canopy to keep temperatures lower in forest streams. While it is good to
have this emphasize, this apparently has not been effectively implemented as Ecology recently developed a TMDL
for the Upper Yakima River Tributaries for water temperature, which identified actions needed to reduce summer
·-watertemperatures-includirrg-protectirrgexistirrg,iparian-vegetation~- -- --- ···--···· -- --- - - ·- · -- · · · -- ···- -··· · ·-- - --- · · ··
•

D
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For rivers/streams within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest Yakima River Basin. please provide
quantitative data and information on the river/stream miles with adequate forest canopy, as well as
river/stream miles where inadequate forest canopy exists due to USFS approved logging activities.

Sec. 3.4.1.4 (p. 3-31). Washington State Antidegradation Policy
* The BuRec and Ecology should quantify the degree of temperature increase caused by the KDRPP and KKC
projects from increased rainfall and decreased snowpack.
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Sec. 3.4.3 (p. 3-36) Existing Surface Water Quality Conditions
It states on p. 3-36 that "Keechelus Reservoir is an unproductive oligotrophic (nutrient-poor and oxygen-rich) lake
that stratifies in the summer" and on p. 3-41 that "Keechelus Reservoir had generally had low nutrient levels." The
Yakima Plan proposes fish passage at all the major Yakima River Basin dams.
•

What species of fish are proposed for passage at Keechelus Lake and which species would thrive in an
unproductive lake?

•

Please explain how Keechelus Lake can be oxygen-rich and also fail to meet State water quality DO
criteria?

Sec. 3.4.4 (p. 3-42) Kachess Reservoir and Tributaries
It states on p. 3-42 that "Kachess Reservoir is an unproductive oligotrophic body of water that stratifies in the
summer." The Yakima Plan proposes fish passage at at! the major Yakima River Basin dams .
•

What species of fish are proposed for passage at Keechelus Lake and which species would thrive in an
unproductive lake?
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Sec. 3.6 (p. 3-66+) Fish
It states that the historical lakes, such as Keechelus and Kachess supported anadrornous spring Chinook, summer
steelhead, coho, and sockeye salmon as well as resident bull trout.
•

What fish species are proposed for passage at Keechelus and Kachess Lakes?

•

How do BuRec and Ecology-OCR plan on providing successful fish passage for Keechelus Lake if the
KKC project is constructed?

•

How do BuRec and Ecology-OCR plan on providing successful fish passage for Kachess Lake if the
floating pumping plant project is constructed and Kachess Lake is lowered by an additional 80 feet?

•

Has the proposed bull trout conveyance between Big and Little Kachess Lakes been shown to work for
other fish species? If so, which species and where has such a comparable project been successfulty
operated?
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Table 3-15 (p. 3-73)
•

What accounts for the extraordinary low zooplankton weight per volume of water for Bumping Lake?

lt states on pages 3-73 and 3-76 that the Kachess and K.eechelus Lakes' zooplankton supply are comparable to or
greater than that of major sockeye-producing lakes in Alaska, based on studies nearly 50 years old.
•
Have these studies been updated?
•

Do the comparison Alaska lakes also support Chinook, steelhead, coho salmon and bull trout?
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Sec. 3.6.4.3 (p. 3-84) Coho Salmon
•

As discussed above, why is the BPA funded construction and operation of the Melvin R. Sampson
Hatchery northwest of Ellensburg not mentioned in this section?

88
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Sec. 3.6.4.4 (p. 3-85) Sockeye Salmon
•
•

Can the BuRec confirm that during the last six years (2009-2014) efforts to restore sockeye salmon in the
Yakima Basin have averaged an annual return of 395 sockeye salmon passed Roza Dam?
Why is reservoir fish passage listed as a Yakima Political Bargain component (p. ES-vi), but this section
con ains no in orma ion a ou soc eye sa mon passage a·
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Sec. 3.6.4.5. (p. 3-85) Nonsalmonids
•

90

What is the status of listing Pacific lamprey under the Endangered Species Act?

Sec. 3.7.2 Kachess "Reservoir" Area (p. 3-88) Wetlands
This section states that the BuRec used the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) and a site visit to identify wetlands in
the study area. Page 3-88 states that "Additional site evaluations and on-site wetland delineations would be
26
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-379


91

conducted as part of project-level evaluations." The SDEIS is a project-level EIS. Ecology-OCR and BuRec cannot
keep kicking environmental cans down the road and refusing to provide environmental impact analyses at the
programmatic EIS level and then at the project EIS level. Without a wetland delineation study, this SD EIS is
inadequate and does not provide decisionmakers with adequate information to understand the significant adverse
environmental impacts to wetlands.
•

Please have the Kachess project areas delineated by a professional wetland scientist prior to release of any
FEIS.
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Sec. 3.8 (p. 3-96+) Wildlife
The 2012 FPEIS states, "The programmatic EIS does not evaluate site-specific issues ..." FPEIS Sec. 1.2 (p. 1-4).
The FPEIS promised that impacts would be analyzed on each individual project. The BuRec stated, however, in
Section 5.5.2 of the 2015 DEIS, that the US Fish and Wildlife Service determined that all impacts for the KDRPP
and KKC were considered in the Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report for the Integrated Plan in
February 2012 and separate FWCA reports for these projects are not required.
Congress requires:
In furtherance of such purposes, the reports and recommendations of the Secretary of the Interior on
the wildlife aspects of such projects, and any report of the head of the State agency exercising
administration over the wildlife resources of the State, based on surveys and investigations conducted
by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and such State agency for the purpose of determining
the possible damage to wildlife resources and for the purpose of determining means and measures that
should be adopted to prevent the loss of or damage to such wildlife resources, as well as to provide
concurrently for the development and improvement of such resources, shall be made an integral part of
any report prepared or submitted by any agency of the Federal Government responsible for engineering
surveys and construction of such projects when such reports are presented to the Congress or to any
agency or person having the authority or the power, by administrative action or otherwise,
(1) to authorize the construction of water-resource development projects or
(2) to approve a report on the modification or supplementation of plans for previously authorized
projects, to which sections 661 to 666c of this title apply. Recommendations of the Secretary of the
Interior shall be as specific as is practicable with respect to features recommended for wildlife
conservation and development, lands to be utilized or acquired for such purposes, the results expected,
and shall describe the damage to wildlife attributable to the project and the measures proposed for
mitigating or compensating for these damages. The reporting officers in project reports of the Federal
agencies shall give full consideration to the report and recommendations of the Secretary of the
Interior and to any report of the State agency on the wildlife aspects of such projects, and the project
plan shall include such justifiable means and measures for wildlife purposes as the repo1iing agency
finds should be adopted to obtain maximum overall project benefits. 16 US. Code§ 662(b) Reports
and recommendations; consideration.
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The Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report on the programmatic Yakima Plan, dated February 10, 2012,
contains no recommendations on the wildlife aspects of the KDRPP or KKC projects and, therefore, the general
FWCA Report prepared for the programmatic Yakima Plan is completely inadequate as a response to these two
projects.
•

The BuRec should comply with the FWCA and consult with the USFWS on the KDRPP and KKC
Projects.

Sec. 3.9 (p. 3-l 03+) Federal Threatened and Endangered Species
• _. _What...steps has the US FishJmd _Wildlife Service tH.ken Jo listEacific lampreys. as a. threatened_or_ _
endangered species?

•
What steps has the BuRec taken to consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine
----------'-'i-s-heries-Se1·\1'iee-eeneerrrit1g:a:l'lflttttl-o['erat:ion-ef~the-e-x-i-s-ti·n:g-¥11:k:im-a-P.rQj-e .
•

What is the status of the ESA Biological Opinion on the impacts on endangered and threatened species
from the existing Yakima Project?
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•

We request that a revised SDEIS be released that incorporates the baseline information from a BiOp on the
BuRec 's existing Yakima Project. This SDEIS remains inadequate for faHure to disclose and analyze
impacts on ESA species from the existing Yakima Project.
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Sec. 3.9.3 (p. 3-105) Bull Trout
This section states that bull trout require cold, clear water.
* What is the BuRec or Ecology-OCR's estimates of temperature increase in Keechelus and Kachess Lakes from
increased rainfall and decreased snowpack and impacts on bull trout?
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Sec. 3.12 (p. 3-132+) Climate Change
This section states that under the Adverse climate change scenario existing lakes may not be able to refill completely
before spring (p. 3-135).
•
•
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How would this impact fish passage proposals at Keechelus and Kachess Lakes?
How does withdrawal of200,000 additional acre-feet of water from Kachess Lake impact target flows
under the Adverse climate change scenario?

Sec. 3.12.2.2 (p. 3-135) Changes in Quantity and Timing of Runoff
This section states that BuRec and Ecology-OCR expect future agricultural demand to be higher than under
historical conditions in the low inflow period of the summer.
•
Does the BuRec and Ecology-OCR agree with the Columbia River Basin Long-Term Water Supply and
Demand Forecast 2016 Legislative Report, that water demand in the future will decrease? 2
" ... agricultural water demand- which accounts for approximately 79.4% of total out-of
stream demand (agricultural plus municipal)- is forecast to decrease by approximately
4.96% (±0.81%) by 2035, across the entire Columbia River Basin. This decrease is
somewhat greater within Washington, where it is forecast to reach 6.87% (±0.98%)
(Table ES-2)." (emphasis added) Ex. Summary, page x.
See: https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1 612001.pdf
•
•
•
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Please include the above summary in any FEIS.
Why does BuRec and Ecology-OCR continue to ignore and refuse to present studies that contradict the
Yakima Political Bargain?
Why wasn't this report listed in the SEIS Reference section?

Sec. 3.13 (p. 3-143+) Noise
This section is inadequate as it fails to present the reviewer with any quantifiable noise data or duration from
running the proposed floating pumping plant.
•
Please provide a better summary. For additional comments see Sec. 4.13.6.2 below.
Sec. 3.14 (p. 3-146) Recreation
•
What is the current off-highway vehicle (OHV) use on the Keechelus and Kachess Lakes lakebeds and mud
flats?
•
What additional OHV use of Keechelus and Kachess Lakes lakebeds and mud flats due to additional
lakebed and mud flat exposure from the KDRPP and KKC projects?
Sec. 3.15 (p. 3-154+) Land and Shoreline Use
Sec. 3.15.l.3 (o. 3-158) Okano11:an-Wenatchee National Forest Plan
This section fails to disclose the proposed adverse impacts to the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest.

Submitted to Washington State Department of Ecology pursuant to RCW 90.90.040 by: WSU, State of Washington
Water Research Center, Center for Sustaining Agriculture and Natural Resources, Biological Systems Engineering,
Civil and Environmental Engineering, School of Economic Science, PO Box 643002, Pullman, WA 99164-3002
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•
Please list all specific impacts from the KDRPP and KKC projects on National Forest land.
This section complete fails to provide the reader any information of land management practices on the Okanogan
Wenatchee National Forest Plan or how such practices result in reduced snow pack within the watershed.
•
What snow pack reduction in the Keechelus and Kachess watersheds is attributable to timber harvest
activities?
•
What is the acreage and percentage of the Keechelus and Kachess watersheds within the Okanogan
. Wenatchee National Forest that has been timber harvested?
•
What is the acreage and percentage that has not been replanted?
•
What steps are the USFS taking to retain snow pack in the Keechelus and Kachess watersheds?

Sec. 3.15.2.3 (p. 3-161) Shoreline Management Act
The State Shoreline Management Act consists of Ecology approved local control shoreline master programs (SMP) .
Keechelus and Kachess Lakes are lakes of Statewide Significance. RCW 90.58.020 provides:
"The legislature declares that the interest of all of the people shall be paramount in the management of
shorelines of statewide significance, The department; in adopting guidelines for shorelines ofstatewide significance,
and local government, in developing master programs for shorelines of statewide significance, shall give preference
to uses in the following order ofpreference which:
(1) Recognize and protect the statewide interest over local interest;·
(2) Preserve the natural character of the shoreline;
(3) Result in long term over short term benefit;
(4) Protect the resources and ecology of the shoreline;
(5) Increase public access to publicly owned areas of the shorelines;
(6) increase recreational opportunities for the public in the shoreline;
(7) Provide for any other element as defined in RCW 90.58.100 deemed appropriate or necessary."
The EIS should explain:
• How does draining an additional 200,000 acre feet from Kachess Lake protect the statewide interest over
local interest or preserve the natural character of the shoreline when additional storage water is diverted to
local irrigation?
Under the recently approved amended Kittitas County SMP, the Keechelus and Kachess shorelines are within
a Conservancy shoreline environment. The intent of this designation is to sustain natural resource
development while maintaining the natural character of the shoreline area. Under the current SMP shoreline ·
"works" are only allowed where they "do not substantially change the character of the environment." The
proposed KDRPP and KKC projects would substantially change the character of the shoreline environment.
Under the amended Kittitas County SMP the majority of the both lakes were designated Rural Conservancy,
while portions of the west and east sides of Kachess Lake were designated as Shoreline Residential.
WAC 173-26-251(2) provides:
Second, the Shoreline Management Act calls for a higher level of effort in implementing its objectives on
shore!ines of statewide significance. RC W 90. 5 8. 090(5) states:
"The department shall approve those segments of the master program relating to shorelines qf statewide
significance only after determining the program provides the optimum implementation of the policy of this
chapter to satisfa the statewide interest."
Kittitas County amended its Shoreline Master Program in 2016 to provide Jess protection to the Kachess Lake as a
lake/shoreline of statewide significance.
___________ •____ How does providing les_s protection satisfy the statewi_de interest? __________________________________________ _
Ecology's SMA webpage states:
"Because federal courts have held that shoreline ermits are water ualit ermits, federal a enc
projects that affect water quality may be required to obtain shoreline pennits. [See Friends of the
Earth v. US. Navy, 841 F.2d 927(C.A. 9, 1988)]."
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sma/st guide/jurisdiction/federal.html
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Withdrawing additional water from Kachess Lake would affect water quality.
•
Please clarify that shoreline permits may be reguired for the KDRPP and KKC projects.

Sec 4.3.4.2 (p. 4-22+) Operation
Table 4-5 (p. 4-22) provides a percent of entitlement available in drought years under Alternative 2 (same as for
Alternative 4) for water years 1992, 1993, 1994, 2001 , 2005, 2015, with 1994 figures reported as 24 percent
prorating.
•
Please provide references forthese figures.
The prorationed irrigation districts have experienced three successive drought water years (1992, 1993, and 1994)
below 70 percent of water supply with the third year water supply at 24 percent.
•

Please provide alternative analysis that includes a 60 percent and 50 percent water supply availability for
prorationed irrigation districts.

Sec. 4.4 (p. 4-76+) Surface Water Quality
Table 4-74 (p. 4-78)
•
Why are there no water quality indicators for zinc, copper, or forest herbicides/pesticides?

With the KKC project, water quality in Kachess Lake could be modified by that of the Keechelus Lake inflow.
Keechelus Lake is currently listed as 303(d) Category 5 for PCBs and dieldrin in fish tissue. Ecology's 303(d) list
for fresh waters also identifies Kachess Reservoir as 303 (d)-listed for PCBs (for fish tissue) (Norton, 2014). This
proposed listing indicates that PCBs are already present in Kachess Lake. Existing data indicate that Kachess Lake
has higher concentrations of PCBs than Keechelus Lake. The transfer from Keechelus Lake could thus lower (dilute)
Kachess Lake PCB concentrations. Over time, however, the total load of PCBs in Kachess Lake could increase.

•
•
•
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Sec. 4.4.7.2 (page 4-96+) Operation

•
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If existing data shows that Kachess Lake has higher concentrations of PCBs than Keechelus Lake, why is
this data not provided?
What is the source of PCBs to Kachess Lake?
What pollutant source controls are in place to keep pollutants out of Keechelus and Kachess Lakes?
What water quality impacts would occur in Kachess Lake, the Kachess River, Lake Easton, or the Easton
and Parker Reaches of the Yakima River with the KKC project?

Sec. 4.6 (pages 4-113+) Fish
How do the KDRPP and KKC projects meet the stated objectives of the Yakima Plan to provide fish passage at the
Keechelus and Kachess Lakes?
·

Sec. 4.6.3 (p. 4-1119+) Alternative 1 - No Action
This section states that under the No Action Alternative, Keechelus and Kachess Lakes "would remain relatively
unproductive." The DEIS fails to explain how withdrawing an additional 200,000 acre feet of water from Kachess
Lake would increase productivity.
* Please explain how productivity in Kachess Lake would increase due to the KDRPP and KKC projects.

Sec. 4.6.4.2 (p. 4-129) Operation - KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant Facilities
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This section states that "Reductions in Kachess "Reservoir" elevation and persistence of lower elevations for longer
periods of time (2 to 5 years to refill the "reservoir") .. would likely reduce the abundance of benthic invertebrate
re for fish and reduce shallow shoreline area referred b small fishes Ii
·
hi
"
E
stated that this would result in negative impacts on fish.
•
Why was this conclusion deleted from the SD EIS?

Sec. 4.7 (pages 4-149+) Vegetation and Wetlands
•

For each alternative, including the combined projects, please identify the location and acreage of vegetation
and wetlands that would be impacted on the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest.
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Sec. 4.13 (pp. 4-266+) Noise
Sec. 4.13.6.2 (p. 4-272) Operations - KDRRP Floating Pumping Plant Facilities
This section states that Alternative 4 would produce noise that may exceed ambient levels because of operation of
pumps. This is a significant adverse environmental impact that cannot be mitigated. A computer Aided Noise
Abatement modeling program cannot substitute for actual noise impacts ca1Tied across a lake for long periods of
time. It states that Alternative 4 would operate 24 hours a day and 7 days per week during drought alleviation
period.
•
What are the maximum pumping days for a drought alleviation pumping period?
•
What are the number of pumps needed to pump for instream flow purposes?
•
What are the maximum pumping days for instream flow purposes?

Sec. 4.15.4.2 (p. 4-288) Operation - KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant Facilities
This section in the DEIS (p. 4-271) stated: "The improved reliability of water supply to existing irrigated lands could
encourage irrigators in prorationed districts to retain or plant more permanent crops and maintain existing
agriculture land uses."
Encouraging prorationed irrigation districts to switch to permanent crops is contrary to sound irrigation practices in
an over allocated water basin. This increases the risk ofloss of permanent crops due to water curtailment to junior
irrigation districts.
•

We request that the above sentence from the DEIS be restored in any FEIS .

•

Please clarify that this is a negative impact from the project.

Sec. 4.21 (p. 319+) Socioeconomics
This section estimates $171 million of aggregate industry output (Table 4-155, p. 4-330).
The BuRec/Ecology's "Four Accounts Analysis of the Integrated Plan," dated September 26, 2012, estimated fish
related benefits to both WA and OR of over $7 billion.
* Why does this table fail to display any economic benefit from fishery increases?
* [fthe BuRec and Ecology intend to count fish-related benefits to all the residents of Oregon, what additional
agricultural production benefits would occw- if fish-related benefits to the State of California were counted?
Sec. 4.22 Environmental Justice
Sec. 4.22.2 (p. 4-341) Summary oflmpacts
This section in the DEIS stated that that the subsistence use of renewable natural resottrces (such as fish, wildlife,
and vegetation) by Tribes or other populations in the Kachess Lake area and downstream has not been quantified.
Page 4-330 of the DEIS, however, stated that the No-Action alternative could reduce opportunities for subsistence
fishing.
•
How can BuRec and Ecology draw this conclusion without any data?
Sec. 4.24 (p. 4-349+) Relationship of the Proposed Action to the Integrated Plan
The specific goals of the Yakima Plan listed on page 4-349 include "fish passage." This section fails to explain how
either the KDRPP and KKC would benefit fish passage at either Keechelus or Kachess Lakes.
•
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If the KDRPP and KKC do not contribute to the goal offish passage, this section should say so.

Sec. 4.25 (pages 4-350) Cumulative Impacts Analysis
This section is completely inadequate.
The CEQ regulations (40 CFR §§ 1500 -1508) define the impacts and effects that must be addressed and considered
by Federal agencies in satisfying the requirements of the NEPA process. This includes cumulative impacts:
Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment; which results from the incremental impact of
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __,r""P'Jii-g...,ar.dlexs..aµiw.Lagenc..y..(.Ee.der.alm:..nD1i- Eedet:a/)..(l]!.j)£XS.OJ:1.,.UJ1.der.tak.es...siJ.C!LJ1tli.er-i1c.Jio.JJ.s, _ _ _ _ _---1~ 115
Cumulative impacts can resultfrom individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time. 40 CFR § 1508. 7. (emphasis added)
The KDRPP and KKC projects Project are designated "components" of the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water
Resource Management Plan. The Yakima River Basin Lntegrated Water Resource Management Plan EIS stated,
31
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"The programmatic EIS does not evaluate site-specific issues .. ." FPEIS Sec. 1.2. This is the second project
specific EIS prepared as part of the controversial Yakima Plan.
•
As required by Sec. 1508.7, the EIS must analyze the cumulative impacts from other actions taken that
would modify in~stream flows and other actions that would increase storage water for irrigators .
A comment submitted in 2012 to the Final Programmatic EIS noted, "The 1998 DEIS on the YRBWEP stated a goal
of' 165,000 acre-feet of water savings in 8 years ' under the Basin Conservation Program."
•
This EIS should address whether this goal has been achieved, and if it has not been demonstrably achieved,
the EIS should explain why additional water resource projects are proposed in the absence of conservation
efforts.

D
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The Yakima Project storage dams also impede or preclude movement of sediment and organic material (e.g., woody
debris) to the river downstream. The consequential effects on channel morphology, substrate characteristics, habitat
quality, and productivity are usually significant. The downstream migration of bed materials is an essential process
which maintains channel complexity and thus habitat quality. The recruitment of gravels and small cobbles,
essential for the construction ofredds by spawning salmonids, is necessary to replace those that are inevitably
washed downstream. Coarse particulate organic matter, ranging from large trees to leaflitter, is an important energy
and structural component of all riverine ecosystems. Large woody debris (L WO) provides physical habitat for both
fish and aquatic invertebrates, while leaf litter is an essential energy source in the food chain that drives stream
productivity.
•
How do either of these projects contribute to recruitment of gravels and small cobbles or large wood
debris?
Sec. 4.25.3.4 (p. 4-354+) Land Use Practices
Sec. 4.25.1.1 (p. 4-341 of the 2015 DEIS stated that "Agricultural development in the Yakima River basin over the
past 150 years, including Reclamation's Yakima Project, has caused impacts to surface water, water quality, fish,
vegetation and wetlands, wildlife, and cultural resources." These are weasel words.

•

Please amend and add this sentence to this section as follows:
"Agricultural development in the Yakima River basin over the past 150 years, including Reclamation's
Yakima Project, has caused extreme and significant adverse cumulative impacts to surface water, water
quality, fish, vegetation and wetlands, wildlife, and cultural resources."

D
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This section complete fails to provide the reader any information of past land management practices on the
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest Plan or how such practices result in reduced snow pack within the Keechelus
and Kachess watersheds.
•
•
•

What has been the historical yearly water yield off the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest in the
Keechelus and Kachess watersheds?
I-low many miles of roads have been constructed within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest's
Keechelus and Kachess watersheds?
What are the current off-road vehicle policies within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest's
Keechelus and Kachess watersheds?
·

Sec. 4.25.3.1 (p. 4-352) Surface Water Resources
Sec. 4.2 5.1.2 (p. 4-342) of the 20 15 DEIS stated that "This section states that " Past water management actions have
caused cumulative impacts at the Kachess and Keechelus "Reservoir" areas that have affected surface water, fish,
vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources."

=

Please amend filtd add this sentence to this see ·
"Past water management actions have caused significant adverse cumulative impacts at the Kachess and
Keechelus Lake areas that have affected surface water, fish , vegetation, wildlife, and ~ultural resources."

Sec. 4.25.2 (p. 4-350) Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
This section complete fails to provide the reader any information of proposed land management practices on the
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest Plan or how such practices result in reduced snow pack within the Keechelus
or Kachess watersheds.
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•

What impacts to the Keechelus and Kachess watersheds would occur under the Proposed Action for Forest
Plan Revision, released by the USFS in June 2011?

•

What impacts to the Keechelus and Kachess watersheds would occur under proposed OkanoganWenatchee National Forest travel management plans?

Sec. 4.25.3.3 (p. 4-344) of the DEIS stated that the KDRPP and KKC in combination with other reasonably
foreseeable projects would contribute to regional trends toward reduced habitat. However, this section failed to
describe the reasonably foreseeable projects toward reducing habitat on the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest,
such as the Bumping Lake Expansion project, or other Yakima Plan projects such as a new Wymer Dam.
•
Please include these projects as part of the cumulative impacts.
Sec. 4.25.3.4 (p. 4-345+) of the DEIS (KDRPP Fish - p. 4-347) stated that the additional drawdown ofKachess
Lake would further impede fish passage to lake tributaries and between the Kachess basin and Little Kachess basin.
•

What about impeding fish passage at Kachess Lake itself?

It also stated that fish in the lake could be negatively impacted by increased water temperature, decreased water
quality, and decreased food prey.
•
How does this meet the goal offish restoration in the Yakima Basin?
The DEIS section (KKC Fish - page 4-349) also failed to describe how operation of the KKC project would impact
proposed fish passage at the Kachess Lake.
•

Please provide this analysis.

Sec. 4.27 (p. 4-357) Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources
•
Please include drawn down of private wells at Kachess Lack as a likely irreversible impact if the additional
lake drawdown lowers groundwater levels.
•
If wells are impacted, what mitigation would be proposed?
Sec. 5.5 (p. 5-4) Compliance with Federal and State Laws and Executive Orders
•
Why is compliance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act not listed?
•
Why is compliance with the State Shoreline Management Act not listed?
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Appendix A
Page 2 states that the "Integrated Plan Workgroup is primarily made up of representatives of statutorily created
organizations. This includes State and Federal agencies , the Yakama Nation, local government, irrigation districts
and environmental groups."
•
If the Integrated Plan Workgroup was statutorily created, please provide a citation.
Otherwise, environmental groups should not be listed as a "statutorily created organization." In addition, the initial
Workgroup included only a single environmental group.
•
Please change environmental groups to "a single environmental group at the Workgroup's initial meeting."
Appendix C
Sec. 3.5 (p. 22) Box Canyon Creek Passage
This section describes a "temporary passage system" for Box Canyon Creek.
•
Please provide a description of this temporary passage system and what success if any has been achieved.
• Please prov,ae a list of pennits o6tainec! for this temporary passage system.

CONCLUSION
I his SDETS 1s madequate because 1t 1s based on the 2012 Yakima Plan Final Programmatic EIS that falled to
provide a range of alternatives, and added environmental damaging elements (National Recreation Areas for off
road vehicle use) after the close of comments on the Draft Programmatic EIS.
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This SDEIS is inadequate because it fails to provide alternatives to providing the additional storage water to
irrigation districts. An EIS should include a range of reasonable alternatives that meet the stated purpose and need
for the project and that are responsive to the issues identified during the scoping process. This will ensure that the
EIS provides the public and the decisionmaker with information that sharply defines the issues and identifies a clear
basis for choice among alternatives as required by NEPA. This applies even if some of them could be outside the
capability of the applicant or the jurisdiction of the agency preparing the EIS for the proposed actions. The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) encourages selection ofaltemative(s) that will minimize environmental
degradation.
Because both the NEPA and SEPA process must be followed, we request that the BuRec and Ecology each provide
separate responses to the above comments. Please send us a copy ofany FEIS that is released.
Sincerely,

Jcihvv de, y ~
John de Yonge
President
540 Main St, Apartment SC
Chatham NJ 07928
jdeyonge@gmail.com
Attachment - "Department ofEcology Office of Columbia River: The Last Ten Years," Power Consulting
Incorporated, December 3, 2016
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Department of Ecology
Office of Columbia River:
The Last Ten Years
Executive Summary
In 2006, the Washington Legislature tasked the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) to
"aggressively seek out new water supplies" for both instream and out-of-stream uses
(emphasis added). RCW 90,90.005(2). The same legislation set up the Columbia River Basin
Development Account and authorized $200 million to fund it, much of which has been spent or
committed according to OCR's 2015 Water Supply Inventory Report to the Legislature. Ecology
created the Office of Columbia River (OCR) to use these funds to develop new water supplies
using storage, conservation, and voluntary regional water management agreements.
In the required January 2016 report to the Washington State Legislature, the OCR reported that
it had funded projects that have cumulatively developed about 396,000 acre-feet of water, with
an additional 320,000 acre-feet or more in near-term development i.e. in the 2015-2019 period.

Our analysis of OCR provides a critical overview of OCR's expenditures since its
creation. In light of our findings, summarized in the following conclusions and supported
by the analysis contained in this report, we recommend that the Washington State
Legislature not provide additional funding to OCR until a performance audit on OCR is
prepared for the Legislature:

a. A significant amount of the approximately 400,000 acre-feet of water that the
Office of Columbia River (OCR) reports as having been "developed" during the
first decade of OCR's operations is not from "new" water supply production.
b. The approximately 400,000 acre-feet of water that the Office of Columbia River
(OCR) reports as having been "developed" during the first decade of OCR's
operations is, for the most part, not water that currently has been put to
productive use.

c. There are hundreds of millions of additional taxpayer investment dollars that
would be required over the next decade or more before all of that OCR
"developed" water can actually be put to productive use.
d. Listing water as "developed" when financing has not been arranged to put that
water to use exaggerates OCR's accomplishments and understates the costly
taxpayer investments ttratwtU-be required to put that water to use.
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e. The OCR and BOR funded Yakima Plan is based on speculative fish production
benefits to justify funding large and expensive surface water storage facilities.
f.

Doing an aggregate benefit-cost analysis on the Yakima Plan, as the OCR and
BOR chose to do, hides projects that generate major net costs among those that
generate net benefits.

g. To economically justify large Yakima Basin surface storage projects, the
enhanced instream flows facilitated by those surface water storage projects would
have to be implausibly effective at increasing salmon production and/or the
incremental salmon production would have to be assigned indefensibly high
economic values.
h. In addition, within the Yakima Basin, it would be far less costly to provide the
planned enhanced in-stream flows through the buying of water rights that divert
water flows to out-of-stream uses, leaving the water in the rivers rather than
building new or expanded large surface water storage facilities.

i.

The proposed surface water storage projects OCR envisions being carried out in
the Yakima Basin over the next three decades would be very expensive to
. Washington State and its citizens, costing Washington taxpayers as much as $2
billion.

j.

The proposals to actively manipulate the level of many lakes in the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness through the construction of new dams, modification of other dams,
and installation of mechanical and motorized equipment within a well-known and
spectacular National Wilderness Area need critical economic scrutiny.

k. OCR's 2105 Columbia Basin Water Supply Inventory Report begins with an
explicit criticism of the efficacy of water conservation efforts and an argument in
support of giving priority to investments in surface water storage, the most
expensive elements of the OCR's plans. OCR's critique of the efficacy of water
conservation compared to building surface water storage facilities is misleading
in several ways.
i.

OCR's critique equates water conservation with improvements in the efficiency with
which water is applied to crops. There are many other important types of water
conservation besides improving the efficiency of irrigating crops.
ii. Even in the context of efficiency in the amount of water applied to crops, that
improved efficiency can moderate the impact of irrigation on in-stream flows at the
points of diversion. It can also reduce the loss of water to evaporation,
· --evap-otranspiraUoff;-arrd--aLe·ep·water-a-qoifer~ --· · - - -- - -- --- --- --- ·-·· - ·
iii. Low in-stream flows due to irrigation withdrawals often lead to efforts to enhance the
in-stream flows by building more surface storage to be used to maintain in-stream
flows. For instance, about half of the planned surface water stored by the proposed
Wymer Dam and Reservoir would be used to enhance in-stream flows rather than
delivering water to out-of-stream uses like irrigation.
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iv. OCR's own analysis of a broad range of water conservation projects demonstrates
that water conservation can provide water for out-of-stream uses in a cost-effective
manner.
l .. Over the past 10 years, the OCR has wasted millions of dollars on new dam studies
for projects that have been demonstrated to be uneconomical with substantial
adverse environmental impacts.
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I. The Water Supply "Developed'' by the Office of Columbia River
2006-2016
A. The 2015 Inventory of Accomplishments of the Office of Columbia River

In 2006, the Washington Legislature tasked the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) to
"aggressively seek out new water supplies"1 for both instream and out-of-stream uses
(emphasis added). The same legislation set up the Columbia River Basin Development Account
and authorized $200 million to fund it, much of which has been spent or committed according to
OCR's 2015 Water Supply Inventory Report to the Legislature. 2 Ecology created the Office of
Columbia River (OCR) to use these funds to develop new water supplies using storage,
conservation, and voluntary regional water management agreements. 3
OCR, in turn created a Columbia River Basin Water Management Program - Policy Advisory
Group (PAG), which meets four times a year. The PAG is made up of 27 federal and state
agencies, including the Bureau of Reclamation (SOR), tribal members, irrigation districts, cities
and counties, and three "environmental" members, of which one seat is listed as open, and one
member, the Washington Environmental Council, has a seat at the table, but according to
meeting minutes, has not attended meetings in several years. 4
In early 2016 the Washington Office of Columbia River (OCR} submitted the 112015 Columbia
River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report" to the Washington Legislature. 5 That Report listed
38 projects categorized as "developed", "near-term development (2015-2019)", and "long-term
development (2019+)." The 17 projects labeled "developed" between 2006 and 2015 were said
to provide a total water supply of 395,700 acre-feet. A similar inventory in 2016 listed two
additional projects as "developed" so that the total of "developed" water 2006-2016 was listed as
410,376 acre-feet. 6 Those totals of "developed" water included water for both out-of-stream
uses (e.g. irrigation) and in-stream uses (e.g. river and fish habitat).
These OCR inventories of "developed" water supply projects included the "Lake Roosevelt
Incremental Storage Releases" and the "Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement" projects.
Each of these projects was very large compared to the other listed OCR developed projects.
The Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Release was listed as providing 132,500 acre-feet and
the Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement was listed as providing 164,000 acre-feet. Just
those two projects together represented 296,500 acre-feet, about three-quarters of the total
water supply reported by OCR as developed between 2006 and 2016.
With federal funds appropriated to stimulate the economy during the Great Depression,
groundbreaking for a low Grand Coulee Dam on the Columbia River was held on July 16, 1933.
Legal challenges to the construction of the dam without specific authorization from Congress led
to formal congressional authorization of the Grand Coulee Dam in 1935. What was authorized
was a multi-purpose dam that not only would generate electricity but would also, among other
things, store water for deli.very to irrigate ("reclaim"_) pubJic.laods. That required a much larger
1

RCW 90.90.005(2).

----~fuJlugy-13ablit:atiorrl'l.lomtrer1"!T-1"2=006", January 6, '2C1i•o,p7-:,.--r{~lJITTl~rteW""90:9rr-ozt .
3
4

5
6

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/cr overview.html
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/prog rams/wr/cwp/cr pag. html
https://fortress. wa .qov/ecy/pubHcations/SummaryPages/1512006.html
http://www.ecy.wa .gov/programs/wr/cwp/imaqes/pdf/waterdev.pdf
...................................................,..... ,
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and higher dam that created Lake Roosevelt as a large storage reservoir. The dam was
completed by the end of 1941 and the larger project of which the Grand Coulee Dam was to be a
central part, the Columbia Basin Project, was approved by Congress in 1943.7 In addition to the
construction of the dam, the larger project required a series of large pumps that could move
water out of Lake Roosevelt up into Banks Lake and a system of canals, pipelines, siphons, and
pumps to distribute that water throughout the Columbia River Basin, primarily to benefit and
promote small farming operations. The full BOR Columbia Basin Project has never been
completed due to costs of doing so. 8
Both the Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases and the Odessa Subarea Groundwater
Replacement Projects seek to extend the delivery of water from Lake Roosevelt to some areas
not previously reached by the Columbia Basin Project.
For this additional Lake Roosevelt water to reach all of the planned locations in the Odessa
Subarea, canals, siphons, pumps, and pipelines will have to be upgraded or newly built at
considerable cost. This is especially true of the Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement
Project that would deliver 164,000 acre-feet of surface water to irrigate 70,000 acres currently
served by deep groundwater pumps. The Washington OCR and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(BOR) estimated that the Odessa Subarea project would cost $828 million or about $1 1,800 per
acre served to actually deliver this surface water to those acres were the groundwater would be
replaced. 9
Table 1 summarizes these OCR/BOR projects aimed at bringing Lake Roosevelt surface water
to the Odessa Subarea.

B. OCR's Meaning of ' 1 Devefoped Water"
The inclusion of a project in the OCR list of developed projects does not mean that the project
is actively delivering all or any of the listed water to irrigators and municipalities, which are
actually using that listed water supply. "Water development," to OCR, simply means that a
certain amount of water at a particular geographic location is physically and legally available for
transportation and deployment, if someone is able to fund the necessary infrastructure to get
the water to potential users and fund the necessary equipment so that that water can be put to
use. 10
"OCR's development of water supply" means that OCR through the Department of Ecology has
provided the "permitting, environmental review, funding, or other partnership" to which Ecology
had committed. "For instance, once OCR has issued a new water right under one of [its]
permitting programs, the impetus for continuing the project then falls on the permittee to provide
7

For Columbia Basin Project history see "The Columbia Basin Project," Wm. Joe Simonds, Bureau of Reclamation ,
1998, http://www.usbr.gov/pn/grandcoulee/pubs/cbhistory.pdf. For a history of Grand Coulee see Grand
_Coulee: Harnessing a Dream, Paul C, Pitzer,yYashing!Qn State University Press, 1994 . _.. _. ___ _
8
http: //vvww,usbr .gov/p n/grandcoulee/pubs/cbhistory.p_gf
9
Odessa Subarea Special Study, Columbia Basin Project , Washington, Final Environmental Impact Statement,
prepared by Office of Columbia River, Washing Department of Ecology and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, August
2012, labe - , p. .
10 " . .. after water has been developed, OCR has encountered delays in users' ability to deliver the water for its
intended purpose, This encompasses many factors, including financial delays, infrastructure and construction delays,
permitting by other agencies, or other user induced delays." p. 3 of "2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply
Inventory Report," submitted to the Washington State Legislature, Ecology Publication Number 15-12-006.
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the necessary infrastructure to deliver water for their intended use... Delays may occur at this
stage outside of OCR's control." 11 Given that OCR typically funds only a limited part of the
required water delivery infrastructure, a "developed" project may not actually put the water to
use for a considerable period of time because of the lack of funding.

Table 1.
Bureau of Reclamation and Office of Columbia River
Projects to Delliver Irrigation Water to the Odessa Subarea
_.......... ··-··· ... . ..., Project

Comment

·- ··· ·····- _... . .... . ____Approval · - ..... .. Planned..Water.... .........Actual.Water

. . ........................................... __ ....'" ·--· --------·--· -··----·....,..,_..,,_..,...................____Date.......... ,_.,,...........Delivery-<••·--·••·•_'"'........ Delive_
ry. .....- .. ____ ......,................................ .........
(acre-feet)

Columbia Basin Project

Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases
Project

Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement
Project

(acre-feet)

1943

6,500,000

3,500,000

For all of the Columbia
Basin. Odessa Subarea
was originally included but
not served.

2009

30,000 to Odessa
Subarea

Delivery systems
not in place

132,000 ac:ft. total during
drought years. 30,000
ac.ft. to go to Odessa
Subarea.

2012

164,000

Infrastructure
. .
. h d d .
Upgrade in infrastructure
unfi ms e ; e1JVery
d'
.
procee mg as fund'mg .1s
systems not m
.1 ble.
ava 1a
pace.
I

Isources: "Water to the Promised Land," Tim Steury, Washington State Magazine Fall 2013.
l
i Final Supplemental EIS for the Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Release Project, Office of Columbia River,
'.••••••• ••..••••••••••••••••• • •-••••"••-••••••-••••• ••• -••• •-•' " '•'•• ..••••••••-••••••<-•••'•" ~ ••• .,••••- •• OH•H••VHH•- - - - •• --•-•-•H, w ..• • •-

-••••• •, ~--••• •- •--•- •--• ••• •- •••••-•••• --" •H-•••••--••..• •••••-••••- -•• •••-•••"•--• --•••--••----• •••• -

} - -· . . .. .... "..

-

.• '

'' .. . . . .. .

....

'

'

.

.,

' ...

' .....

.

'

...

,.. , '

.

"

.. . '

,' . - '

.,

'" .

• -• ••--• • - •••••.l- ••••••••-••••••• - •••-••••••-••

' '

,, ' '

'i .

•••• ••• •••• --•••·•• •••••,• •••••••••• •• •••• ,.

...,......,,......,. ........

iAugust 2008; Bureau of Reclamation Evnironmental Analysis and Finding of No Significant Impact, June 2009; --,rl ..

1
. ·········•·················!

r ··············-,-·························· ·········--··············· ·······················..······•·····..··•··••·•····...-•.,·... ............................... ,.......... ...... ....~,..,,.............. ,.,....,...,....... .......... ......,...~ .............. ............. ,... ,...... ....,.•._....... ...,................................ ,.......,... y···"•-•···•-•·····•-----'"',.·•·v·•·········•.......................~ ..

I_Joint _OC_R-BOR_FEIS ..Odessa_Subarea _Special Study,_August2012 . ...................... ......... ........ . , .. .,,... _ _.,.,.,.. ._..,.. .......•. ... ................_...,,,.. . ....... ..

OCR lists the Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement project as one of the projects for
which it has "developed" 164,000 acre-feet of irrigation water in the Odessa Subarea, where
that newly developed water will replace existing but failing groundwater-based irrigation. The
Bureau of Reclamation's Columbia Basin Project (CBP) was authorized over 70 years ago, in
1943.12 According to the BOR, the delivery of Grand Coulee surface water to the Odessa
Subarea is part of that original authorized project. 13 But the infrastructure to reach that area

wiln·waler fram-[a1<e-Roos-everr6en1na Gran-d ·couleenam was-1an9·ae1aye·d~ -i:in-dlarrns·rnlhe

lbi-.
"The Columbia Basin Project," Wm. Joe Simonds, Bureau of Reclamation History Program, 1998.
http://vvww.usbr.gov/pn/grandcoulee/pubs/cbhistory.pdf , p_ 12.
13 Lake Roosevelt Incremental Stprage Release Project, Bureau of Reclamation Finding of No Significant Impact and
Final Environmental Assessment, June 2009, p. 5.
II
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Odessa Subarea were given "temporary" permits to pump groundwater to irrigate their lands
while they waited for more of the "developed water" in Lake Roosevelt to be delivered to the
Odessa Subarea. 14
Over past decades, the pumps to move water from Lake Roosevelt up to Banks Lake so that it
could then flow, largely by gravity, to farms in the Columbia Basin, including some of the farms
in the general Odessa area, were built and a system of canals was constructed that delivered
water to irrigate about 670,000 acres of farmland in the Columbia River Basin. This represents
about 65 percent of the total of just over a million acres authorized to receive CBP water. 15 The
actual water delivery to the Columbia Basin was only about half of the 6,500,000 acre-feet for
which the CBP was designed and authorized.
Because of the cost of the required infrastructure and reluctance of some farms to embrace
Bureau of Reclamation deliveries of water, the "developed" water associated with Grand Coulee
Dam, its pumping system into Banks Lake, and the canal system moving the water into the
Columbii;i Basin never reached parts of the Odessa Subarea. As a result, the "temporary''
groundwater pumping for irrigation there continues to the present time, seriously depleting that
groundwater aquifer.
Clearly authorizing and "developing" water does not automatically allow additional water to be
used. The cost of delivering the water for actual use also has to be funded in one way or
another. Those funding delays, as shown in the Odessa Subarea, can last many, many,
decades despite the "availability" of the water in Lake Roosevelt.
For instance, the Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases Project approved in 2009 could
not move water to the part of the Odessa Subarea most in need of groundwater replacement
because:16
After securing a new source of water from the Lake Roosevelt Storage Releases
Project, OCR faced a new challenge: There was no way to deliver it to the
southern part of the Columbia Basin. Interstate 90 was the problem. There was
only one point, the Weber Siphon Complex, where water from the Columbia
Basin Project passed under 1-90, and it wasn't large enough to handle the
additional flow. A second siphon would be required...OCR contributed $800,000
for the design and worked with Reclamation and Washington's congressional
delegation to get stimulus funding for construction.

14

It should be pointed out that over-pumping groundwater so that other groundwater users' wells were
depleted was not "authorized." Washington law (WAC 173-130A) forbids such damaging over-pumping of
ground water but was never enforced. In addition, many irrigators in the Odessa area lie outside of the
Columbia River Basin and never were "promised" Columbia surface water. OCR's current efforts will not
- provide surtace waterto tilese 1rngators e1tner. -- - - -- -- --- ·- -- -- -- · - - - -- - -- · -- - - - - - - - 15

Record of Decision for the Odessa Subarea Special Study Final Environmental Impact Statement,
Columbia Basin Project, Washington, Bureau of Reclamation, April 2, 2013, p. 3.
- - - - - - · ~ ' T h e area south of 1-90 has experienced the greatest declines m ground water levels and there 1s a high
demand for replacement water supplies." Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Lake
Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases Program, August 29, 2008, Ecology Publication #08-11-034, p. 218_ "Weber Siphon Project," Washington Department of Ecology.
http://www.ecy.wa .gov/proqrams/wr/cwp/weber.html
............ ,_............................. .
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If it had not been for the "Great Recession" and the federal stimulus spending on "shovel-ready"
construction projects, this federal money to help move this "developed" water south of 1-90
might not have been made available.
The 2012 Record of Decision prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation for the Odessa Subarea
groundwater replacement project made clear that in implementing the decision to support the
project the Bureau of Reclamation or federal government generally were not expecting to
finance the project: 17
The State [of Washington] and the irrigators anticipate moving forward with non
Federal funding for the [Odessa Subarea groundwater replacement] project. The
expected scenario would consist of the State funding construction of conveyance
infrastructure (such as widening canals, siphons, and appurtenant structures)
and irrigators funding distribution systems from the canal to the farm through
local improvement districts, loans, or other funding mechanisms ... Currently, no
Federal funding is committed or expected for implementing this [Odessa Subarea
Groundwater Replacement] project. It is possible that no Federal funding will be
needed or available for full implementation of all phases of [the Preferred]
Alternative 4A.
Thus, if this project is to move beyond OCR's theoretical "development" level to actual delivery
and the use of that Columbia River surface water to replace ground water in the Odessa
Subarea, the estimated $828 million cost of the Odessa groundwater replacement project will
have to be obtained from Washington taxpayers and/or the Odessa Subarea irrigators who get
the benefit of a surface water supply replacing their deteriorating groundwater supply. This
irrigation water supply is not in any practical sense "developed" at this point in time.
As mentioned above, some investments in the infrastructure necessary to move replacement
water from Lake Roosevelt to Odessa Subarea groundwater irrigators have already taken place,
funded by the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act that sought to stimulate the
economy during the Great Recession. 18 In addition, OCR partially funded the upgrades of the
Lind Coulee Siphon and some of the expansion in the capacity of the East Low Canal. But
considerably more infrastructure has to be put in place to put the 164,000 acre-feet of water to
use. The funding for that additional infrastructure at this point is unknown. As the Columbia
Basin Development League's Mike Schwisow was quoted as saying after part of the Lind
Coulee Siphon Project was completed and additional Columbia River water was being delivered
to the Odessa Subarea: "[f]hat does not mean the Odessa Groundwater Replacement Project
is completed ... Expansion of the East Low Canal is the key piece; we need to have the back
bone of the facility in place in order to make deliveries to all seven anticipated distribution

17

Record of Decision for the Odessa Subarea Special Study FEIS, April 2, 2013, p. 24.
The upgrades of the Weber Siphon complex that removed a bottleneck in moving Columbia River water south of 190 was funded_ by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, as was the_Potholes_Reservoir Supplemental f'~~d
Route Project that reduced congestion on the East Low Canal. OCR provided funding for the Lind Siphon and part of
the funding for the expansion of the capacity of the East Low Canal. Absent another near catastrophic national
economic crisis, such additional federal funding for this project seems unlikely since the project is not likely to be able
- - - - -.........
to p=a...,ss-+ttTe' benefit-cost tests requlredc5f Bureau on~~lafnation proiects.'See "Review of Odessa Subarea Special
Study" and memo to Washington State Legislators from Norman Whittlesey and Walter Butcher, March 5, 2013, re:
Irrigation Development in Washington State. http;//www.celp.org/archive/pdf/Odessa Economics WhittleseyButcher Report 3-2013.pdf and http://www.celp.org/archive/pdf/Odessa Economics Whittlesey-Butcher Letter 3-52013.pdf .
18
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systems....[We] still need to identify funding to move forward. Now [we) need to identify the
funds so they can wrap up the work." 19
In addition, seven separate pumping platforms and pipeline system to move the water from the
Low East Canal to the farmland now served by groundwater have to be designed, financed, and
built. Some combination of the irrigation districts, the individual irrigators, and the state of
Washington will be responsible for that part of the delivery system. The East Columbia Irrigation
District is planning to sell municipal bonds to fund .this and other parts of the water delivery
system. Even with funding available for those distribution systems, it is expected to take ten
years of phased development for the water to replace all of the targeted groundwater irrigation
pumping. Clearly the 30,000 acre-feet Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases to the Odessa
Subarea and the Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement project are not actually
"developed" at this point in time.
At the same time, Odessa area irrigators have not all been in agreement with BOR on how to
deliver surface water to replace groundwater pumping. For example, in May 1015, Odessa
Subarea lrrigators and the Columbia-Snake River lrrigators Association (CSRfA) filed a lawsuit
against the BOR in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Washington,
stressing that BOR has arbitrarily delayed and blocked the approval of a new water service
contract for the irrigators' Privately Funded Project to bring surface water from the BOR's East
Low Canal. 20
In mid-July of 2016 OCR's Tom Tebb noted the huge gap between the 90,000 acres in the
Odessa subarea that are intended ultimately to be switched off of deep groundwater and what
has actually been accomplished. He was quoted at the July 13, 2016, opening of the Lind
Coulee Siphon as saying "Here we are in 2016, we have only about 2,000-3,000 acres [that]
have been taken off deep wens and are actually on the Columbia River [surface] water
system...[OCR] will work with... [irrigation districts]...to improve their current distribution,
ensuring farmers are able to receive water when the time is right. ..." 21 . Table 2 below contrasts
OCR's claims about the water it has "developed" with what groundwater had actually been
displaced in the Odessa Subarea in mid-July 2016.
It is important to realize that OCR's "developed" new water supplies are not the same thing as
having additional water available for use by farms, municipalities, and businesses. OCR's
inventory of its "developed" water supplies seriously exaggerates the amount of incremental
water that has actually been put to use. In addition, by not discussing the yet-to-be-incurred
costs, OCR is seriously understating the economic challenges in putting this "developed" water
to productive use. Most of the costs of actually putting incremental water to productive uses are
not associated with the planning, permitting, and organizing of incremental claims to additional
water. The vast majority of the costs are associated with the storage, transporting, and then
delivery of that "developed water" to where it can be used productively. It is those costs that
have to be carefully and accurately analyzed. Then the responsibility for covering those costs
has to be directly analyzed and compared to the distribution of the benefits so that the feasibility
and equity of the project can be evaluated. Simply knowing that there is "developed water"
__ available at a particularlocation tells _us nothing_ about the economic rationality,feasibility, and_

19

Washington AG N e t w c : i l ' l ' , " t i r n j - c o o 1 ~ ~Badget, posted by Gtemr-Vaagen,

May 11, 2016. http://washingtonagnetwork.com/2016/05/11 /coulee-siphons-completed-time-budget/ .
20 http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/odessa-aguifer-irrigators-and-csria-file-lawsuit-against-us-bureau-of
reclamation-300075879.html and https://drive.google.com/file/d/08-xN73ylnN7jUE9Fb3dFTE05d0E/view
21 Washington Ag Network, Glenn Vaagen, July 15, 2016.
······· -··········-·· ···•··········•····· ··· ·····•···•·······•····•···..········-·..·····
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equity of investing in the storage, transportation, and delivery of that water to specific water
users.
Table 2.
OCR Success in Replacing Odessa Subarea Groundwater with Columbia River Surface Water
,_..,,......,. ,,.._,..............

Project••,..,_,_....... •....- ..- ...,...... .... .... OCR "_Developed" ........ ........Odessa.Subarea_··-· ..............Odessa Subarea ..........

...... ..- ...,- ..- .....................................- . .- ---··· · · --- -.. ·..-· ......... Surface.Water for .......... ............ Acres to Be
......... .. .. .. . . .. .. .. Replacementof .. .. ....
•., • •• ,., • •• • '"'" ' • • ' " Y ' • • • • •••' • • '"' ,., . . • •-,. • • • • • • " " ' "''<' " V • ,..... . . ' ' W Y"''"'' • y • • ,•~ --•-,••• •••• - ,-,. ''"'>•

_.....................·------··--- --

•- ••••••••.,.•- •• •~••• ,,., W

Odessa Subarea

'•• ' ,., .,,., • •••• •••';••• • • ••·._.,• •• , •w•• ••••••=

•••• •¥•,•••••••

,.,,.,,~ •, u

• ••• u

Conve~.ed.~o... .....
Columbia
River
'" °"• - -•.-• •- •"- •~" -••-•• - -

, , ,. ,,• ,.,_. • •• , .,,_-.,, " ' " " " •

AcreaQe _Actually_...._
Col....umbia
Switched
...........................to
...................
.... ... ·····-·...-·,

•• U "

River Surface W ater
••• u • • -

..........___..............- -.......... ......... ...~.r.~!:!.n. _d_W_a_te_r_ _ ..........--Surface Water -·----· ---{acre..feet)

(acres)

30,000

10,000

164,000

70,000

Lake Roosevelt Incremental Releases (for
Odessa Subarea Ground Water
Replacement)
Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement
Project

-

• •,. , u u ,,u •••• " ' " ' " ' '" " ' • •• • • •••• , .,, , ., , • • • ,,.., • • • , .,.. • •• ¥

.. July 13, 2016.... ~........
(acres)

...................................... ......... .......... ......... .1 - - - - - - -- -+ - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - i
Total Columbia River Surface Water
Replacing Odessa Groundwater

194,000

80,000

2,000a-3,000a
2.5% to3.8%

!source:_WA_Department ofEcoloQynews release,_July 13,.2016..0CR Tom.Tebbquoted.. in the........ ....... ..] ......... ............ ....... ·--,...... ...... ..
iwashi11gton A9._Netwoor,.GlennVaagenon, July 15, 2016. ...

.. . .. .. . ... .. ..

L. ... ... . ........ ......... .!........ . .. .. ................. . .

C. The Cost o'f OCR's Studies of New Dam Storage Projects
Two-thirds of OCR's $200 million account in 2006 was designated to support development of
new storage facilities. 22 As set out in OCR's 2007 Columbia River Basin Water Supply
Inventory Report: 23
Well before the 2006 Columbia River Bill was passed, Ecology and Federal
partners were considering opportunities for storage in the Columbia River Basin.
Based on Congressional direction provided in 2003, Ecology and the Bureau
have been jointly considering a range of proposals to increase water availability
in the Yakima River Basin, including the feasibility of the proposed Black Rock
Reservoir with a capacity of 1.3 million acre-feet. In 2004, Ecology signed
agreements with the Colville Confederated Tribes, the Bureau, and Columbia
River Basin irrigation districts to study new incremental storage releases at Lake
Roosevelt and the feasibility of Columbia River mainstem water storage.. The
2006 Columbia River legislation authorized further work on evaluating the
feasibility of storage in the Columbia River Basin. Two-thirds of the $200 million
authorized is intended to support the development of new storage facilities (RCW

90.90.010).

22

RCW 90..90.010(2){b)

23

.bJ!Q_s://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/ publications/documents/0 711022.pdf , p. 4-2

...............

~

........

OCR: Last Ten Years
March 2019

........................_...........,_..........._...................... ,_

Power Consulting Inc.

. ...

································ ·,·· ·

December 3, 2016

111 P a ge
SDEIS-CR-400

New Columbia River Basin Projects
Columbia River Basin
Because the Columbia River system already has 61 dams on the river or its tributaries, 24
Ecology and BOR turned to looking at off-channel dam sites to which to pump water from the
Columbia. In December 2004, the State of Washington, the BOR and the Columbia Basin
Project (CBP) irrigation districts (the South Columbia Basin Irrigation District, the East
Columbia Basin Irrigation District, and the Quincy-Columbia Basin Irrigation District) entered into
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The MOU describes roles and expectations of those
parties in the then-anticipated Columbia River Initiative. Under provisions of the MOU, Ecology
and BOR cooperated on a study to evaluate the potential for development of new large, off
channel storage sites in the Columbia River Basin.
A 2005 pre-appraisal report assessed a preliminary list of 21 potential off-channel storage sites
before passage of the Columbia River Program:
1. Big Sheep Creek
2. Ninemile Flat

B. Eagle Creek
9. Mlssion Creek

3. Hawk C reek
4. Banker Canyon
5. Goose Lake
6. Foster Creek

10. Moses Coulee
11. Douglas Creek
12. Sand Hollow
13. Crab Creek
14. Black Rock

7. Twisp River

15. Alder Creek
16. Rock Creek East
17. Rattlesnake Creek
18. Little White Salmon
19. Panther Creek
20. Rock Creek West
21 . Kalama River

The preliminary list of 21 sites was refined to 11 sites by evaluating size, dam safety issues, and
compatibility with the Columbia Basin Project. In June 2007, The BOR and Ecology refined the
list of 11 sites down to four sites. Sites that were structurally infeasible, had excessive leakage,
or other conflicts were eliminated. Also, the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
requested that two of the 11 potential reservoir sites located on their reservation not be further
evaluated at this time.25
The BOR and Ecology evaluated the four remaining sites, all to be filled by pumping Columbia
River water, in a 2007 appraisal study in preparation for a more comprehensive feasibility study
and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Those sites include:
Hawk Creek - A site in northern Lincoln County tributary to Lake Roosevelt with potential active
reservoir capacity of 1,000,000 - 3,000,000 acre-feet, approaching the 5.2 million acre-feet
active capacity of Grand Coulee Dam,26 with a capital cost of up to $8.1 billion.
Foster Coulee - A site in northern Douglas County tributary to Lake Pateros with potential active
reservoir capacity of 1,210,000 acre-feet. Foster Creek was eliminated from consideration
because of significant geotechnical concerns in combination with a high downstream hazard
condition .

institute.org/h awkcreek/d am/m edia center/Entries/2006/ 10/2 New dams would rival Grand Coulee.ht
ml
25jbid., p. 3-10.
26

http://www.usbr.gov/pro jects/Facility.jsp?fac Name=Grand%20Coulee%20Dam
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Sand Hollow - A site in western Grant County tributary to Lake Wanapum with potential active
storage capacity of 1,000,000 acre-feet, with a capital cost of up to $3.5 billion
Crab Creek - A site in western Grant County tributary to Priest Rapids Lake with potential active
storage capacity of 1,000,000 - 3,000,000 acre-feet, with a capital cost of up to $2.4 pillion 27
The BOR and Ecology's 2007 appraisal study failed to disclose that the section of Hawk Creek
between the Lake Roosevelt area and the potential dam site contains threatened bull trout, 28 or
that a Lower Crab Creek dam would flood tens of thousands of acres of wetlands, streams,
lakes and shrub steppe habitat, much of which is owned and managed by the Columbia
National Wildlife Refuge and Washington State Columbia Wildlife Area. In addition, the new
dam would flood between 5,000 and 8,600 acres of existing irrigated farmland. 29
Prior to conducting a feasibility study on any of the above projects, the Bureau must receive a
Congressional study authorization. In addition, expenditures from the Columbia River Basin
Water Supply Development Account (Account) needed for the state share of the feasibility study
and EIS requires Legislative authorization.~0
By the end of 2007, OCR reported to the State Legislature that is was considering five new
large storage facilities:
• Columbia River Mainstem Off-Channel storage (Crab Creek, Hawk Creek, Sand Hollow)
• Yakima River Water Basin water storage (Black Rock)
~ Similkameen River storage (Shanker's Berd)31
and one "small" storage facility:
• Wymer Dam in the Yakima Basin. 32
As of December 2007, OCR had not awarded funding for construction of storage (or
conservation) projects, although many projects were being evaluated at different levels of study
(e.g. pre-appraisal, appraisal, feasibility). 33
The 2007 report also identified the following water storage projects:
• Little Klickitat Basin Surface Water Storage - Potential surface storage projects in Dry Creek
and ldlewild Creek are described in section 4.3.3 of Appendix B Multipurpose Water Storage
Screening Assessment Report of the WRIA 30 Watershed Plan. Dry Creek and ldlewild Creek
are headwater tributaries of the Little Klickitat River. Dry Creek has an extensive drainage area
and appears to convey considerable winter/spring flows from snowmelt, with little groundwater
base flow to sustain flows past June. The initial estimate of winter/spring discharge is 3,900 acre
feet.

27
Ibid., p. 3-11. See also: http://www.csria.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/es-rp-590/CRMSO Exec-
Summary reduced.pdf
28 http://columbia-institute.org/hawkcreek/dam/Fisheries.html

29

http://www.waterplanet.ws/crabcreek/ccrhome/Home.html

30

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711022.pdf, p. 3-11.
"SfriiHl<ameen Appraisal Study. The-Okanogan -PCiblic Uliffty -Olsfrfcf (PUD) ls studying the potential for a storage
facility/dam at Shanker's Bend on the Similkameen River, a site that has been considered for construction of a dam
since the 1940s. The proposed site is located a short distance upstream from the existing Enloe Dam. The largest
------cility-option-tEleV4289)-wot1kf-int1n-date-eartatllan-Jam:ls.ra-wel'laS"lam:IScJdjacer 11 to 13almt!rl:akmlrW,.,.as,..-1,h.;.,irr=g"""to""r1'"""
.------
In 2007, Ecology provided $300,000 for the PUD to conduct an appraisal level review of the site, due in 2008. Ibid, p.
3-12.
32
https:/ffortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711022.pdf , p. 4-3 .
33
httgs://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711022.pdf , p. 3-2 .
31
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• ldlewild Creek, in its lower reach, is incised into a relatively deep, narrow bedrock valley that
would be amenable to construction of an in-channel storage reservoir. The valley is east-west
oriented, with a steep southern wall that may help shade and maintain lower water
temperatures. The estimated winter/spring discharge from the creek is approximately 1,600 acre
feet.
• Horse Heaven Hills Water Storage34 - Concepts for large-scale (3,000 to 9,000 acre-foot)
surface and ASR water storage projects with planning-level cost estimates are provided in the
report/memorandum Preliminary Water Storage Assessment Glade-Fourmile Subbasin, WRIA
31, which was produced for the WRIA 31 Planning Unit. The projects would involve diverting
water from the Columbia River with conveyance to ASR wells or surface impoundments located
north of the River in areas currently supported by groundwater supply from the Wanapum Basalt
Aquifers. 35
To date, none of the above "new water storage projects" have been constructed.

In addition, OCR has also issued temporary "term" water right permits in the Walla Walla River
Basin; authorized withdrawals from Sullivan Lake in NE Washington, 36 and has funded studies
and projects in the Methow River Basin. 37
Ypkima River Basin
In December 20(i)4, the BOR released its Appraisal Assessment of the Black Rock Alternative.
This report sumri,arized and added to numerous technical reports on the potential to build a new
large storage facility called Black Rock Reservoir in eastern Yakima County. Black Rock could
hold between 800,000 acre-feet to 1,300,000 acre-feet of water. This volume is greater than all
five of the existing Yakima River Basin storage reservoirs combined. The proposed reservoir
would be filled with water pumped from Priest Rapids Lake on the Columbia River when water is
available in excess of current Columbia River flow targets. Participating Yakima basin irrigation
districts would use water from the Black Rock Reservoir in exchange for water they currently
divert from the Yakima River. The 2004 report estimated the cost of building Black Rock at
approximately $4 billion.

In the 2006 appraisal study, BQR considered three other Yakima River basin storage
alternatives: a new Bumping Lake Dam and enlarged reservoir, Wymer dam and reservoir, and
Keechelus-to-Kachess pipeline. In the 2006 appraisal, the BOR concluded that while the
Bumping Lake enlargement and Keechelus-to-Kachess pipelines did not meet study objectives,
the Wymer reservoir should be investigated further. In December 2006, the BOR published a
Notice of Intent to prepare a combined planning report and EIS for the Yakima River Basin
Water Storage Feasibility Study. At the same time, Ecology published a corresponding SEPA
Determination of Significance (DS), requesting comments on the scope of the proposed EIS.
The scope of the EIS and feasibility study includes the following state & federally funded
projects:
• Black Rock Reservoir with a capacity of 800,000 to 1.3 million acre-feet
• Wymer Reservoir with a capacity of 174,000 acre-feet
• Wymer Plus Pump Exchange 9 with a capacity of 574,000 acre-feet38

34

http://www.aspectconsulting.com/water-resources-proiects/201 4/7/9/horse-heaven-hills-water-storage-apPraisal-

35

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711 022.pdf p. 4-4.
http://www.ecy.wa .gov/programs/wr/cwp/cr sullivan.html
37 https://fortress.wa .gov/ecy/publications/docu ments/151 2006 .pdf
38
https/ /fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711 022.pdf p. 3-14
36
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Through June 30, 2007, Ecology spent approximately $5.35 million in State cost share to
study the feasibility of Yakima River Basin storage. Of that $1.35 million came from the
Columbia River Account. 39
The BOR released its Final Planning Report/EIS on December 29, 2008. It explained why a
new Bumping Lake dam did not warrant further study because of environmental impacts on
endangered species, flooding 1,900 acres of ancient forests ("old growth") adjacent to the
William 0. Douglas Wilderness, and because a larger-capacity reservoir would not fill on a
regular basis and would not be a reliable source of water.40,41
In addition, the BOR report calculated a benefit/cost ratio of 0.13 for a new Black Rock
Reservoir; a benefiUcost ratio of 0.31 for a Wymer Dam and Reservoir; and a benefiUcost ratio
of 0.07 of a Wymer Dam plus Yakima River Pump Exchange. 42
Subsequently, through the Yakima Workgroup, OCR and BOR reviewed and rejected 30
additional new Yakima Basin storage projects:
Bakeoven. Tieton River, South Fork
Casland, Teanaway River, North Fork
Cle Elum Lake Enlargement
Cooper Lake, Cooper River
Cowiche, Cowiche Creek, South Fork
Dog Lake, Clear Creek
East Selah, Yakima River
Forks, Teanaway River
Hole in the Wall, Dry Creek
Horseshoe Bend, Naches River
Hyas Lake, Cle Elum River
Little Rattler, Rattlesnake Creek
Lost Meadow, Little Naches River
Lower Canyon, Yakima River
Manastash, Manastash Creek

Mile Four, Rattlesnake Creek
Minnie Meadows, Tieton River, South Fork
Naneum, Naneum Creek
Pleasant Valley, American River
Rattlesnake, Naches River
Rimrock Lake Enlargement, Tieton River
Satus, Satus Creek
Simcoe, Simcoe Creek-Toppenish Creek
Soda Springs, Bumping River
Swauk, Swauk Creek
Tampico, Ahtanum Creek
Toppenish, Toppenish Creek
Upper Canyon, Yakima River
Wapatox, Naches River
Waptus Lake, Waptus River43

Despite eight years of Yakima Workgroup search for new storage sites (see above), in October
2016 the Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District announced a proposal for a new dam west of Tieton,
at a cost of over $100 million. OCR had provided the irrigation district $117,000 in December
2015 to further study options.44 After ten years of Ecology/OCR efforts, the Department of
Ecology's 2015 Implementation Status Report on the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water,
Resource Management Plan (July 2016) does not list any delivered new water from any Yakima
Plan surface storage project element.45

39

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711022.pdf , p . 3-15
Bureau of Reclamation, Final Planning Report/EIS, Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility study, p. 2-128
to 2~ 131 ..http://www.usbr.gov/pn/studies/yakimastoragest_yg_yJrnPQ.IJ§/eis/final/volume1 .Q_qf_
41 The Department of Ecology withdrew from this report and propared a SEPA Supplemental Draft and Final El S in
order to resurrect storage projects, such as a new Bumping Lake dam that the BOR refused to evaluate.
42 Ibid., pp. 2-125 to 2-127.
~Rlv'er81:rSTl'll""n1""'e""gr""at""ed"\Mner Resource Management P1anFPf::1S (March 2012}, I able 2-1, pp_ 2-43 to 244.
44
Living on borrowed time: Canal is more than 100 years old, but replacement won't be cheap, by Kate Prengaman,
Yakima Herald, Oct. 26, 2016
45
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1612002.pdf , pp. 15-17.
40
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II. OCR's Projected Future Water Supply Development:
Yakima and Wenatchee River Basin Projects
A. Focusing on the Largest and Most Costly of the OCR Proposed Future Projects
The OCR projects proposed, with projected completion dates between 2016 and 2019, tend to
be dominated by projects in the Yakima River Basin. OCR's 2015 Columbia River Basin Water
Supply Inventory Report to the Washington Legislature estimates that "near-term development
(2015-2019)" is expected to produce 320,132 acre-feet of water from eleven different projects.
"Long-Term Development (2019+)" projects were projected to be servect·by at least ten different
projects. Those long-term projects far enough along in the planning process to have estimated
water development targets are projected to produce about 477,000 acre-feet of water.
Ninety-six percent of the water to be developed in the near-term projects (2015-2019) would
develop water in the Yakima Basin and close to half (47 percent) of the long-term water
development projects (beyond 2019) would be developed in the Yakima Basin. 46 For that
reason, it is important to understand the status, costs, and benefits associated with t~e various
projects included in the Yakima Plan.

B. The Yakima River Basin
In the Yakima River Basin, a total of 464,000 acres of farmland are irrigated using 2.5 million
acre-feet of irrigation water rights. 47 Only 30 percent of the average annual runoff is stored in the
·
storage system.48
In the 1900s, privately-constructed crib dams on the four natural glacial lakes (Cle Elum,
Kachess, Keechelus, and Bumping) contributed to the extirpation of sockeye salmon.
Construction of the BOR's five major storage dams, the previously four named dams plus
Rimrock (Tieton Dam), eliminated access to previously productive spawning and rearing habitat
for sockeye, spring Chinook, coho, and steelhead salmon above the new reservoirs. 49 Because
the BOR dams flooded natural lakes, this report will refer to Cle Elum Lake, Kachess Lake
{which consisted of upper and lower lakes), Keechelus Lake, and Bumping Lake, rather than
"reservoirs." These five major dams have a total capacity of about 1,065,400 acre-feet. Clear
Lake, is located above Rimrock Lake and has a capacity of 5,300 acre-feet, and is used
primarily for recreational purposes. The five major dams -Bumping, Kachess, Keechelus,
Rimrock (Tieton Dam), and Cle Elum store and release water to meet irrigation demands, flood
control needs, and instream flow requirements. 50 Occasional droughts over the last several
decades have led to curtailments in water delivery. The Roza Irrigation District and Kittitas
Reclamation District "are proratable districts with water rights that are subject to curtailment
during droughts. A small portion of the Kennewick Irrigation District and Sunnyside Division are
---- - --- --- --also-sabjecHo-c1:1rt-ailment. ''Seniof'Lwater-right-holders-are-entitled-to-their-ftill-vvcJt-er-aHatment----- - - - - ---46

Op. cit. OCR 2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report to the Washington Legislature, page 12.
"8enef1t-CostAnalys1s of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan ProJects," Jonathan Yoder et al. Report to the
Washington State Legislature by the Washington Water Research Center, December 15, 2014, p . 5.
48See: http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf , p. 1-11,
49
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf, p. 1-2.
50
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf , pp. 1-16 and 1-17.
41
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during a drought. Irrigation districts with a majority of "senior" water rights include approximately
75 percent of the Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District, approximately 65 percent of the Sunnyside
Division, and approximately half the Wapato Irrigation Project. 51 For irrigation districts with
mostly "senior" water rights, there is little incentive to embark on water conservation, water
banking, or water efficiency measures.

C. The Yakima Plan
The Yakima Plan began as a BOR WaterSMART program authorized by the SECURE Water
Act in Public Law 111-11, which in Fiscal Year 2009 also funded basin studies in the Colorado
River Basin and the St. Mary and Milk River Basins in Montana and Canada. Under the
WaterSMART program, BOR now has 12 studies of major river basins underway in the west.
All of these major Basin Studies include structural (i.e., dams) and non-structural options to
supply adequate water in the future, as well as consideration of potential new surface storage
needs, as directed in the Act at Section 9503(b)(4)(e).52
In 2009, OCR and BOR convened a select Yakima Workgroup, which included five irrigation
districts, federal and state agency representatives, the Yakama Indian Nation, city and county
representatives, one conservation group representative (American Rivers), as well as a local
organization advocating for surface storage structures (Yakima Basin Storage Alliance).53 The
Yakima Workgroup included both OCR and BOR as voting members and was not chartered
under the Federal Advisory Committee Act. 54 The main objective of the Yakima Plan is to
provide proratable irrigation districts with 70 percent of their water allotment during drought
years by increasing the amount of surface water stored in the Yakima Basin. That Yakima Plan
proposes to add about another half-million acre-feet of surface water storage, increasing the
total surface water storage by about 50 percent to 1.5 million acre-feet. 55 This would have the
effect of turning the proratable irrigation districts into near-Senior districts without modifying
water rights in the basin.
The BOR and OCR commissioned a group of economic consulting firms to carry out a benefit
cost analysis of the Yakima Plan that became the BOR's "Framework for Implementation
Report" for the Yakima Plan (i.e., the Four-Accounts Analysis).56
That SOR-sponsored economic analysis of the Yakima Plan focused on the entire complex set
of projects included in the Plan. That Plan divided projects into seven categories or "elements":
i.
ii.
iii.

Fish Passage (six projects).
Structural and Operational Changes. (six projects)
Surface Water Storage. (five projects)

51

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf, Table 3-1.
http://www.doi.gov/ocl/hearings/112/WaterSurfaceStorage 020712.cfm
53 A list of the Yakima Workgroup members (not updated) is located at:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/YBI P.html Several of the Yakima Workgroup members are also members
of the OCR Policy Advisory Group. Compare: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programslwr/cwp/cr paq.html
54
See:__http://www.usbr.gov/pn/pJ:Qgrams/yrbwepJremo,:ts/FPEIS/fQeis.pdf and
httQ://ucrsierraclub.org/pdf/Yakima Water-Report Response %202-15-2013.pdf
55 Op. cit, Benefit-Cost Analysis of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects, p. 6.
56 "Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan: Four Accounts Analysis of the Integrated
_ _ _ _ _..,,.,lan,''-lJ:S. Bureau of Reclamaf1on Contracrl'ilo.U8C"ICTCT677A7DiIQ, prepared by ECONoi'thwest, Natural Resources
Economics and ESA, October 2012. The BOR "Framework for Implementation Report has the same date and
contract number but lists the authors beginning with HOR Engineering instead of ECONorthwest. The author list of
the Implementation Report was HOR Engineering, Anchor QEA, ECONorthwest, Natural Resource Economics, and
52

ESA.
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iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Groundwater Storage. (Multiple projects)
Habitat/Watershed Protection and Enhancement. (Multiple projects)
Enhanced Water Conservation. (Multiple projects)
Market Driven Reallocation (Multiple projects).57

In each of the categories or elements listed above there are a half-dozen to dozens of separate
projects, including projects that do not meet the goal of providing proratable irrigation districts
with additional water supplies. The BOR-OCR sponsored benefit-cost study combined a// of
these individual projects into a single conceptual aggregation, namely the whole of the Yakima
Plan. The economic analysis then proceeded to estimate the benefits and cost of each and
every individual project and summed those benefits and costs up, trying to take into account
interactions among the individual projects and avoid double-counting or under-counting. The No
Action Alternative was simply that none of the Yakima Plan projects would be pursued, even
though the Yakima Plan FPEIS listed dozens of on-going programs in the Yakima Basin. This
allowed the comparison of the total costs and total benefits, appropriately discounted, to
determine the net benefits or net costs associated with the whole of the Yakima Plan.
The conclusion from this OCR-SOR-commissioned benefit-cost analysis was that even under
the worst-case scenario considered, economic benefits were 40 percent higher than the
economic costs, resulting in discounted net benefits over the next hundred years of $1.8
billion. 58
From an economic point of view, this is not a productive way to use benefit-cost analysis
because it does not test the economic rationality of individual projects within the Yakima Plan. It
is possible that a few elements of the Plan that are relatively inexpensive are the source of most
of the benefits while other, much more costly projects with almost no benefits, offset many of the
benefits flowing from the more economically productive projects, reducing the net benefits from
the Yakima Plan. Uneconomic projects could be added as long as the whole set of projects still
had positive net benefits suggesting that a// of projects included in the aggregate were
economically rational when they were not. From an economic point of view, the economic
rationality of each project within the larger "plan" should be analyzed and rejected if its costs are
higher than its benefits. What is needed for an overall plan with many individual projects is just
what the Washington Legislature called for in 2013: "separate benefit-cost analyses for each of
the projects proposed in the 2012 Yakima River basin water resource plan (IP)." 59
The Washington State Legislature recognized the inadequacy of combining many different
projects into just one big project and only calculating the benefits and costs for that artificial
aggregate project rather than also analyzing the incremental benefits and costs of each
individual project.
In 2013 Washington State Legislature mandated that the State of Washington Water Research
Center (WRC) at Washington State University "prepare separate benefit-cost analyses for each
-------·----·--·-·------

57

Ibid. Table 1.
58 This was the conclusion of the "national accounts" that focus on the benefits and costs as seen from the
perspective of the nation as a whole, regardless of where, geographically, the economic costs and benefits are
-----e=x=pe=r=1e=nc=ecr.other analyses lool<ecfaf local or regional impacts outside of a benefit-cost framework. Op. cit.
ECONorthwest et al. October 2012, Table 2, page 7.
59 Section 5057 of the State of Washington Capital Budget for 2013, cited in WRC "Benefit-Cost Analysis of the
Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects," Jonathan Yoder et al. Report to the Washington State Legislature,
December 15, 2014, p. 2.
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of the projects proposed in the 2012 Yakima River Basin Water Resource Management Plan."60
In response to that mandate, the WRC issued a report at the end of 2014 to the Washington
State Legislature.61 RCW 90.38.110.
That report pointed out that, as calculated by WRC, about 90 percent of the estimated benefits
of the overall Yakima Plan were associated with the enhanced fisheries, not irrigated agriculture
or municipal water. Benefits to irrigated agriculture represented only 5 to 10 percent of the total
benefits. Improved municipal water supplies were the source of 2 to 3 percent of the benefits.
Just the fish passage projects alone on Yakima Basin dams provided 75 to 80 percent of the
estimated benefits of the Yakima Plan even though they were responsible for only a small
percentage of the aggregate costs of the Yakima Plan. On the other hand, 66 percent of the
costs were associated with out-of-stream and instream uses that produced only a small fraction
of the overall benefits. 62 This clearly indicates that some of the costliest proposed projects
generate very few benefits to justify the costs. The net losses associated with those uneconomic
proposed projects are "covered" by the fish-produotion benefits associated with building fish
passages at existing Yakima dams. In that sense {he fish passage projects were being used to
"indirectly fund" economically indefensible surface water storage projects even though the fish
passage projects were largely unrelated to the surf~ce water storage projects.
In addition, the "Four-Accounts Analysis" fish-prodyction benefits were calculated using the
"contingent valuation" methodology by estimating 1/\fhat economic value all of the households in
the entire states of Washington and Oregon would place on increased salmon returns in the
Yakima Basin. 63 Salmon production benefits are also based on artificial, untried, and highly
engineered projects such as a giant "helix" downstream fish passage project at the existing Cle
Elum dam and a "Whooshh" tube to shoot returning salmon over existing Yakima dams. 64
Projected fish-production benefits are also suspect because they fail to factor in the dire impacts
of hot summer temperatures in the Lower Columbia River. n 2015, of the hundreds of
thousands of sockeye returning to the Columbia Basin, only 300 made it up the Yakima River
due to unprecedented warm water. 65

D. The Cost of the Yakima Plan
The Yakima Plan is a 30-year plan that would be implemented in three 10-year stages. The
Initial Development Phase is to run from 2013 to 2023. In the 2013-2015 biennium Washington
State funding amounted to a $143 million share of the $234 million total project costs. 66 For the
2015 to 2017 biennium the Washington Legislature has appropriated an additional $30 million
for continued implementation of the Yakima Plan. OCR projects that to fully fund the State's
share of the Initial Development Phase, the state will have to invest $100 to $110 million in each

60

Ibid. Quote from page ii.
Ibid.
62 Ibid. pp. iii-v.
63
Ttie qnci)','.sis considered usirig orily Wasli[r19tqn ho1,1seJ10l~_s. The reE?1,1Lt wa_~ Rs.11 va_h,ie_s 9pQLJt 40 percent.below
what was obtained using both Washington and Oregon households. Stated slightly differently, by combining the two
states, fish values were boosted over 60 percent. See page 8 of
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011 inteqratedplan/2012meetings/2012-09-26/4presentation.pdf
61

4

See: hffp:/7www.usl5r.govJpn7programs.Je1si'cle=elITfi'il1n ex. m

65

See: http://www.yakimaherald.com/news/local/drought-was-rough-on-sockeye-and-future-could-be
an/ar!icle c3574d1 e-68cf-11 e5-92de-8f6fa08e7611.html
66
The state's share was so high because of the state's purchase of the Teanaway Community Forest at a cost of
almost $100 million.
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of the next three biennia, ending in 2023. 67 The total cost of the ten-year Initial Development
Phase of the Yakima Plan (2013-2023) is projected by OCR to be about $882 million of which
the State would be responsible for about $407 million. 68
This Initial Development Phase of the Yakima Plan on which the State of Washington is
currently working is the least expensive of the three 10-year phases. The 2023-2033
Intermediate Phase is projected to cost 75 percent more than the Initial Phase, a decade total of
almost $1.6 billion. The Final Development Phase (2000-2043) would be slightly less costly:
about an additional $1.5 billion. The "Full Development Costs" over the three decades would be
just over $4 billion.69 The Washington Legislature has mandated that the State of Washington is
to pay, at most, half of the total costs of the Yakima Plan (not specific elements). Federal,
private, and other non-state sources, including a significant contribution of funding from local
project beneficiaries of the Yakima Plan (e.g. proratable irrigation districts that would receive
additional water) are expected to pay at least half of the plan costs. 70
Below we review the ecoromic rationality of the major surface water supply projects included in
the OCR's future development plans, all of which are part of the Yakima Plan.

E. OCR Near-Term Water Supply Developments: The Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and the Keechelus~to-Kachess Conveyance
OCR lists one major surface water storage project among its "near-term (2016-2020)" water
developments: The Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant that during drought years would
access the water that lies below that lake's current gravity flow outlet facilities, i.e. the "inactive"
storage, in Kachess Lake. That single project would provide almost two-thirds, 200,000 acre
feet, of OCR's 2015 estimated total near-term water development of 320,000 acre-feet.71 This
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)s also listed as part of the Initial Development
decade of the Yakima Plan and was scheduled in December 2014 to be completed by 2018. 72
A closely related project, the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC), that is also part of the
"Initial Development" decade of the Yakima Plan would allow the movement of Keechelus Lake
water via a tunnel to Kachess Lake to facilitate the refilling of that lake after its inactive storage
has been drawn down during drought periods by the drought relief pumping plant. ln a
December 2014 report to the Legislature on the projected costs of pursuing the Yakima Plan,
OCR stated that "subsequent evaluations determined that the Kachess Reservoir Drought Relief
Pumping Plant Project is unlikely to be viable without the inclusion of the [Keechelus to

67

Implementation Status Report: Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan, July 2016,
Ecology Publication Number 16-12-002, p. 2.
68 Ibid. p. 25. The total cost of the Initial Development Phase was estimated as $896.9 million in the December 2014
"Cost Estimate and Financing Plan-Legislative Report," Department of Ecology and Office of the Treasurer," Figure 4.
69 Ibid. Cost Estimate and Financing Plant, December 2014, Figure 4.
- - - - - - · - r n 28S8 5367, Sec. 11(1)(a}; RCW 38.120(1 )(a). The State's obligation is to pay for at least half of the entire Yakima
Plan, but could fund 100 percent of any specific element of the Yakima Plan, as it did when the State paid $97 million
for the Teanaway Community Forest. See: http://www.dnr.wa.gov/news/teanaway-land-purchase-clears-way-

-----~waShrngtono/c>E2t>rotffi~ty=for
71

The OCR 2016 "Water Supply Development" (Rev. 08.19.16) also lists this facility as part of the Near-Term
Development.
72
"Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan-Cost Estimate and Financing Plan-Legislative
Report," OCR and the Office of State Treasurer, December 15, 2014, Figure 5
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Kachess] conveyance system as a project component."73 This significantly increased the cost
associated with a feasible Kachess Drought Relief Pumping plant since now the costs
associated with the water conveyance facilities have to be considered costs of the drought relief
pumping project. The KDRPP and KKC Draft EIS published in January 2015 provided
estimates of the total costs of each project. Adding the costs of the KKC to the KDRPP would
increase the cost of the drought relief pumping project by 58 percent. 74
Three months later in March 2015 the BOR released the "Feasibility Design Reports-Draft" for
the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and, separately, for the Keechelus-to-Kachess
Conveyance. 75 Those documents provided another estimate of the field costs of each of these
components of the Kachess drought relief pumping project. As the earlier Kachess DEIS made
clear, to such field costs must be added a variety of other very real costs to obtain the total cost
of these projects. In the Kachess DEIS this led to estimated total project costs that were 53
percent higher than the field costs for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant element and
46 percent for the Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance element. When these additional costs
are included, the BOR feasibility design report costs for the overall Kachess Drought Relief
project increases by $205 million or about a third to $850 million compared to the January 2015
DEIS estimated total costs. See Table 3 below.
Table 3.
Total Costs of the Kachess-Related Projects*

........ ~9.':'!~~-<>!_~<>~!§~t~~-1:'te

... . . . ·~··- ·-····.!?.~~.~L...... Type of Estimate,.··--· ··----·· -

BORIOCR Documents

Estimate

Costs of YIP HDR .Engin. & Anchor QEA (1L...

March 2011.

.... "Middle".or "Average'"_Cost.... - --···--- .....
KDRPP
KKC
Total: KDRPP&KKC

Includes Non-

Contract and O&M. .... $226A06,(!0O ·- _J192,950;000 ..., ...., _ $419,356,000 ····"·

. KDRPP_and KKC. Draft_EIS (2L_____·--·-·· ·--··· __.,_ _January 2015 .. - --·-- Full Cost
KDRPP & KKC Feasibility Design Reports 13

March 2015

Full Cost

...............$407,550,000 .... __$237,8801000 ___ ........$645,430,000.....

$509,207,350

$340,994,364

$850,201,714

.*Average.or middle..value .used.when..multip1e altemative estimates.were ~rovided...• ·········- ·- · . _ . ........ ·-·-·-· ...• . !...... ...

!(1}.Table 1,_p. 3, _non-c~>nt!act.costs were 30% of construction,costs,,annual O&M were capitaliz~dusing a 4% discoun~ rate.._ _

i(2)Tables..2.13.and2.14..

on par,es.2.54 and .2.55.................. .............................,................... ········· ······ ·· . ... .... . .. ·.............................. ... ........... ... i ..................•..... ......•..•...•..•...•..........

··-···---- ···-·-··!
_ _ __

J... . . .... . ......

i(3) These.."Field..Cost". estimates were adjusted _to.total.costs using the.markups_developed. lnthe _KDRPP.and KKC. Draft _EIS. SeeJ2)_ above. J

A little more than a year later, in June 2016, OCR reported to the legislature that it could not
provide a cost estimate for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant because the plans for
that facility were in flux. 76 After issuing a Draft EIS for the Kachess pumping and conveyance
projects in January 2015 and receiving public comments on these projects, OCR and BOR
decided that they needed to collect additional scientific data to reevaluate these projects in a
Supplemental Draft EIS scheduled to be released in late 2016 or early 2017. 77 Clearly the basic
73
"Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan-Cost Estimate and Financing Plan-legislative
R~por.t," OCR an9t~e Ofti~ of $Jate Trec1s1:1rer, De.c:E1rnl;l~r _1[?, 4{)14,Jl.;>iq. F=igur~ 4, fn *, !19. pagirn:i_t[qri. .
74
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance, Draft EIS,
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and WA Department of Ecology, January 2015, Tables 2- 13 and 2-14, pp. 2-54 and 2-

55.

lJ-:S:--Sureau of Reclamauon, Contract 1'Jo.R'r3FC1UU67U1IQ, prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc.
76

"Unit Costs tor Proposed Keeche lus-to-Kachess Conveyance and Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant,"
Washington Department of Ecology. Ecology Publication Number 16-12-003, June 2016, p. 8.
77
"Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant," U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, last updated 7/21/2016,
b.!1.P.://www. usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/k.9.liill!'. .
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design and costs of this large "near-term" OCR project remain uncertain although the costs
show a steep upward trend.
The 2014 Washington Water Research Center benefit-cost study of the individual elements of
the Yakima Plan commissioned by the Legislature estimated that the economic costs would
exceed the economic benefits for each of the Kachess Lake projects. The economic loss
associated with the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant was estimated to be $107 million
and the economic loss associated with the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance was estimated at
$110 million for a total loss of $217 million. 78 The ratio of benefits to costs was estimated to be
0.46 for the Drought Relief Pumping Plant and 0.20 for the Keechelus to Kachess
Conveyance.79 With the higher more recent cost estimates associated with the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance discussed above, the economic losses associated with these proposed
projects would be even greater given that OCR has now concluded that the Keechelus to
Kachess water conveyance project is necessary to the successful operation of the Drought
Relief Pumping project, the costs and benefits of these different parts of a joint project should l;)e
combined. That will increase the cost of the project by 71 percent while adding only about 30
percent to the benefits, increasing the net loss associated with the combined project. While the.
drought relief pumping plant by itself has a benefit-cost ratio of 0.46, having to combine it with
the water conveyance component reduces the benefit-cost ratio by about 40 percent to 0.29.
The net loss associated with the combined project more than doubles. 80, 81
As OCR and BOR have indicated by delaying the Final EIS and planning to produce a
Supplemental Draft EIS,82 there are many unanswered questions about the practicality and
economic rationality of the Kachess surface water supply project. The actual costs of these two
related projects appear to be unknown at this time, but on a steep upward trend line. In addition,
it seems highly unlikely that this project should be classified as a near-term development that
will be constructed in the 2015-2019 period. 83 OCR has had to repeatedly "go back to the
drawing board" with these projects, redesigning them, and re-estimating their cost. This makes it
nearly impossible for the Legislature and public to evaluate the likely "success" of the OCR's
78

Ibid. page 63 (Table 7) and page iii. The WRC net costs reported here are the "middle" estimates among a range of
net benefit estimates associated with different WRC scenarios that varied the intensity of the impact of climate
change on the hydrology of the Yakima Basin and the effectiveness of water markets within the state of Washington
to move water from lower valued used to higher valued uses. In addition, these "middle" estimates assume that the
individual projects are analyzed on a "stand alone" basis rather than as part of the Yakima Plan. This boosts the
benefits associated with the projects. Finally, only out-of-stream benefits are included, The fish benefits associated
with fish passages at dams and improved instream flows are assumed to be pursued separately without the
additional surface storage projects, These are the net-benefits or net-losses WRC reported in the Executive
Summary of their report.
79 Op, cit. WRC 2014, pp. iii and iv. The WRC adds that "Under the most adverse climate considered [in the scenarios
run], these two projects together would have net benefits of $6 million and a 8/C ratio of 1.02." p. iv.
80 Ibid. Taqfe 20, p. 87, least adverse future climate scenario.
81 OCR, in its June 2016 report to the Legislature on the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance, stated that the water
supply benefits of this project "would be minimal" because there was already "unutilized storage capacity in Kachess
Reservoir and limitations on when water could be transferred between these two reservoirs. For that reason, OCR
noted that" the o,..u.anlit,\!...!of water] transferred doos.. not mean thaiJ:1.u.an.til,\LW_ou.ld.JIBcJltlle...a-'lailable for water sup.pl.y~---
As noted above, the water supply benefits from KKC are minimal and Ecology and Reclamation have concluded the
water supply benefits do not provide a basis for project construction." The Conveyance between the two fakes,
however, would provide water benefits during drought periods by accelerating the refilling of the inactive storage in
Kachess Lake that would be drawn down by drought relief pumping. However, over its hfe time, those benefits would
not justify the costs.
82 http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/Vrbwep/2011integratedplan/2016rneetings/06-08-2016/02mtgnotes.pdf
83
That was its status in the "2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report" submitted to the Washington
State Legislature, Ecology Publication Number 15-12-006, January 6, 2016, p. 12.
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primary "near-term" water supply project, namely the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant.
Furthermore, the benefit-cost analysis of the individual components of the Yakima Plan that the
Legislature asked WRC to carry out documented the sizeable economic loss associated with
these Ka chess projects that would likely block the use of federal funds to help finance them.
A further concern is that although the Yakima Plan has been characterized as one in which
"farmers themselves have agreed to pay for investments that promise to enable their water
needs to be met " 84 when given an opportunity to make a major investment to secure additional
water during drought conditions, the irrigators balked at the cost: In October, 2015, as a result
of significantly low projected snowpack in the Yakima Basin, the Roza Irrigation District (RID)
voted to pursue a Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant Project (KETFPP). 85
The proposed KETFPP would have consisted of a temporary floating pump facility with the
ability to access up to 50,000 acre-feet of water from Kachess Lake that otherwise would be
inaccessible due to low water elevations. This water cou.ld then be pumped into the Yakima
River system to supply RID with temporary emergency drought relief in 2016. Because this
would have impacted the BOR existing Yakima Project, the BOR scheduled public workshops
on December 7 and 8, 2015. 86 But when the cost of the project reached $58 million plus, many
farmers in the irrigation district said that extra water was not worth the extra $85 per acre they
would likely have to pay for 10 years and a full page newspaper ad by concerned Roza
Growers, urged farmers to voice their opinions on the pumping plant.87 By mid-December, the
RID had withdrawn its support of the project and SOR cancelled review of the proposed
·
project. 88

F. The Large Yakima Basin Storage Reservoirs in OCR's Long-Term Development
(2020+)
OCR's list of "Long-Term Development" projects that are part of the 2015 Report to the
Legislature on Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory includes 226,000 acre-feet of
water development within the Yakima Basin that would be developed after 2019. 89 This is part
of the.450,000 acre-feet of additional surface storage that the Yakima Plan proposes to develop
over 30 years. 90 As discussed above, the "near-term" Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
project would involve extracting up to 200,000 acre-feet of water from the inactive storage pool
of Kachess Lake and accelerating its replacement with the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance.
This leaves another 250,000 acre-feet of surface storage associated with the Yakima Plan to be
identified. The 226,000 acre-feet that the OCR lists for the Yakima Plan in its "long-term"
projects (meaning developed after 2019) would provide most of that remaining planned surface
storage development. Although the Yakima Plan calls for constructing both a new Bumping
Lake dam and a Wymer Dam, 91 OCR now claims that this additional surface storage would
84

http://www.yakimaforever.org/2016/10/26/innovalive-water-solutions/#more-1775

85

See: http:/fwww.dailysunnews.com/news/2015/dec/08/fruslrations-aired-kachess-pump-workshop/

a5 see:

··

- · · · · -· --·- ···

-·· -·-·· · -·· ·- ·· · --·

http://www.roza.org/images/Public%20Meetinq%20Notice%20Kachess%20Emergency%20Temporary%2
0Floatiing%20Pumping%20Plant.pdf
iii http://www.dailysunnews.com/news/2015/dec/08/frustrations-aired-kachess-pump-workshop/
88
89

http://www.usbr.gov/newsroom/newsrelease/detail .cfm? Record I0=5 1808
Op. cit. OCR June 2016 report to the Legislature on the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance. p. 12.
Final Programmatic EIS, Yakima River Basins Integrated Water Resource Management Plan, March 2012, p 2-20.
http://vvww.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011 inteq ratedplan/2016meetinq s/06-08-2016/03s!ideupdate.pdf
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come from one large storage reservoir that would be built in the second or third decade of the
Yakima Plan, either the Wymer Dam and Reservoir (162,500 acre-feet) or a new Bumping Lake
dam (156,300 acre-feet net increase). 92 The remainder of the envisioned water development
would come from smaller projects.
OCR's projection of the costs of pursuing this additional surface water storage increases
substantially as one moves from the first decade of the Yakima Plan to the second decade. In
the first decade (2013-2023), the projected surface water storage costs are about $414 million.
In the second decade, the surface water storage investment costs will rise to just over a billion
dollars, a 140 percent increase. In the third decade, the capital investments in surface water
storage will be approximated one billion dollars more. Over the three decades $2.4 billion will be
spent on surface water storage by the Yakima Plan. If, as ORC projects, the state will cover
about half of the costs of these projects, 93 this represents a very substantial future financial
. obligation for the State of Washington of at least $1.2 billion, just for surface water storage in the
Yakima Basin and does not account for likely cost overruns.
Of course, surface storage of water is just one of the elements of the Yakima Plan. In the Initial
Development Phase, the cost of surface water storage was about $414 million, the total cost of a// of
the elements of the Yakima Plan in that decade was projected to be $897 million, over twice as high.
For the second and third decades, the total costs are 50 to 60 percent higher than the surface water
storage investment costs alone. The whole of the "Initial Development Phase" of the Yakima Plan, the
first decade, 2013-2023, on which ORC is currently working, is projected to cost almost $900 million,
while the cost over thirty years would be $4 billion, up to half of which may be a state obligation.94 See
Table 4 below.

Table 4 .
Estimated Costs of Implementing the Yakima Integrated Plan
Integrated_Plan. l::lement

Initial. Development ._Intermediate Development .

...Final Development_

.._Full Development_.

Phase 2013~2023

Phase 2023·2033

Phase 2033·2043

Costs 2013-2043

Surface Water Storage

$413,900,000

$1,003,600,000

$999,000,000

$2,416,500,000

Total for All Elements

$896,900,000

$1,572,050,000

$1,542,250,000

$4,011,200,000

' Source: 'The Yakim§l. RiverBa~in.lntegrated_WaterResource Management Plan-Cost~s~mate and FtnancjngPlan-_

•

'

'

L. ___ Legislative Repor1,'~. Qff[~e_(?f_fCJ!l!f!l!?.La..Blver:i,_~!.1~.gtfLc.e..oJjll~_§,Ja.~~ Ir~_?~_ur~r, P~.£~!!1.~~L1.~,...?,.Q_1.~.i....E!.9!:!.~..1.,............... ............J
G. The Economic Evaluation of the Yakima Plan 's Large Surface Storage Projects
A high priced element of the Yakima Plan is the addition of a large surface water storage facility

_ _ _ _ _..._,ur.ir:i.g_tJ1ELs.e..c.or:1d--0.r_tb.i!'.d....c!.ecade-0Ltbe....E!an~"'Cw.o...altero.ati:1.Le.s_ar..e.....cJJr.tent!y--9.etting_tb.e-!'.P.ost..__ _ _ _ __
scrutiny: A new Bumping Lake Dam and the building of the Wymer Dam.

92

Op. cit. Implementation Status Report: Yakima River Basin IP, pp. 16-17 and Op. cit, Benefit-Cost Analysis of the
Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects, p. 10.
93 Op. cit. Implementation Status Report: Yakima River Basin IP, p. 25 and 26.
94 Ibid. Figures 4 and 5 (not paginated).
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New Bumping Lake Dam
Unsuccessful efforts to construct a new Bumping Lake dam downstream of and flooding the
existing dam on the Bumping river, upstream from Goose Prairie, WA, date back over half a
century. Bills to construct a new Bumping Lake dam were introduced in Congress in 1979,
1981, and 1985. All failed. 95 As described above, opposition to a new Bumping Lake dam and
adverse environmental impacts caused the BOR to exclude this project from its 2008 Final
Planning Report/EIS. 96 Only through the support of Washington Governor Christine Gregoire,
who had been a major backer of a new Black Rock dam, 97 was a new Bumping Lake dam
project brought back for consideration.98
Wymer Dam
Also, as described above, in its 2008 Final Planning Report/EIS the BOR evaluated two
versions of a Wymer Dam in Lmuma Creek (an·intermittent stream), approximately 8 miles
upstream of Roza Diversion Dam, 99 off-channel of the Yakima River, between Ellensburg and
Yakima. The BOR's report calculated that either project ver$ion had a benefit-cost ratio well
below 1.0: For the Wymer Dam and Reservoir it was 0.31; and for the Wymer Dam plus Yakima
River Pump Exchange it was 0.07. 100 Again, the Gregoire administration brought back the
Wymer dam project. 101
OCR plans to finance studies of these two proposals and possibly others that might be
proposed during the end of the first decade and the beginni~g of the second decade of the Plan
and make a decision on what surface water storage alternatives should be pursued.
In 2015, Senators Cantwell and Murray introduced S. 1694 in Congress, which authorizes
continued federal funding for studies of water projects in the Yakima Basin, including
presumably the new Bumping and Wymer dams. Reps. Reichert and Newhouse introduced
companion House bill. This legislation did not passed the 2016 session of Congress.

a

As discussed above, the Washington Legislature mandated that the Washington Water
Resource Center (WRC) carry out benefit-cost analysis of each major project that was part of
the Yakima Plan. That report was delivered to the Legislature in December 2014. 102 That WRC
report concluded that a new Bumping Lake Dam would cost $371 million more than the benefits
it provided over the next 100 years. The benefit-cost ratio would be 0.18. Five out of six of the
dollars invested in it would not be justified by the benefits. For the Wymer Dam and Reservoir,
the costs would exceed the benefits by $1.2 billion. The benefit-cost ratio would be 0.09. Ten
out of eleven of the dollars invested in it would not be justified by the benefits. 103 The WRC
confirmed the 2008 benefit/cost failure of the Wymer Dam calculated by the BOR.
As the WRC discussed at length in its report to the Legislature, the WRC estimated benefits do
not include the value of the planned increase in-stream flows that these reservoirs are projected
95

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf, pp. 1-23 and 1-24.

96

Bureau of Reclamation, Final Planning ReporVEIS, Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, p. 2-128
to 2~ 131. htto:t/wWw.lfsbr.gov/pnlstudiesNa1<rmastoraciestudV/reporfsJersmnalN01umeT paf · · · ·
·

97

http://wVvW.ucrsierraclub.org/ucr/yakima/media 2005-03-18.html

98

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/pub!ications/documents/0912009.pdf
- - - - -\j1mp:7/www.usi5r.gov/pni'sITlcl1es/yak1mas1oragestudy/reports/e1s/hnal/volume1 .pat , p. 2-66.
100 Ibid., pp. 2-125 to 2-127.
101 https://fortress. wa. gov/ecy/publications/documents/0912009.pdf
102
103

Op. cit. Benefit-Cost Analysis of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects, Jonathan Yoder et al.
Ibid. pp. iii and iv.
. ..... •' .....,, ........·~····- ...,.,. ,.. .... ....,.. .......... ..• ····· .. .......... ........................ ... . - ··· ......... ..............._.. . ..
,

,

OCR: Last Ten Years
March 2019

,

. .

...·-·.

Power Consulting Inc.

December 3, 2016

251 Pag e
SDEIS-CR-414

to provide. Because these enhanced in-stream flows are intended to increase the population of
salmon in the Yakima basin rivers and streams, the benefits of these proposed increased in
stream flows will depend on both the effectiveness of in-stream flow in boosting fish production
and the value that is placed on the increased salmon populations.
The benefit-cost analysis commissioned by the OCR and BOR in support of the Yakima Plan
calculated very high economic benefits from the in-stream flows. As a result, the OCR-BOR
economic analysis found that fish benefits would be worth $5 to $7.4 billion while the agricultural
benefits were only $0.8 billion , only one-sixth to one-ninth of the extremely high estimated fish
production benefits.
Municipal water benefits were only $0.4 billion. Put slightly differently, the OCR-BOR analysis
finds that 80 to 90 percent of the benefits of the Yakima Plan are fish-production benefits
derived primarily from proposed fish passage projects at existing dams. Agriculture, apparently,
is a relatively minor beneficiary of the Yakima Plan, providing only about 10 percent of the
benefits of the Plan. 104 The Yakima Plan is, according to the OCR-BOR economic analysis,
primarily a multi-billion-dollar plan to increase salmon populations in the Yakima Basin.
There is no doubt that improving 1a1mon habitat and river and stream ecosystems has
economic value. Over the last half-century economists have developed the tools to estimate
such non-market economic value~. The question raised by the Washington Water Research
Center was whether the ORC-BOR economic analysis accurately estimated those values.
For example, using the same Four-Accounts methodology, the WRC report estimates that the
loss of 1,000 acres ofancient forest due to flooding from a new Bumping Lake dam would
exceed $1.85 billion. 105 These costs were not incorporated in the OCR and BOR estimates of
costs and benefits.
It is important to understand that the reliability of those fish economic values associated with in
stream flows was different than the reliability of the agricultural and municipal water benefits for
several reasons:

It is difficult, if not impossible, to separate out the beneficial impacts. on fish populations
of investments in fish passages at Yakima Basin dams from fish-production impacts of
habitat rehabilitation along streams and rivers and/or increased in-stream flows. Some of
these are activities that complement other activities, boosting the overall impact on fish
populations. But it is also likely that there are declining marginal benefits as additional
improvements in salmon habitat and survival are made.
ii.
The effectiveness of in-stream flows on fish survival is difficult to measure.
iii.
The economic value of improved native fisheries is difficult to measure, especially in a
setting where the number and mix of fish are uncertain and varying over time.
iv.
The opportunity cost of providing instream flows by purchasing out-of-stream water
rights (e .g. irrigation water rights) is only a fraction of what it costs to provide for instream
- - - - - - - ~ f = l o=w=s_h_)".._C0-11Siru.cting____addj1iwatfil.filo_rag_e._1°_6_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _._ _ _ __
i.

104

Ibid. p. iv.
"Benefit-Cost Analysis of the Ya kima Basin Integrated Plan Projects," Jonathan Yoder et al. Report to the
Washington State Legislature , December 15, 2014, p. 108.
106
Ibid. Table 24, p. 91.
105 W RC
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On the other hand, the value of water committed to agriculture or municipal water supplies can
be more easily measured because:
i.
ii.
iii.

There are market-based water transfers that take place in the region that can be
analyzed,
the alternative costs of obtaining the water from groundwater pumping, surface water
treatment, or conservation measures is known, and
because irrigation water is used to raise crops that are sold into commercial agricultural
markets.

Because of this large difference in the precision of and confidence in the impacts of additional
in-stream water flows on fish-production economic values versus agricultural and municipal
water values, the WRC analyzed the out-of-stream (agricultural and municipal) benefits
separately from the in-stream (fish-production) benefits. In order to objectively narrow the
plausible range of values associated with in-stream flows the WRC established two reference
points. 107
The first reference point was tied solely to the irrigation and municipal (out-of-stream) water
benefits. By calculating those accurately and comparing them to the cost of the storage projects,
one can calculate how valuable the fish-production values would have to be in order to bring the
total benefits (irrigation and municipal, as well as fish-production) up to the level of the surface
water storage costs. That tells us how high the value of fish-passage, fish habitat rehabilitation,
and in-stream flows for fish production taken together would have to be for the surface water
storage project to produce net benefits that are positive or a benefit-cost ratio that is 1.0 or
above. One can then ask if there is any evidence that fish-production benefits, especially those
that are not directly associated with investing in fish passage at the Yakima Basin reservoirs,
could be that high.
The second reference point for valuing in stream flows is to ask what irrigation and municipal
water benefits are lost if the instream flows are provided by reducing agricultural and municipal
surface water uses. This, arguably, would be the lowest price that irrigators or municipal water
users would accept in return for voluntarily reducing their surface water use. In that sense this
would be the opportunity cost of providing in-stream flows by foregoing agricultural and
municipal surface water benefits. This tells us what economic value is lost if in-stream flows are
pursued by reducing irrigation and municipal uses. That cost can be compared with the cost of
providing the instream flow by building surface water storage facilities to see if shifting water
from irrigation and municipal use is a less costly way of providing in-stream flow fish-production
benefits than building large surface water storage.
Pursuing enhanced in-stream flows and their associated benefits in terms of fish production by
purchasing water rights from irrigators is already part of the Yakima Plan. That Plan had seven
"elements" which included a "Market Driven Reallocation Element" that would "[c]reate
conditions within which water banks can facilitate the sale or lease of water between willing
parties on a temporary or permanent basis, to improve water suppiy and insfream fiow
conditions in the Yakima basin."108 Such transfers of water rights were projected to [i]ncrease
107
The following two paragraphs are a paraphrasing of the WRC's explanation of how they approached the valuation
of in-stream flow. Ibid. p. 20.
108
Op. cit. OCR and Office of the State Treasurer, "Cost Estimate and Financing Plan-Legislative Report," December
15, 2014, un-paginated, PDF page 8 . .
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the overall value of goods and services derived from the [Yakima] basin's water resources , by
reallocating water from lower-value to higher-value uses."109
The WRC's report to the legislature on the benefits and costs of the individual projects within the
Yakima Plan explored the implicit cost of providing instream flows by such market-based
transfers of existing water. To do that, the WRC estimated the agricultural value of surface
water being used for irrigation in the Yakima basin (the agricultural benefits gained or lost by
increasing or decreasing the irrigation water available). WRC recognized that the cost of
diverting water from irrigated agriculture to instream flows would be higher than the lost market
value of the reduced agricultural production because of the use of less water. WRC therefor
increased that agricultural market value by a third to cover transaction costs, other values farms
might attach to that water and the agricultural activity it supported, risk and uncertainty, etc. 110
WRC estimated that the annual agricultural benefit of an acre-foot of water would be about $84
a year if it were to be leased. Assuming a discount rate of 4 percent, the cost to purchase in
stream flows in perpetuity from an irrigator was estimated to be about $2,750 per acre foot. This
assumed that only intra-irrigation-district water trading was possible and that historical climate
conditions persisted. If full water rights trading were possible, the cost of purchasing the water
for instream flows from irrigators would be lower. If climate change was much more adverse
than historical climate conditions, the cost of purchasing the in-stream flows would be higher.
The WRC study commissioned by the legislature concluded that under moderately adverse
climate change and intra-district water trading only, the cost of providing the in-stream flows by
constructing additional surface water storage would be 16 times as high as purchasing water
rights to protect instream flows. If full water trading within the region were possible, providing for
those instream flows by constructing addition surface water storage would be 25 times what it
would cost to purchase the water rights from irrigators. On the other hand, if no increase in
water trading was possible and there was moderately adverse climate change, the construction
of additional surface water storage would cost nine times what purchasing water rights to
supplement instream flows would cost. 111
The unavoidable conclusion is that the agricultural benefits associated with having more
irrigation water due to the construction of additional surface water storage would j ustify only a
tiny fraction of dam and reservoir construction costs, 4 to 1O percent of those costs. That is a
serious problem for OCR and BOR since to get federal funding (and possibly state funding, too),
the proposed water projects need to pass a benefit-cost test: showing positive net values when
costs are subtracted from benefits or a benefit-cost ratio greater than 1.0.
The WRC economic analysis that was mandated by the Legislature also studied directly the
value of the in-stream flow enhancements for fish-production values to see if those projected
fish-production values could turn around the results of the economic analysis and show that the
separate projects of the Yakima Plan water development projects made economic sense. The
Yakima Plan investments for surface storage to support both in-stream and out-of-stream uses
109

Op. cit. OCR and BOR, Yakima River Basin Integrated W ater Resource Management Plan, Final Programmatic
EIS, March 2012, p. 2-39.
110 Op. cit. WRC Benefit-Costs of Yakima Integrated Project, December 2014, pp. 90-91.
111
Ibid. p. 91. The text on p. 2 1 says that with intra-district water trade and the CGCM climate regime, the cost of
pursuing in-stream fl ows via the Yakima Plan would be 25 times the cost of pursuing enhance in-stream flows by
using water markets. That is incorrect. As pointed out here, the 25-fold increase in cost is associated with full water
trading.
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account for about 66 percent of the costs of the Yakima Plan. 112 We have already discussed the
agricultural and municipal water benefits, the out-of-stream benefits. We now turn to the WRC's
estimates of the benefits of the in-stream flows.
The WRC economic analysis estimates that the in-stream flows combined with fish habitat
restoration would generate $48 to $294 million in fish-production benefits. Just the mainstem
river habitat restoration of the Yakima Plan would cost $338 million. 113 Thus, even if the
enhanced instream flows could be provided from new storage at no cost, the costs of improving
fish habitat would exceed the benefits, generating net losses rather than net benefits. But, of
course, the cost of creating the surface water storage reservoirs to support the proposed in
stream flows would not be zero. The capital costs of the Wymer Reservoir were estimated by
the OCR and BOR in 2012 as $1.14 billion and the capital cost of a new Bump ing Lake Dam
was $517 million. 114 The Yakima Plan, as adopted, includes building both of these two large
surface storage projects, but more recently OCR has backed away from that part of the Plan,
stating, instead, that only one of the be built, at least in the near term. One of the primary stated
purposes of these surface water storage reservoirs is to enhance in-stream flows and enhance
fish populations. For instance, it is projected that "on average, around half of the storage
~pacity [of the Wymer Reservoir] would be used annually to improve instream flows upstream
and downstream of the reservoir."115 Clearly a substantial part of the costs associated with these
surface water storage projects would have to be allocated to in-stream flows. That would make
these efforts to improve fish habitat appear even more uneconomic, increasing the net losses
associated with the projects. The estimated fish-production values associated with enhanced
instream flows when added to the agricultural and municipal water values cannot not provide
sufficient benefits to justify the costs of the proposed surface water storage projects of the
Yakima Plan.

H. Proposed Water Development Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness
Despite the fact that all of the major proposed water storage projects in the Yakima Basin have
costs that grossly exceed benefits, Yakima Plan supporters have called the Yakima Plan a
"National Model."116 OCR has applied that same "model" of "aggressive development of new
water storage" to Washington's Alpine Lakes Wilderness. OCR's 2015 Columbia River Basin
Water Supply Inventory Report discusses this set of projects immediately after discussing the
Yakima River Basin Plan. 117
The Alpine Lakes Wilderness straddles the central Cascade Mountains crest and is one of the
most popular National Wilderness Areas in the nation. The Wenatchee National Forest part of
that wilderness contains the Enchantment Lakes that are part of the headwaters of the
Wenatchee River. A tributary, Icicle Creek, is fed by some of those wilderness lakes. Given

112

Ibid. p. iv-v.
Ibid. p. 100.
114
"Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan: Framework for Implementation Report, "
prepared by HDR Engineering et al., October 2012, p. 17, Table 2.
115
Washington Department of Ecology, ' Building a Future for Water, Wildlife and Working Lands,"
http://www.ecy.wa.qov/programs/wr/cwplimages/pdf/8-YBIP-Wymer.10.03.13.pdf .
116
http://krdistrict.org/EnergyBillNR.pdf
117
Op. cit. WA Department of Ecology Publication Number 15-12-006.
113
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current demands on Icicle Creek's water, that watershed has faced chronic water supply
issues. 118
In December 2012, OCR and Chelan County co-convened a small workgroup, the Icicle Work
Group (IWG), to resolve water rights litigation, fish hatchery concerns, and water supply issues
facing the Wenatchee River and its tributary Icicle Creek. The lcicle-Peshastin Irrigation District
(IPID) had historic water rights and easements that allowed it to store and divert water from the
Enchantment Lakes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Potential IWG water supply enhancement
projects include increases in the water diversions from seven lakes in the Enchantment Lakes
region. 119 These proposals include the rebuilding of a collapsed dam on Eightmile Lake so that
the lake level can be raised to store more water and, during drawdown, can be lowered below
current levels. Another proposal would install a siphon or pump or blast a tunnel to allow the
draining of Upper Klonaqua Lake into Lower Klonaqua Lake so that additional water could be
stored and delivered to the IPID. The IWG is also considering installing remotely controlled
equipment so that the levels of all seven of these wilderness lakes can be controlled by IPID
from its offices, adjusting the quantities of water removed from the lakes to meet both
consumptive use and instream flow requirements.
These and other possible manipulations of the level of these wilderness lakes are currently part
of a State Environmental Policy Act EIS process. 120 Presumably there will also be a NEPA
process, since the lakes are within a National Forest managed by the U.S. Forest Service. OCR
is funding the work of the IWG through a $700,000 contract with the Chelan County Natural
Resources Department. OCR also sought another $3.5 million to continue the IWG work into the
2015-2017 biennium. 121
These proposals to actively manipulate the level of many lakes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness
through the construction of new dams, modification of other dams, and installation of
mechanical and motorized equipment within a well-known and spectacular National Wilderness
Area are certain to be controversial. It is not clear that the 2006 Washington legislation that
established the OCR envisioned that a Washington state government agency would support this
type of intrusion into one of the state's most valued natural areas. At the very least, the
legislature should require a clear and convincing showing that each of these proposed activities
within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness has benefits exceeding costs and, given the unavoidable
environmental costs, that the problems of water supply in the Wenatchee River Basin cannot be
solved by aggressive water conservation plans throughout that water basin and the expansion
of regional water markets that encourage the selling and trading of water rights so that existing
water can voluntarily move from lower to higher valued uses. New commercial intrusions into
the Alpine Lakes Wilderness and the commercial manipulation of the water levels in these
wilderness lakes are unlikely to be economically justifiable.

118

Ibid, p.11.

------'"'~Cotctmcr,E"igti1.rr1ile, Upper a11d1..7JwerSnow, Namr,ttppm7<1011aqaa, and Square Lakes.
120

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1512006.pdf , p. 11.

121 More information is posted at the Icicle Work Group website:

http://www.co.chelan.wa.us/n atu ral-resources/pages/icicle-work-group
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Ill. The Effectiveness of Water Conservation in Meeting Water Needs
In the first few pages of the 2015 "Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report" to the
Washington Legislature, OCR presents water conservation as though it has no clear beneficial
use. Although the report goes on to detail that there are clear, large, and real benefits from
water conservation,122 water conservation is initially presented as~ lesson to which OCR has
learned not to pay attention.
OCR begins its discussion of "lessons learned" "since OCR's inception" that now "shape the
way [OCR] allocate[s] funds and prioritize[s] our efforts" with the assertion that "certain project
types, such as water acquisition and storage...more efficiently and reliably provide additional
water supply than conservation and efficiency improvements."
This is an important, if disturbing, assertion of bias in favor of those approaches to improving
water supply that are the most expensive and pose the greatest likelihood of significant and
permanent environmental damage: large reservoirs that capture an~ store water from natural
waterways. Since OCR's 2015 report to the legislature on its success at developing water
supply over the last decade and its projections of water supply it expects to develop in the near
future heavily depends on reservoir storage, it is important to understand the misleading
character of OCR's asserted "lesson learned" that water conservatiop is largely ineffective in
improving the delivery of the services of water to agriculture, cities, and businesses.
Page 2 of the "2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report'' presents the
following figure.

•Water' 8U~tAflllrCott$erva1ion
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122 Page 8 shows 10,000 AF of conservation savings from the Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement Program
and page 12 shows 3,476 AF of Irrigation Efficiency conservation that has already taken place.
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The figure above is presented by OCR to show that there are only very small benefits from
water conservation when that conservation is associated with the more efficient application of
water to crops. This figure is described by OCR in the following manner:
Conservation projects, which are abundant on our project inventory lists, are
often suggested as a way to make more water available for instream flow and
other uses. Despite the presumed benefits, increasing irrigation efficiency does
not readily translate to water supply made available for new allocation. While
these projects can provide valuable benefits to streamflows supporting aquatic
species and habitat, implementation of these projects generally does not yield
enough benefits to achieve out-of-stream goals. The amount of water used
consumptively by crops remains essentially constant throughout a range of
application efficiencie_s. In some instances, enhanced water use efficiency results
in higher consumptive use by crops and less water being available in stream.
As depicted in the [illustration above], water conserved through increased
efficiency generally would have returned to the water body as "return flow", and
would not have been used consumptively by the crops. However, as OCR
attempts to allocate new sources Qf water, we cannot use these return flow
portions, because it will actually reduce streamflow in areas downstream from the
historic return flow location. (Page 2.)

There are two very important pieces to this ORC argument about the ineffectiveness of water
conservation in enhancing water supply that have to be critically analyzed:
i.

A distinction must be made about different types of water conservation efforts. In this
OCR description of the lessons it has learned, ORC used the phrase "water
conservation" only to refer to applying the appropriate amount of water to crops. But, as
OCR knows, this is just one type of water conservation. ORC's own water conservation
projects have indeed been among the most important means by which the Columbia
Basin has been able to allocate more water to new/current users. Water conservation
includes, and has been highly effective in, lining irrigation ditches or replacing them with
piping in the Columbia Basin. 123 Because of these projects that discourage seepage
from the different canals and conduits, the Columbia Basin as a whole has far more
water than otherwise would be available to irrigate crops. This is important because the
OCR quote presented above seems to dismiss a// forms water conservation using an
example of one type of water conservation. Clearly OCR cannot mean a// conservation
projects are ineffective since conservation projects that reduce the loss of water in the
transportation of water from large bodies of water (like the Columbia or numerous
reservoirs) have been shown to be highly effective in providing additional supplies of
water to the farmers who use the water. 124 OCR's "lesson learned" and its accompanying
"teaching aid" are not about water conservation generally but about the efficiency with
htch water is appited to crops, avoidtrrgwastefutOWT-waiertng---ofu-ops.

123

Columbia Basin ProJect Coordinated Waler Conservation Plan-Fmal Draft. Prepared by Anchor QEA, LLC. March
2010. P. 3.
124 Both the volume of water conserved and the cost per acre foot make this clear in the Columbia Basin Project
Coordinated WaterConseNation Plan-Final Draft (2010). This is also made clear in the Columbia River Basin Water
Supply Inventory Report where conservation is responsible for saving thousands of AF.
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ii.

OCR's discussion of the impact of improved irrigation efficiency is misleading. It ignores
the instream benefit that is shown in the OCR figure, a benefit that should not be
dismissed. Although keeping instream flows at levels sufficient to maintain healthy rivers
and fish population may not directly provide more water for irrigation and other off
stream uses, in the situation depicted in the OCR figure, the instream benefits are clearly
obtained without any loss in crop production. Assuming that the crops receive enough
water, as they do in this figure, then the enhanced instream benefits at the point of
diversion would certainly provide some justification for the water conservation measures
as it is applied to the crops. Since the damage to riverine ecosystems caused by low
stream flows due to the diversion of river water to irrigate crops often leads to the search
for additional water sources to enhance instream flows, improved crop watering
efficiency that reduces the decline in stream flows at diversion points can indirectly
reduce the need to find other water sources to supplement the low stream flows. Efforts
to supplement instream flows can reduce the water flows available for out-of-stream
uses.

However, the OCR's figure depicting the impact of improved efficiency in applying water to
crops is inaccurate. In the "Columbia Basin Project Coordinated Water Conservation Plan-Final
Draft," 17 percent of the water not used by the plants that seeps into the ground is lost to "deep
groundwater systems, evaporation, and evapotranspiration".125 This loss of water due to over
watering that seeps into the ground or is absorbed into the air clearly shows that the OCR figure
that is presented above ls not representative of the actual hydrology. The right-hand figure (after
conservation) would remain the same. But the left-hand figure (before conservation) would have
17 percent of the 20 percent return flow (3.4 percent) lost to deep groundwater systems,
evaporation, and evapotranspiration. It is possible that some of the water that makes it into the
deep groundwater systems could, at a cost, be returned through groundwater pumping , but the
portion lost to evaporation and evapotranspiration would be gone forever. Even if the water can
be pumped from the deep groundwater system, it is unclear who would benefit from this water.
A careful understanding of where the water goes before it is in the deep groundwater system
would need to be better understood. In addition, OCR has not used updated crop water
requirements. The Washington Irrigation Guide (WIG) is the standard in Washington State for
estimating crop water needs, but the guide has not been revised since 1997.126
Water conservation is a very real and reliable strategy that has been proven to provide more
water to the Columbia Basin Water Inventory. Conservation should not be dismissed as
ineffective. Discouraging water conservation, as the above figure and quoted language does,
can only harm efforts to cost-effectively provide more water to the farmers of the Columbia
Basin. Providing a simplistic figure and language that discourages conservation will lead to less
water available for other farmers to use and less water available in the streams that are
adjacent to each farm. Indeed, conservation, including improved application of water to plants,
is important in developing water supply.

n 5 Columbia Basin Project Coordinated Water Conservation Plan-Final Draft. Prepared by Anchor QEA, LLC. March

2010. P. 7.
126

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/wig/wig.html
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OCR has also supported the "Columbia Basin Project Coordinated Water Conservation Plan"
which was developed by the three Columbia Basin Project irrigation districts. The goal of this
project was to identify water conservation projects that would allow additional acreage to be
served without disrupting the water supply of existing acreage while also not increasing the
withdrawals of water from the Columbia River. The water saved by this coordinated water
conservation effort "would be available as a replacement water supply for groundwater
deliveries in the Odessa Subarea, environmental uses, and municipal and industrial water
supply."127
Note ORC's direct assertions that these conservation efforts would make water supply available
for out-of-stream uses such as crop irrigation and water supplies to municipalities and industrial
operations. Also, note the recognition that low stream flows can require the diversion of water
from out-of-stream use to instream flows.
OCR estimates that 18,267 acre-feet of water savings were generated by the Coordinated
Water Conservation efforts between 2009 and 2012, "freeing up enough water to irrigate almost
6,100 acres of land." "The project allows OCR to begin replacing some groundwater water rights
with surface water rights in the Odessa Subarea, immediately... " 128 The OCR list of developed
water projects between 2006 and 2016, lists the Columbia Basin Irrigation District Piping of
open water canals as resulting in the saving of 33,822 acre-feet of water for other uses. 129 That
was the third largest of the OCR's list of developed water supply projects. Only the Odessa
Subarea Groundwater Replacement Project (164,000 acre feet) and the Lake Roosevelt
Incremental Storage Releases Project (132,500 acr'e feet) provided larger developed water
supplies.
Given these OCR-documented water conservation programs' support for out-of-stream water
uses, the OCR's report of the negative "lessons learned" about the effectiveness of water
conservation in its 2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report to the Legislature
is incomprehensible.

IV. Conclusions on OCR's Last Ten Years
The above analysis of OCR provides a critical overview of OCR's expenditures since its
creation. That critical overview raises serious concerns about the actual
accomplishments of OCR and the economic rationality of the projects that OCR has
supported with its expenditures. The overall conclusion from the above analysis is: I!:!,g
Washington State Legislature should provide no additional funding to OCR until a
performance audit on OCR is prepared for the Legislature.
The more detailed conclusions drawn from the above analysis include the following :

127 "Columbia Basin Project Coordinated Water Conservation Plan-Final Draft," prepared by Anchor QEA for the
East, Quincy, and South Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts and the Washington State Department of Ecology, March
2010, page 1.
128 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/CBID.html
129 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/prograrns/wr/cwp/images/pdf/waterdev.pdf
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a. A significant amount of the approximately 400,000 acre-feet of water that the
Office of Columbia River (OCR) reports as having been udeveloped" during the
first decade of OCR's operations is not from "new" water supply production. For
example, as explained in OCR's 2008 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory
Report, "On March 20, 2008, Governor Chris Gregoire signed legislation that will provide
for the release the largest delivery (132,500 acre-feet) of new water to towns and farms
in the Columbia Basin, and for endangered salmon, in three decades. New withdrawals
from Lake Roosevelt, behind Grand Coulee Dam, are expected to begin in 2009."130 In
other words, OCR merely arranged to withdraw more water from the existing Lake
Roosevelt reservoir.
b. The approximately 400,000 acre-feet of water that the Office of Columbia River
(OCR) reports as having been "developed" during the first decade of OCR's
operations is, for the most part, not water that currently has been put to
productive use. For instance, 194,000 acre feet of "developed" water currently stored in
Lake Roosevelt behind Grand Coulee Dam has been authorized to be delivered to the
Odessa Subarea to replace failing groundwater sources currently being used for
irrigation. However, that Columbia River surface water cannot be delivered to those
croplands until major additional investments are made in expanding the capacity of the
East Low Canal and its associated facilities and to fund and build the delivery systems to
carry the water from the canal to the cropla¥1c::ls. As a result, as of mid-July, 2016, over
95 percent of the "developed" water that is supposed to be replacing groundwater
pumping in the Odessa Subarea has not been delivered to those lands. According to the
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), the original Columbia Basin Project authorized delivery of
Lake Roosevelt water to the Odessa Subarea in 1943. For much of that land, the cost of
delivering that water has continued to prevent the use of Columbia River surface water
to irrigate those lands. Of the 90,000 acres of Odessa Subarea land where Columbia
River surface water is supposed to displace deep groundwater pumping, such
displacement has taken place on only 2,000 to 3,000 acres of land as of mid-July 2016.
And, despite OCR spending nearly $200 million of state funds, no new major storage
projects have been constructed within the Yakima Basin to provide new water supplies.
c. There are hundreds of millions of additional taxpayers' investment dollars that will
have to be made over the next decade or more before all of that OCR udeveloped"
water is actually put to productive use. Some combination of funding from
Washington State taxpayers, the irrigated farms and municipalities that are beneficiaries,
and the federal government will have to be put together before this water is actually
"developed" in the sense of being put to productive use. A funding plan for completing
this first decade of OCR water "development" has not yet been developed.

130 2008

Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report, Office of Columbia River, p. 3.
http://www,ecy.wa .govlprogra ms/wr/cwp/images/pdf/081egsrpt/expand-rot.pdf
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d. Listing water as "developed" when financing has not been arranged to put that
water to use exaggerates OCR's accomplishments and understates the costly
taxpayer investments that will be required to put that water to use.
e. The OCR and BOR funded Yakima Plan is based on speculative fish production
benefits to justify funding large and expensive surface water storage facilities.
Ninety-six percent of the water to be developed in the OCR "near-term" (2015-2019)
water projects are located in the Yakima River Basin and 47 percent of the water from
"long-term" development projects (2019+) are also located there. The Yakima Plan lays
out a thirty-year vision to develop approximately 500,000 acre-feet of water. As the OCR
and BOR calculate the benefits of this 30-year water development project, about 85-90
percent of the benefits of the Yakima Plan are dependent on projected enhanced salmon
populations. Only 5 to 1O percent of the benefits are associated with irrigated agriculture.
Improved municipal water supplies would be the source of 2 to 3 percent of the benefits.
f.

Doing an aggregate benefit-cost analysis on the Yakima Plan as the OCR and BOR
chose to do hides projects that generate major net costs among those that
generate net benefits. The benefit-cost analysis paid for by OCR-BOR found that even
under the worst-case scenario the benefits of all of the projects associated with the
Yakima Plan generate net benefits of $1.8 billion with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.4. The
Washington Legislature in 2013 was not satisfied with the OCR-BOR aggregate benefit
cost analysis and ordered the Washington State Water Research Center (WRC) to do a
benefit-cost analysis of each of the component projects within the Yakima Plan. That is a
more appropriate use of benefit-cost analysis since it prevents economically very
productive projects with very high benefits and very low costs from being used to justify
economically irrational projects that have low benefits and high costs.

g. To economically justify large Yakima Basin surface storage projects, the
enhanced instream flows facilitated by those surface water storage projects would
have to be implausibly effective at increasing salmon production and/or the
incremental salmon production would have to be assigned indefensibly high
economic values. The WRC benefit-cost analysis mandated by the Washington
Legislature concluded that none of the OCR larger surface water storage projects in the
Yakima Basin could be justified on the basis of the irrigated agriculture and municipal
water supply benefits. This includes the combined Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant and the related Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance. That water conveyance
project is needed to make the drought relief pumping from the Kachess Lake's inactive
storage viable. The WRC benefit-cost analysis also concluded that neither the Wymer
Dam and Reservoir nor a new Bumping Lake Dam could be economically justified on the
basis of irrigation and municipal water benefits.

ne WRC estimatedlfie f1sn-product1on value of those enhanced in-stream flows to be
far too small when combined with irrigation and municipal water benefits to justify the
_ _ _ _ _ _ ___,c.,.,o,,,..,st-0tb.u.ilding....o.Uhosas.w:face-water storage.1acil.iti,=~----------------h. In addition, within the Yakima Basin, it would be far less costly to provide the
planned enhanced in-stream flows by the buying water rights to divert water flows
······•································•···· ···········•··
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to out-of-stream uses and leaving the water in the rivers rather than building new
or expanded large surface water storage facilities. Diverting water from out-of-stream
uses to in-stream uses would cost a fraction, 4 to 33 percent, of the in-stream-flows'
share of the costs of building the surface water storage facilities. Stated differently, in
order to economically justify the overall Yakima Project, OCR-BOR had to assume the
fish-production value of the water was so much higher than the agricultural and
municipal water values (at least 3 to 25 times higher) that it does not make economic
sense to use that water for agricultural and municipal uses. It should be devoted instead
to fish production via in-stream flows. If that assumption is abandoned, then the Yakima
Plan no longer is economically rational nor are most of its component parts.

i.

The proposed surface water storage projects OCR envisions being carried out in
the Yakima Basin over the next three decades would be very expensive to
Washington State and its citizens, costing Washington taxpayers as much as $2
billion. OCR's projection of the costs of pursuing this additional surface water storage
increases substantially as one moves from the first decade of the Yakima Plan to the
second decade. In the first decade (2013-2023), the projected surface water storage
costs are about $414 million. In the second decade, the surface water storage
investment costs will rise to just over a billion dollars, a 140 percent increase. In the third
decade the capital investments in surface water storage will be approximated one billion
dollars more. Over the three decades $2.4 billion will be spent on surface water storage
by the Yakima Plan. If, as the 2006 ORC legislation requires, the state will cover about
half of the costs of the total plan, this represent very substantial future financial
obligation for the State of Washington, including at least $1.2 billion, just for surface
water storage.
In addition, as the Yakima Plan is implemented, BOR and OCR intend to conduct
appraisals and, potentially, feasibility-level studies on other water supply enhancements,
including the potential for an inter-basin transfers from the Columbia River. 131 Pumping
from the Columbia River into a new Wymer dam has been proposed. 132 A presentation .
was made to the Yakima Workgroup on November 8, 2009, on pumping Columbia River
water into a new Selah Creek dam.133 None of these proposals are included in the costs
of the Yakima Plan.
Of course, surface storage of water is just one of the elements of the Yakima Plan. In the
Initial Development Phase, the cost of surface water storage was about $414 million.
The total cost of all of the elements of the Yakima Plan in that decade was projected to
be $897 million, over twice as high. For the second and third decades, the total costs are
50 to 60 percent higher than the surface water storage investment costs alone. The
whole of the "Initial Development Phase" of the Yakima Plan, the first decade, 20132023, on which ORC is currently working, is projected to cost almost $900 million, while
t!1e cost over thirty years \f✓Ould be $4 billion, up to ha!f cf \Vhich may be a state
obligation. See Table 5 below.

131 Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan, Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement, Benton, Kittitas, Klickitat, and Yakima Counties, p, 2-25
132

http://www.usbr.qov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2009workgroup/meetings/2009-11-23/ 14wymertlex.pdf

133

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2009workgroup/meetings/2009-1i -09/10se!ahcreekpresentati on .pdf
.
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Table 5.
Estimated Costs of Implementing the Yakima Integrated Plan
__ lntegrated,f~}an Ele~~l,'lt_...Initial.. Develo~ment .lntermed.iate Development_. .....Final_Development __ _Jull Deve1opment .
Phase 2013-2023

Phase 2023-2033

Phase 2033-2043

Costs 2013-2043

Surface Water Storage

$413,900,000

$1,003,600,000

$999,000,000

$2,416,500,000

Total for All Elements

$896,900,000

$1,572,050,000

$1,542,250,000

$4,011,200,000

I

LS..().l:1IC?.~.~.'.'.Th~.Y~.~i.ma River Ba?.i!J.lr:it~grated Water Resource Manag.~rrien!__l:!an-Cost Estimate and Financing Planr'

--------

Office of Columbia
River and Office ofthe State Treasurer
December 15 2014 , . ...
islative
Fi9ure4.
,........ .... . Le
.. Jl....
.......... .Re
.. " Port::i.II •• ••·---•-·-··--···---..........- - - - -'-···---- ..----···-.... .........................................- . ......
- - -··-·····--:.,,..;.. .....
. ...........·- -·-····-··..........-

j.

The proposals to actively manipulate the level of many lakes in the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness through the construction of new dams, modification of other dams,
and installation of mechanical and motorized equipment within a well-known and
spectacular National Wilderness Area need critical economic scrutiny. At the very
least, the legislature should require a clear and convincing showing that each of these
proposed activities within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness has benefits exceeding costs
and, given the unavoidable environmental costs, that the problems of water supply in the
Wenatchee River Basin cannot be solved by aggressive water conservation plans
throughoutthat water basin and the expansion of regional water markets that encourage
the selling and trading of water rights so that existing water can voluntarily move from
lower to higher valued uses. New commercial intrusions into the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness and the commercial manipulation of the water levels in these wilderness
lakes are unlikely to be economically justifiable.

k. OCR's 2105 Columbia Basin Water Supply Inventory Report begins with an
explicit criticism of the efficacy of water conservation efforts and an argument in
support of giving priority to investments in surface water storage, the most
expensive elements oUhe OCR's plans. OCR's critique of the efficacy of water
conservation compared fo building surface water storage facilities is misleading
in several ways.
i.

ii.

iii.

OCR's critique equates water conservation with improvements in the efficiency
with which water is applied to crops. There are many other important types of
water conservation besides improving the efficiency of irrigating crops.
Even in the context of efficiency in the amount of water applied to crops, that
improved efficiency can moderate the impact of irrigation on in-stream flows at
the points of diversion. It can also reduce the loss of water to evaporation,
evapotranspiration, and deep water aquifers.
Low in-stream flows due to irrigation withdrawals often lead to efforts to enhance

-----------,tft-e-in--stre-am-fl-ovv-s-b-'y~bti-i-ld-iflg--more-sttff-aee-st-cir-age-m--be-ti·sed-to-rnafn-tatn-ifi•~-- - - - - - 
stream flows. For instance, about half of the planned surface water stored by the
proposed Wymer Dam and Reservoir would be used to enhance in-stream flows
rather than delivering water to out-of-stream uses like irrigation.

.. ,-................. _........
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iv.

OCR's own analysis of a broad range of water conservation projects
demonstrates that water conservation can provide water of out-of-stream uses in
a cost-effective manner.

I.. Over the past 10 years, the OCR has wasted millions of dollars on new dam
studies that are uneconomical · with adverse environmental impacts.

........... _,....... .
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IRUWKHKHDOWKRIWKHULYHULQHHQYLURQPHQWDODQGIRUDJULFXOWXUDOPXQLFLSDODQGGRPHVWLFQHHGV
3DJH(6,-DQXDU\ 7KH6XSSOHPHQWDO(,6IDLOHGWRRIIHUDVWDWHGSXUSRVHDQG
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7KH'(,6DQGWKH6'(,6IDLOWRPHHWWKHH[SOLFLW1(3$UHTXLUHPHQWRIFRQVLGHULQJ
DUHDVRQDEOHUDQJHRIDOWHUQDWLYHVWKDWFDQDFFRPSOLVKWKHSXUSRVHRIWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQ7KH
 '(,6 FRQVLGHUHG RQO\ WZR DOWHUQDWLYHV  WKH .DFKHVV 'URXJKW 5HOLHI 3XPSLQJ 3ODQW
.'533  ZLWK WZR ORFDWLRQV DQG WKH .HHFKHOXVWR.DFKHVV &RQYH\DQFH ..&  ZLWK WZR
ORFDWLRQV,QIDFWWKH'(,6VWDWHGWKHVHVKRXOGDOOEHFRQVLGHUHGSDUWRIDVLQJOHDFWLRQEHFDXVH
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FRQVLGHUHG SXPSLQJSODQWSOXVFRQYH\DQFH YVQRDFWLRQLQWKH'(,6
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%RWKWKH'(,6DQGWKH6'(,6IDLOWRFRPSO\ZLWKWKH1(3$UHTXLUHPHQWRIFRQVLGHULQJDOO
UHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVWRDFKLHYHWKHVWDWHGSXUSRVH,QIDFWWKLVIDWDOIODZRULJLQDWHVIURP
WKH3URJUDPPDWLF(,6UHOHDVHGLQZKLFKIDLOHGWRFRQVLGHUDOOUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVDQG
HQWUHQFKHGWKHSUREOHPZKLFKZDVFDUULHGIRUZDUGLQWKH'(,6DQG6'(,67KH
 3URJUDPPDWLF <DNLPD 3ODQ(,6 QRW RQO\ IDLOHG WR FRQVLGHU D UDQJH RIDOWHUQDWLYHV DV
UHTXLUHG E\ 1(3$ LW IDLOHG WR IROORZ IHGHUDO3URJUDP 3ULQFLSDOV DQG *XLGHOLQHV 33*  LQ
DFFXUDWHO\ DVVLJQLQJ FRVWV DQG EHQHILWV WR WKH DUELWUDULO\ QDUURZ OLVW RI DOWHUQDWLYHV $OO
VXEVHTXHQW 1(3$ SURFHVVHV DQG GRFXPHQWV KDYH WKHUHIRUH EHHQ OHJDOO\ LQDGHTXDWH DQG WKH
6'(,6FDQQRWEHWLHUHGWRDQLQDGHTXDWH3(,67KHRQO\ZD\WRUHFWLI\WKLVSUREOHPLVWR
UHWXUQWRWKHRULJLQDO3URJUDPPDWLF<DNLPD3ODQ(,6DQGGRLWFRUUHFWO\:HDVNWKDWWKH1(3$
OHJDOUHTXLUHPHQWVEHPHWE\UHLVVXLQJD1(3$FRPSOLDQW3URJUDPPDWLF(,6IROORZWKDWZLWK
D1(3$FRPSOLDQW'UDIW(,6DQGSURFHHGLQDPDQQHUWKDWFRQVLGHUVDUDQJHRIDOWHUQDWLYHVWR
WKH<%,3¶VVWDWHGSXUSRVH
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:H DVN WKDW ZDWHU FRQVHUYDWLRQ PHWKRGV ZDWHU PDUNHW VWUDWHJLHV VWDWHRIWKHDUW ZDWHU
PDQDJHPHQW WHFKQRORJLHV DQG FURS PDQDJHPHQW VWUDWHJLHV EH FRQVLGHUHG VHSDUDWHO\ DQG LQ
FRPELQDWLRQWRDFKLHYHWKHSXUSRVH V RI<%,3DQGDVDOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKHSURSRVHG.DFKHVV
/DNHSXPSLQJSODQW,WLVFOHDUWKH3(,6'(,6DQG6'(,6KDYHEHHQSUHSDUHG LQYLRODWLRQRI
1(3$JXLGDQFH ³VODQWHGWRWKHLQWHUHVWRIVSHFLDOLQWHUHVWJURXSV´:HDVNDVUHTXLUHGLQWKH
1(3$ SURFHVV WKDW DOO DOWHUQDWLYHV QRW FRQVLGHUHG EH OLVWHG DQG D IXOO H[SODQDWLRQ EH
JLYHQ«LQFOXGLQJGDWDUHIHUHQFHVDQGUHYLHZSURFHGXUHV«IRUH[FOXGLQJHDFKDOWHUQDWLYH

7KHSURFHVVWKDWJHQHUDWHGWKH'(,6DQG6'(,6RIUHFRUGFDQQRWEHUHOLHGXSRQWRSURGXFHD
1(3$ FRPSOLDQW GRFXPHQW WKDW REMHFWLYHO\ UHSUHVHQWV DOO UHDVRQDEOH DOWHUQDWLYHV DQG ZH
WKHUHIRUHUHTXHVWWKDWDQLQGHSHQGHQWQRQELDVHGQRQJRYHUQPHQWDFDGHPLFHQWLW\EHHQJDJHG
WRFRQGXFWWKHVHDQDO\VHV

  ,QYROYHDOODIIHFWHGQDWLYHWULEHV7KH6'(,6QRWHVWKH<DNDPD1DWLRQKDVKLVWRULFDOWLHVWR
WKH /DNH .DFKHVV DUHD DQG GRFXPHQWV KLVWRULFDO DQG FXOWXUDO KHULWDJH FRQQHFWLRQV    7KH
6QRTXDOPLH7ULEHDOVRKDVURRWVLQWKH/DNH.DFKHVVDUHDDQGDUWLIDFWVIURPWKDWIHGHUDOO\
UHFRJQL]HG WULEH KDYH EHHQ IRXQG DORQJ WKH VKRUHOLQH RI /DNH .DFKHVV   +RZ ZLOO WKH
6QRTXDOPLH7ULEH¶VKLVWRULFDODQGFXOWXUDOVWDQGLQJEHUHFRJQL]HGLQUHJDUGWRWKLVSURMHFWDQG
WKH\ EH EURXJKW LQWR WKH GLVFXVVLRQ"   +RZ ZLOO WKH 6QRTXDOPLH 7ULEH EH FRQWDFWHG WKH
SRWHQWLDO LPSDFW RI WKLV SURMHFW RQ WKHLU FXOWXUH EH H[SODLQHG DQG ZLOO WKH\ EH JLYHQ DQ
RSSRUWXQLW\WRSURYLGHFRPPHQWSULRUWRD)LQDO(,6DQGRU52'"$OVRSOHDVHGHVFULEHZKDW
KDSSHQVZLWK1DWLYH$PHULFDQDUWLIDFWVXQHDUWKHGGXULQJFRQVWUXFWLRQRUIROORZLQJDFWLYDWLRQ
RISXPSVDQGGUDLQLQJWREHORZWKHQDWXUDOODNHOHYHO

  ,PSDFWRQ&DPSHUVDW/DNH.DFKHVV7KHLPSDFWRQDQQXDOYLVLWRUVDQG
DQQXDOERDWHUVDW86)6/DNH.DFKHVV&DPSJURXQGZLOOEHGHYDVWDWLQJ3DJHLQGLFDWHV
WKHODNHFRXOGEHGUDZQGRZQIHHW³DVHDUO\DV-XQHLQVHYHUHGURXJKW\HDUV´>127(
7KHFDPSJURXQGW\SLFDOO\RSHQVRQ0HPRULDO'D\:HHNHQG«-XQHVW@,QRWKHUZRUGVWKH
FDPSJURXQGZRXOGQRWRSHQSRVVLEO\IRUDQXPEHURI\HDUV7RGDWHWKHUHKDVEHHQQRHIIRUW
DWFRPPXQLFDWLQJZLWKWKHLQGLYLGXDOVIDPLOLHVDQGRUJDQL]DWLRQVWKDWXVHWKLVFDPSJURXQG
VRPHZLWKGHFDGHVRIFRQWLQXRXVDQQXDOXVH7KHSRVVLELOLW\RIGUDVWLFDOO\UHGXFHGDFFHVVWR
WKLV WUHDVXUHG UHFUHDWLRQDO IDFLOLW\ KDV QHYHU EHHQ FRPPXQLFDWHG WR LWV XVHUV OHW DORQH WKH
SRVVLELOLW\WKDWLWZRXOGFORVHDQGQRWUHRSHQIRUD\HDURUPRUH$VQRWHGEHORZZLWKUHVSHFW
WR (6[LL  ZH QRWHG WKH LQDGHTXDF\ RI D SRVW KRF FRPPXQLFDWLRQ VWUDWHJ\ WR LQIRUP
UHFUHDWLRQDO XVHUV RI WKH LPSDFW RI .'533)33   7KH LPSDFW RQ 86)6 /DNH .DFKHVV
&DPSJURXQGLVEXWRQHEXWDYHU\LPSRUWDQWH[DPSOHRIWKHQHHGIRUDGLIIHUHQWDQGEHWWHU
DSSURDFK +RZZLOOWKHSDVW XVHUVRI86)6 /DNH.DFKHVV &DPSJURXQGEHFRQWDFWHGDQG
LQIRUPHGRIWKHSRWHQWLDOLPSDFWRQ/DNH.DFKHVVDQGZLOOWKH\EHSURYLGHGDQRSSRUWXQLW\
IRUSXEOLFFRPPHQW",WLVFOHDUWKHFXUUHQW6'(,6KDVIDLOHGWRDFFRPSOLVKWKLVHVVHQWLDOSXEOLF
LQIRUPDWLRQREOLJDWLRQDQGWKDWDVXEVHTXHQW6'(,6DQGIXOOSXEOLFGLVFORVXUHDUHQHHGHGWR
FRUUHFWWKLVIDLOXUH3OHDVHSURYLGHDZULWWHQSODQDVWRKRZWKHSDVWFDPSJURXQGXVHUVZLOOEH
FRQWDFWHGDQGWKHWLPHOLQHIRUWKLVSURFHVV

  ,PSRVVLEOHWR(YDOXDWH7KH6'(,6SUHVHQWVIRXUFRQVWUXFWLRQSURMHFWVWKHWXQQHODQGWKUHH
GLIIHUHQWSXPSLQJSODQWV7KHSODQVVKRZQDUHYHU\UXGLPHQWDU\ DQGFRQFHSWXDORQO\7KH

March 2019



SDEIS-CR-435


3


4


5

I


6

ORFDWLRQVDUHRQO\JHQHUDOLQGLFDWLQJWKDWOLWWOHRUQRRQVLWHLQYHVWLJDWLRQRUGHWDLOHGGHVLJQ
KDV EHHQ FDUULHG RXW ,Q WKHVH FLUFXPVWDQFHV LW LV LPSRVVLEOH WR HYDOXDWH ZKDW LI DQ\
HQYLURQPHQWDO LPSDFWV PD\ UHVXOW IURP WKH FRQVWUXFWLRQ DQG VXEVHTXHQW RSHUDWLRQ RI WKH
SURSRVHG IDFLOLWLHV  3OHDVH SURYLGH GHWDLOHG GHVLJQV IRU ERWK WKH .'533 DQG ..& LQ D
VXEVHTXHQW6'(,6

  :DWHU 'HILFLW DQG :DWHU 5LJKWV 0LWLJDWLRQ :KHQ WKH SXPSLQJ SODQW ZLWKGUDZV DQ
DGGLWLRQDODFUHIHHWIURP/DNH.DFKHVVORZHULQJWKHODNHOHYHO IHHWEHORZWKH
JUDYLW\VSLOOZD\KRZDQGZKHQZLOOWKHZDWHUEHUHSODFHG"/DNH.DFKHVVQRUPDOO\UHFHLYHV
DFUHIHHWRIZDWHUIURPWKHFDWFKPHQWEDVLQ7KLVZDWHULVDOORFDWHGWRYDULRXVZDWHU
ULJKWKROGHUV6RZKHQDGGLWLRQDOZDWHULVZLWKGUDZQIRUGURXJKWUHOLHIWKHUHZLOOEHDGHILFLW
RIDVPXFKDVDFUHIHHW6KRXOGWKHQH[W\HDUEHDQDYHUDJH\HDUWKHUHZLOORQO\EH
 DFUHIHHW RI SUHFLSLWDWLRQ LQ WKH FDWFKPHQW EDVLQ WR UHSODFH WKH GHILFLW ,W ZLOO EH
QHFHVVDU\WRUXQWKHSXPSVWRGHOLYHUPRVWRIWKHQRUPDODOORFDWLRQIURPWKHODNHEHORZWKH
OHYHORIWKHJUDYLW\VSLOOZD\$IWHUWKHGURXJKWRIZKHQ/DNH.DFKHVVZDVGUDZQGRZQ
WRQRUPDOORZSRRODWWKHOHYHORIWKHJUDYLW\VSLOOZD\LWWRRNHLJKW\HDUVWRDJDLQUHDFKIXOO
SRROHOHYDWLRQ$QGWKDWZDVZLWKRXWGUDZLQJGRZQDQRWKHUIHHWE\SXPSLQJRXW
DFUHIHHW IURP WKH QDWXUDO ODNH LQDFFXUDWHO\ QDPHG LQDFWLYH VWRUDJH  'R 5HFODPDWLRQ DQG
(FRORJ\KDYHDQ\SODQVRQPDQDJLQJWKHZDWHUUHVRXUFHVLQWKHHQWLUH<DNLPD5LYHU%DVLQWR
UHSODFHWKLVGHILFLW"7KH6'(,6GRHVQ¶WPHQWLRQWKHP:LOOWKHMXQLRUZDWHUULJKWKROGHUEH
DOORFDWHG OHVV WKDQ  RI WKHLU DOORFDWLRQ LQ RUGHU WR ³UHSD\´ WKH  DFUHIHHW WKH\
ERUURZHGGXULQJWKHGURXJKW"7KH6'(,6GRHVQ¶WVD\$VXEVHTXHQW6'(,6LVUHTXLUHGWR
SURYLGHGHWDLOHGDQVZHUVWRWKHVHTXHVWLRQV

  2EMHFWLYLW\YV³6XJJHVWLRQ´([HFXWLYH6XPPDU\SDJH(6Y7KH6'(,6DVVHUWVWKH
SUHVHQFHRID³YDOXHDQDO\VLVVWXG\WKDWVXJJHVWHGWKHIHDVLELOLW\RIDIORDWLQJSXPSLQJSODQW´
7KH DVVHUWLRQ WKDW D UHGLUHFWLRQ RI WKH SUHYLRXV '(,6 OHDGLQJ WR D FRPSUHKHQVLYH VKLIW LQ
HPSKDVLVDQGUHPRYDORIFRQYH\DQFHDVSUDFWLFDORSWLRQVZRXOGEHGULYHQE\D³VXJJHVWLRQ´
EULQJVLQWRTXHVWLRQWKHREMHFWLYLW\DQGULJRURIHLWKHUSUHYLRXVRUVXEVHTXHQWRUERWKDQDO\WLF
PHWKRGRORJLHV3OHDVHSURYLGHIXOOGHVFULSWLRQVRIWKH³VXJJHVWLRQV¶LQFOXGLQJWKHPHWKRGV
GDWDDQGFRQFOXVLRQVLPSOLHGE\WKHLQDGHTXDWHDQGFRQIXVLQJWHUP³VXJJHVWLRQV´

  )XQGLQJDPELJXLW\UHTXLUHVDQRWKHU6'(,6 3DJH(6YLLLDQG3DJH3DJH
7DEOHLQGLFDWHVWKH5ROHDQG5HVSRQVLELOLW\RIWKH'HSDUWPHQWRI(FRORJ\DVDQDJHQF\
RIWKH6WDWHRI:DVKLQJWRQLVWRSURYLGHSRWHQWLDOIXQGLQJRIWKHVHOHFWHGDOWHUQDWLYHV7KLV
DSSDUHQWO\UHIHUV WR WKH SDVVDJH RI 6HQDWH %LOO 66%   6HF   D  LQ  ZKLFK
LQGLFDWHVWKH6WDWHRI:DVKLQJWRQZLOOSD\XSWRRQHKDOIRIWKHSURMHFWFRVWVIURPDGGLWLRQDO
WD[RUUHYHQXHUHVRXUFHVWKDWZRXOGKDYHWREHLGHQWLILHGDWDIXWXUHWLPH7KH6'(,6LPSOLHV
WKH'HSDUWPHQWRI(FRORJ\ZLOOIXQGWKHSURMHFWIURPLWVDQQXDOEXGJHW7KDWLVQRWFRUUHFW
LW LV FOHDU DQ\ IXQGLQJ RI WKH SURMHFW ZLOO UHTXLUH :DVKLQJWRQ 6WDWH WD[SD\HUV WR FRPHXS
ZLWKQRW PRUH WKDQ  RI WKH SODQ IURP IXQGV WKDW KDYH QHLWKHUEHHQ LGHQWLILHG
RUDSSURSULDWHG7KHVWDWHPHQWVKRXOGUHDG³:DVKLQJWRQWD[SD\HUVPD\EHUHTXLUHGWRIXQG
QRWPRUHWKDQRIWKHSODQIURPIXQGVQRWFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOH´7KHSUHIDFHWRWKH6'(,6
VWDWHVWKH'HSDUWPHQW¶RI(FRORJ\ VSXUSRVHLVWRSURWHFWDQGSUHVHUYHWKHHQYLURQPHQW7R
VXJJHVW LW QRZ KDV D ³SXUSRVH´ WR VSHQG XQDSSURSULDWHG IXQGV LV K\SHUEROH DW EHVW DQG
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GHFHSWLRQDWZRUVW:HDVNWKDWWKHVWDWHPHQWEHFRUUHFWHGWRLQGLFDWHWKDW:DVKLQJWRQ6WDWH
WD[SD\HUVDUHQRWFXUUHQWO\REOLJDWHGWRSD\IRUDQ\SDUWRIWKHSODQEXWPD\LQWKHIXWXUHEH
REOLJDWHGWRIXQGXSWRRIWKHSODQ

$OVRWKH'HSWRI(FRORJ\KDVIRUWKHSDVW\HDUVFRQWLQXLQJLQWKHFXUUHQWELHQQLDOEXGJHW
EHHQH[SHQGLQJIXQGVIRUGHVLJQUHYLHZSURPRWLRQFRPPXQLFDWLRQDQGGHYHORSPHQWRIWKH
<%,3SULPDULO\XQGHUFRQWUDFWZLWK%R56LQFHRUEHIRUHVXEVWDQWLDOVWDWHIXQGVKDYH
EHHQ H[SHQGHG RQ WKH .'533)33 :H DVN WKDW WKHVH IXQGV EH LQFOXGHG LQ DQ\
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHFRVWVRI.'533)33$Q\UHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHFRVWRI.'533)33
ZLWKRXWWKHVHWD[IXQGVLQFOXGHGXQGHUVWDWHVWKHWUXHFRVWVRIWKLVSURMHFWWRWD[SD\HUVDQG
SDUWLFLSDWLQJHQWLWLHV

:LWKUHJDUGWRIXQGLQJRIWKH \HWWREHVHOHFWHGDOWHUQDWLYH7DEOHIXUWKHUFRQIXVHVWKH
PDWWHUE\LQGLFDWLQJLWLVD5ROHDQG5HVSRQVLELOLW\RIWKH%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQWRSURYLGH
SRWHQWLDOIXQGLQJRIWKHVHOHFWHGDOWHUQDWLYH7KHUHLVQRUHIHUHQFHWRDOHJLVODWLYHRUH[HFXWLYH
DFWLRQ WKDW ZRXOG PDNH WKLV VWDWHPHQW WUXH ,I WKHUH LV D FRPPLWPHQW E\ WKH IHGHUDO
JRYHUQPHQWLQWKHIRUPRIHLWKHUDXWKRUL]HGRUDSSURSULDWHGIXQGVWRPDNHWKLVVWDWHPHQW
WUXHLWPXVWEHLQFOXGHGLQWKH6'(,6:HDVNWKDWDQ\SDVVHGQRWFRQWHPSODWHGSHQGLQJ
RUVSHFXODWLYHIHGHUDOVWDWHRUUHJXODWLRQWKDWFRPPLWVIHGHUDOIXQGLQJWKURXJKWKH%XUHDX
RI5HFODPDWLRQEHLGHQWLILHGLQDVXEVHTXHQW6'(,6

9
D

7RIXUWKHUFRQIXVHWKHPDWWHU3DJHVWDWHV)RUIXOOLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKHVHOHFWHG
DOWHUQDWLYH5R]DSURSRVHVWRIXQGGHVLJQFRQVWUXFWRSHUDWHDQGPDLQWDLQDSXPSLQJSODQW
DW.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU7KHUHLVQROHJDOO\ELQGLQJOHJLVODWLYHFRQWUDFWXDOSXEOLFVWDWHPHQW
RURWKHUGRFXPHQWDWLRQWKDWZRXOGSURYHWKLVVWDWHPHQWWREHWUXH:HDVNWKDWZKDWHYHU
REOLJDWRU\GRFXPHQWDWLRQIURP5R]DWKDWH[LVWVEHSURYLGHGWRDOORZFLWL]HQVWRDVVHVVWKH
OHJLWLPDF\RIWKLVVWDWHPHQWDQGWKDWWKLVEHSURYLGHGLQDIXWXUH6'(,6
,QVXPPDU\WKHIXQGLQJRIWKHVHOHFWHGDOWHUQDWLYHLVDFROOHFWLRQRIVSHFXODWLYH
REOLJDWLRQVWKDWPD\RUPD\QRWFRPPLW6WDWHRI:DVKLQJWRQFLWL]HQV5R]DIDUPHUVDQGRU
86FLWL]HQVWRDOORUDSRUWLRQRIWKHVHOHFWHGDOWHUQDWLYH7KLVFRQIXVLRQDQGREIXVFDWLRQLV
XQDFFHSWDEOH:HDVNWKDWWKHDFWXDODPRXQWVRIIXQGLQJREOLJDWLRQE\DOOHQWLWLHVEH
UHYHDOHGIRUSXEOLFUHYLHZDQGWKLVEHSURYLGHGLQDIXWXUH6'(,6
 &KDQJHLQ6FRSH3DJH(6YLLL7KH6'(,6VWDWHVWKDWWKH.'533)33LVWKH³SURSRVHG
DFWLRQ´DQG%R5'HSW(FRORJ\KDYHQRWLGHQWLILHGD³SUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYH´7KLVUHSUHVHQWV
DPDMRUGHSDUWXUHIURPWKHSUHYLRXV'(,6ZKLFKLQGLFDWHD..&FRQYH\DQFHSURMHFWDQGD
.'533SURMHFWPXVWEHFRQVLGHUHGDVD³VLQJOHDFWLRQDQGFDQQRWEHVHSDUDWHG´7KHORJLF
RIWKDWSRVLWLRQZDVWKDWHPSW\LQJ/DNH.DFKHVVLQDQDUWLILFLDODQGXQSUHFHGHQWHGPDQQHU
ZRXOGUHTXLUHDUHILOOPHFKDQLVP HJ..& $SSDUHQWO\WKDWORJLFZDVLQFRUUHFWDQGKDV
EHHQVXSHUVHGHGE\QHZSROLF\7KH6'(,6FRQWLQXHVWRVKRZVXEVWDQWLDOLPSDFWZLWKORQJ
WHUPDQGLUUHYHUVLEOHGDPDJH3OHDVHVXPPDUL]HWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVRI.'533NQRZQLQ
DQ\GLIIHUHQFHV SRVLWLYHRUQHJDWLYH LQLPSDFWVEDVHGXSRQWKH6'(,6DQGH[SODLQ
ZK\WKHGLIIHUHQFHVDUH³DFFHSWDEOH´LQ7KLVH[SODQDWLRQVKRXOGDOVRVHUYHWRLQIRUP
FLWL]HQV DV WR ZK\ QR ³SUHIHUUHG DOWHUQDWLYH´ LV SURYLGHG  7KLV H[SODQDWLRQ LV FULWLFDO WR
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FLWL]HQV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RIWKHSURMHFW DQGWKHLUSRWHQWLDOILQDQFLDOREOLJDWLRQV,W DSSHDUV
XQGHU WKH PHDQLQJ RI WKH ODZ WKLV DFWLRQ HVVHQWLDOO\ UHPRYHV ..& RSWLRQV DQG WKHUHE\
FKDQJHV WKH VFRSH RI WKH RULJLQDO 3URJUDPPDWLF '(,6  WR D GLIIHUHQW 3URJUDP  %R5 PXVW
H[SODLQKRZWKLVFKDQJHLQVFRSHRIWKHSURJUDPFDQEHDFFRPSOLVKHGZLWKLQDQRORQJHU
DFFXUDWHGHVFULSWLRQRIWKH3'(,6

 ,PSDFWRQSULYDWHZHOOV3DJH(6[L7KHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRIORZHULQJWKHZDWHUOHYHORI
/DNH .DFKHVV RQSULYDWHZHOOV (6[L LV GRFXPHQWHGZLWK WKHFRQFOXVLRQWKDWVLJQLILFDQW
QXPEHUVRIZHOOVZLOOEH³GHZDWHUHG´,WLVXQDFFHSWDEOHWRWHOOFLWL]HQVWKDWWKHLUZDWHUVXSSO\
ZLOO OLNHO\ GLVDSSHDU DQG WKHQ RIIHU D UHPHG\ RI ³PRQLWRU DQG PLWLJDWH´   :HOO IDLOXUHV
³GHZDWHULQJ´  ZLOO OLNHO\ RFFXU LQ 2FWREHU1RYHPEHU ZKHQ /DNH .DFKHVV LV DW LWVORZHVW
OHYHOWKLVLVDOVRVKRUWO\EHIRUHVQRZDUULYHVDQGDFFHVVWRKRPHVLWHVEHFRPHVGLIILFXOW7KH
SRVVLELOLW\RIORVLQJZDWHUDWWKLVWLPHZLWKRXWDQLQSODFHDFWLRQSODQIRUPDNLQJKRPHRZQHUV
ZKROHLVXQDFFHSWDEOH$FRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\FRPSRVHGRISURYHQWHFKQLTXHVWKDWFDQ
EHLPSOHPHQWHGLPPHGLDWHO\XSRQQHHGLVUHTXLUHGSULRUWRD)LQDO(,6DQGRU52':HDVN
WKDWWKLVFRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\LWVGHWDLOVFRVWVDQGRSHUDWLRQDOIHDWXUHVEHGHVFULEHGLQ
GHWDLO DQG FLWL]HQV EH SURYLGHG ZLWK WKLV LQIRUPDWLRQ DORQJ ZLWK DQ DSSURSULDWH FRPPHQW
SHULRGSULRUWRLVVXLQJD)(,6RU52'

6RPH SURSHUW\ RZQHUV RQ WKH HDVW VLGH RI /DNH .DFKHVV KDYH VHQLRU ZDWHU ULJKWV IRU WKHLU
ZHOOV$FFRUGLQJWRWKH6'(,6WKHVHZHOOVZLOOUXQGU\LIWKHODNHLVSXPSHGGRZQ+RZLV
LWSRVVLEOHWKDWSURUDWHGMXQLRUZDWHUULJKWVKROGHUVRIWKH5R]DLUULJDWLRQGLVWULFWFDQGHZDWHU
WKRVH .DFKHVV ZHOOV ZKLFK KDYH VHQLRU ZDWHU ULJKWV"   6WDWH VSHFLILF VWDWXWHV DQG RWKHU
MXVWLILFDWLRQV$OVRWKHUHLVQRPRQH\IRUPLWLJDWLRQIRUWKHORVVRIZHOOZDWHU:KDWLVWKH
SURFHVVIRUJHWWLQJDZHOOGULOOHGGHHSHUDQGZKDWLVWKHWLPHOLQHIRUJHWWLQJDZHOOUHSDLUHG
ZKLFKKDVUXQGU\"

7KHK\GURORJ\GDWDLQWKH6'(,6GRHVQRWGHVFULEHHIIHFWVRQWKHDTXLIHUEHORZWKHODNHDQG
LQWRWKHWRZQRI(DVWRQ+RZZLOOGUDLQLQJWKHODNHDIIHFWZHOOVGRZQVWUHDPRIWKHODNH"%\
ZKDWFULWHULDZLOOWKHVHHIIHFWVEHFDOFXODWHG

 /DFNRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQWRWKHDIIHFWHGSXEOLF3DJH(6[LLL7KH'(,6VWDWHVWKHSURMHFW
ZLOOLPSOHPHQWD³SXEOLFFRPPXQLFDWLRQVWUDWHJ\´WRLQIRUPUHFUHDWLRQLVWVDQGRWKHUVRIWKH
LPSDFWVRIWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQ V RQ86)6FDPSJURXQGVILVKLQJERDWLQJKLNLQJDQGRWKHU
DFWLYLWLHVDQGWRPLWLJDWHWKHLPSDFW*LYHQWKDWDVLQJOH86)6FDPSJURXQG /DNH.DFKHVV
&DPSJURXQG UHJLVWHUVSHRSOHDQGERDWODXQFKHVDQQXDOO\LWVKRXOGEHREYLRXV
WKDW WKLV FRPPXQLFDWLRQ VWUDWHJ\ VKRXOG EH SURDFWLYH DQG FRPPXQLFDWHG QRZ QRW DW DQ
XQNQRZQWLPHLQWKHIXWXUH&LWL]HQVPXVWEHLQIRUPHGSULRUWRH[SHULHQFLQJLPSDFWLQRUGHU
WRXQGHUVWDQGWKHSRWHQWLDOLPSDFWRQLQGLYLGXDOVDQGIDPLOLHVDQGWRSDUWLFLSDWHPHDQLQJIXOO\
LQ WKH GHOLEHUDWLYH SURFHVV  *LYHQ WKH 6'(,6 GRFXPHQWDWLRQ RI QHJDWLYH LPSDFW RQ
UHFUHDWLRQDODFWLYLW\DQGWKHDFNQRZOHGJHPHQWWKDWPRVWDIIHFWHGLQGLYLGXDOVFRPHIURPWKH
6HDWWOH DUHD LW LV FOHDU WKH 1(3$6(3$ SURFHVV UHSUHVHQWHG E\ WKH  6'(,6 KDV IDLOHG WR
LQYROYH DQG LQIRUP DIIHFWHG FLWL]HQV DQG RUJDQL]DWLRQV DV UHTXLUHG E\ ODZ   $VXEVHTXHQW
6'(,6PXVWEHSXEOLVKHGZLWKDFFRPSDQ\LQJSXEOLFFRPPHQWSHULRGDQGWKHSXEOLFLQIRUPHG
3OHDVHGHYHORSGHVFULEHGLVWULEXWHIRUFRPPHQWDQGLPSOHPHQWD³SXEOLFFRPPXQLFDWLRQV
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VWUDWHJ\´ LPPHGLDWHO\ WR UHDFK WKH WKRXVDQGV RI DIIHFWHG SDUWLHV ZKR KDYH QRW EHHQ
UHFRJQL]HG RU DGHTXDWHO\ VHUYHG E\ WKH 6'(,6   7KLV VWUDWHJ\ VKRXOG LQFOXGH PDVV
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVZHOOSXEOLFL]HGPHHWLQJVDQGRWKHUWHFKQLTXHVWKURXJKRXWWKH6HDWWOHDQG
3XJHW6RXQGDUHD

 0LVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRI/DNH.DFKHVV&KDSWHU6HFWLRQ7KH6'(,6LQGLFDWHV
.DFKHVV 5HVHUYRLU ZDV FRQVWUXFWHG RYHU D QDWXUDOO\ RFFXUULQJ JODFLDO ODNH«>MRLQLQJ@«%LJ
.DFKHVV /DNH DQG /LWWOH.DFKHVV /DNH7KHVHWZRODNHV DFNQRZOHGJHGWR EHODNHVLQ WKH
6'(,6UHSUHVHQWWKHHQWLUHW\RIDOO.'533RSWLRQVLQFOXGLQJWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQ.'533
)337KXVHYHU\GURSRIZDWHUWREHSXPSHGE\WKH.'533ZLOOFRPHIURP%LJ.DFKHVV
/DNH,WLVDPLVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQQRGRXEWLQWHQWLRQDOWRDVVHUWWKLVSURMHFWLQYROYHV.DFKHVV
5HVHUYRLU7KH.'533KDVQRWKLQJWRGRZLWKWKHUHVHUYRLU VWDWHGLQSDJHWREHWKHZDWHU
RYHUWKHQDWXUDOODNH DQGH[FOXVLYHO\DIIHFWVWKHQDWXUDOODNH%LJ.DFKHVV/DNH7KLVDWWHPSW
WRPLVUHSUHVHQWDQDWXUDOJODFLDOFUHDWHGODNHDVDUHVHUYRLUKDVRQO\RQHSXUSRVHWRPLVOHDG
DQGFRQIXVHWKHSXEOLF:HDVNWKDWDOOUHSUHVHQWDWLRQVRIWKLVSURMHFWEHFRUUHFWHGDQGWKDW
LQDFFXUDWH DQG FRQIXVLQJ HXSKHPLVPV VXFK DV ³GHDG VWRUDJH´ DQG ³LQDFWLYH SRRO´ EH
HOLPLQDWHG7KHFRUUHFWWHUPVKRXOGEHHLWKHU³/DNH.DFKHVV´RU³%LJ.DFKHVV/DNH´7KHUH
LVD.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLUWKHDSSUR[LPDWHO\IWRIZDWHUFXUUHQWO\PDQDJHGE\%R5%HORZ
WKDWLVWKHQDWXUDO/DNH.DFKHVVDQGLWLVWKLVERG\RIZDWHUWKDWLVH[FOXVLYHO\WKHWDUJHWRI
DQGLPSDFWHGE\.'533.'533KDVQRWKLQJWRGRZLWK.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU:HDVNWKDW
WKLVFRQIXVLRQDQGPLVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQVWRSDQGDFFXUDWHWHUPLQRORJ\EHXVHGWKDWLQIRUPVUDWKHU
WKDQFRQIXVHVWKHSXEOLF7KLVUHTXLUHVPRGLILFDWLRQRIODQJXDJHXVHGLQWKH6'(,6DQGDOO
SXEOLFFRPPXQLFDWLRQVLQFOXGLQJFRUUHFWLRQRIVFKHPDWLFVVXFKDV3DJH

 :KRZLOOEHUHVSRQVLEOHIRUFRVWVLPSOHPHQWDWLRQDQGRSHUDWLRQ"&KDSWHU7DEOH
RQSDJH7KLV6'(,67DEOHLQGLFDWHVUROHVDQGUHVSRQVLELOLWLHVRISDUWLFLSDWLQJHQWLWLHV
5R]D ,UULJDWLRQ 'LVWULFW ZLOO DFFRUGLQJ WR 7DEOH   ³)XQG GHVLJQ FRQVWUXFW
RSHUDWH«HWF«WKH VHOHFWHG DOWHUQDWLYH´   7KLV FDQ RQO\ UHIHU WR WKH .'533)33  7KLV
VWDWHPHQWRIILQDQFLDOREOLJDWLRQDOVRDSSHDUVRQ3DJH8QIRUWXQDWHO\WKHUHLVFRQIXVLRQ
LQWKHSXEOLF¶VPLQGODUJHO\GXHWRFRQIOLFWLQJSXEOLFFRPPHQWVE\5R]DUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVDQG
%R5UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV,WLVLPSHUDWLYHWKDWWKLVFRQIXVLRQEHUHPRYHGEHIRUHDQ\)LQDO(,6
DQGRU52'EHLVVXHG:HDVNWKHUHIRUHWKDW DFRPSOHWHDQGXQDPELJXRXVVWDWHPHQWRI
ILQDQFLDOREOLJDWLRQRI.'533)33EHLVVXHG7KHVWDWHPHQWVKRXOGPDNHFOHDUWKDWRI
WKHFRVWVRILPSOHPHQWLQJ.'533)33LQFOXGLQJDOOPLWLJDWLRQOLWLJDWLRQDQGRWKHUDVVLJQHG
FRVWVZLOOEHERUQHE\5R]D,UULJDWLRQ'LVWULFWRULIQRW5R]DWKHQE\ZKLFKHQWLW\HQWLWLHV

 0LVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQDERXWWKH7HDQDZD\&RPPXQLW\)RUHVW&KDSWHU6HFWLRQRQ
3DJH7KHWHUPV DQGFRQGLWLRQVRIWKHSXUFKDVHRIWKH7HDQDZD\ 3URSHUW\ 7&) LV
PLVUHSUHVHQWHG ZLWK UHJDUG WR LWV UHODWLRQVKLS WR .'533)33 DQG GRHV VR LQ D ZD\ WKDW
LQWURGXFHVH[WUHPHELDVLQIDYRURIWKHSURMHFWSURSRQHQWV3DJHLQGLFDWHVDFUH
IHHW RI DGGLWLRQDO ZDWHU VXSSO\ PXVW EH LQ SODFH E\  DQG LI QRW WKH %RDUG RI 1DWXUDO
5HVRXUFHVLVDXWKRUL]HGWRWUDQVIHUWKH7&)WRWKHFRPPRQVFKRROWUXVWDQGPDQDJHLWIRUWKH
EHQHILFLDULHVRIWKHWUXVW
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7KH SURSRQHQWV RI .'533)33 PDNH SXEOLF UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV WKDW WKLV PHDQV XQOHVV WKHLU
SURMHFWLVLPSOHPHQWHGWKH7&)ZLOOEHVROGFOHDUFXWIRUWLPEHUUHYHQXHDQGWKHSURSHUW\
ORVWIRUHYHUIRUUHFUHDWLRQSXUSRVHV6LPSO\VWDWHGWKDWLVQRWWUXH7KHWHUPVRIWKH7&)GR
QRW UHTXLUH WKH SURSHUW\ EH UHYHUWHG WR WKH HGXFDWLRQDO WUXVW WKDW LV RQO\ RQH DOWHUQDWLYH
SURYLGHGDPRQJPDQ\ 6HH5&:$XWKRUL]DWLRQWRSXUFKDVHODQGPDQDJHPHQW
DQG GLVSRVDO RI ODQG   2WKHU RSWLRQV LQFOXGH FRQWLQXHG PDQDJHPHQW RI WKH SURSHUW\ IRU
UHFUHDWLRQ PDLQWDLQLQJ ZLOGOLIH KDELWDW LPSOHPHQWLQJ FRQVHUYDWLRQ SURMHFWV DQG RWKHU
EHQHILFLDOSXUSRVHV

,Q IDFW WKH RQO\ REOLJDWLRQ LV WKDW D UHSRUW EH VXEPLWWHG LQGLFDWLQJ ZKDW SURJUHVV KDV EHHQ
DFKLHYHGWRZDUGWKHPLOHVWRQHDQGUHTXLULQJVXEPLVVLRQRIDQHZSODQLIWKHPLOHVWRQHLVQRW
DFKLHYHG7KLVFDQFRQWLQXHXQWLOWKH\HDU,WIXUWKHUVWDWHVWKHPLOHVWRQHFDQEHDFKLHYHG
WKURXJKDQ\RIDFRPELQDWLRQRIPHWKRGVFRQVHUYDWLRQLPSURYHGPDQDJHPHQWWHFKQLTXHV
ZDWHUPDUNHWLQJVWUDWHJLHVVWRUDJHDQGRWKHUV,QIDFWWKHUHSRUWLVUHTXLUHGWRVWDWHKRZ
PXFK³QHWLQFUHDVHLQDYDLODEOHZDWHU´ WKHFRUUHFWWHUPQRW³DGGLWLRQDOZDWHUVXSSO\´DVVWDWHG
LQWKH6'(,6ZKLFKLPSOLHVDOOPLOHVWRQHZDWHUPXVWEHIURPVWRUDJH 7RGDWHWKH6'(,6
FODLPV  DFUHIHHW RI QHW LQFUHDVH LQ ZDWHU GXH WR FRQVHUYDWLRQ DQG LQ WKH SDVW KDV
FODLPHGDVPXFKDVDFUHIHHWLQIXWXUHFRQVHUYDWLRQVDYLQJV7KLVZRXOGPRUHWKDQ
IXOILOO WKH  DFUHIHHW PLOHVWRQH ZHUH WKH SODQQHG FRQVHUYDWLRQ SURMHFWV IXOO\
LPSOHPHQWHG


15


)LQDOO\LIWKHYHU\XQOLNHO\SRVVLELOLW\RIDUHYHUVLRQWRWUXVWIXQGPDQDJHPHQWDQGFOHDUFXWWLQJ
LVVHOHFWLYHO\KLJKOLJKWHGLQWKH6'(,6WKHQWKHIDUPRUHOLNHO\DOWHUQDWLYHVVKRXOGEHJLYHQ
HTXDOVSDFH$IWHUDGHFDGHRISXEOLFUHFUHDWLRQXVHZLWKXQWROGWKRXVDQGVRIQHZFLWL]HQ
UHFUHDWLRQLVWV DGYRFDWLQJ IRU WKH 7HDQDZD\ DV D QHZ UHVRXUFH DQG DQ DUP\ RI YROXQWHHU
FLWL]HQVDQGRUJDQL]DWLRQVXSJUDGLQJWKH7HDQDZD\WKHSXEOLFEDFNODVKDJDLQVWFOHDUFXWWLQJ
ZRXOGEHRYHUZKHOPLQJ:LWKLWVPLVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKH7HDQDZD\3XUFKDVHWKH6'(,6
KDV YHHUHG LQWR D SROLWLFDO VSHFXODWLRQ WKDW LV ERWK LQDSSURSULDWH DQG LQDFFXUDWH  +RZHYHU
JLYHQWKDW6'(,6KDVQRZRSHQHGWKHGRRULQDVXEVHTXHQW6'(,6LWPXVWFODULI\FRUUHFWDQG
DFFXUDWHO\ LQIRUP WKH SXEOLF RI ZKDW LV DQG LV QRW UHTXLUHG DQG LPSOLHG E\ WKH 7HDQDZD\
3XUFKDVH:HDVNWKDWWKLVEHGRQHQRWRQO\LQ DIXWXUH 6'(,6EXWLQDOOFRPPXQLFDWLRQ
DERXWWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQ7HDQDZD\DQG.'533)33RUDQ\RWKHUHOHPHQWRI<%,3,Q
DGGLWLRQZHDVNHGWKDWDQRWLILFDWLRQRIFODULILFDWLRQEHLPPHGLDWHO\LVVXHGVWDWLQJWKDWEDVHG
RQFXUUHQWDQGIXWXUHZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQVDYLQJVLWLVDQWLFLSDWHGWKDWWKHREOLJDWLRQVXQGHU
5&:ZLOOEHPHWZLWKQRDGGLWLRQDOZDWHUQHHGHGIURPWKH<%,3SURMHFWV

 $FFXUDWH&RVW(VWLPDWH&KDSWHU6HFWLRQV7KHVWDWHPHQWRIEXGJHW 3DJH IRU
.'533)33LVLQFRPSOHWHDQGXQGHUYDOXHG7KH³HVWLPDWHGFRVWV´IRU$OWHUQDWLYHVDQG
 DUH VKRZQ EXW VLQFH $OWHUQDWLYH  LV WKH ³SURSRVHG RSWLRQ´ LW ZLOO EH WKH IRFXV RI WKLV
FRPPHQW KRZHYHUWKHVHFRPPHQWVDSSO\HTXDOO\WRWKHRWKHUDOWHUQDWLYHV $Q³HVWLPDWH´
WKDWKDVDYDULDQFHRIWRLVGLIILFXOWWRLQWHUSUHWDVLQWKHFDVHRIWKH
HVWLPDWH IRU .'533)33  %HFDXVH WKH HVWLPDWH LV QRW D PHDVXUH RI FHQWUDO WHQGHQF\ LH
QHLWKHUPHDQPHGLDQRUPRGH LWDSSHDUVWREHDIIHFWHGE\QRQPHDVXUHPHQWELDV*LYHQ
WKHXQFHUWDLQW\VXUURXQGLQJWKHHVWLPDWHLWZRXOGEHIDUSUHIHUDEOHWRVKRZWKHDFWXDOHVWLPDWHV
LQQXPHULFDOWHUPVHJ
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/RZ(VWLPDWH3URMHFWHG(VWLPDWH 
+LJK(VWLPDWH



DVRSSRVHGWRVKRZLQJDVLQJOHHVWLPDWHRIZLWKRXWDVVLJQLQJDSUREDELOLW\IRU
YDULDQFHUDQJHV7KDWLVZLWKRXWNQRZLQJWKHOLNHOLKRRGRID³ORZ´RU³KLJK´FRUUHFWLRQHDFK
ZLOOEHDVVXPHGWRKDYHHTXDOSUREDELOLW\EXWFOHDUO\WKH\KDYHGLIIHUHQWLPSOLFDWLRQVLQWHUPV
RI RXWFRPH  8QGHU WKRVH FLUFXPVWDQFHV HDFK HVWLPDWH PXVW EH DVVXPHG WR KDYH DQ HTXDO
SUREDELOLW\DQGWKHDFWXDOQXPEHUVEHFRPHPRUHLPSRUWDQW7KDWZRXOGRUDWOHDVWVKRXOG
FDXVH WKH 6'(,6 WR VWDWH QXPHULFDO HVWLPDWHV LQ HDFK RI WKH WKUHH ORZ SUHVHQWHG KLJK 
HVWLPDWHV


16
D

7DNLQJWKDWDSSURDFKDQGXQGHUVWDQGLQJWKDWWD[SD\HUVDQGIDUPHUVZLOOEHSULPDULO\FRQFHUQHG
ZLWK WKHLU PD[LPXP REOLJDWLRQ HVSHFLDOO\ LQ YLHZ RI WKH IDFW WKDW HDFK RSWLRQ VHHPV WR EH
DSSUR[LPDWHO\ HTXDOO\ OLNHO\  6'(,6 VKRXOG VKRZ .'533)33 WKH KLJK EXGJHW HVWLPDWH
5HDGHUVFDQGHFLGHZKLFKRQHLVWKHPRVWOLNHO\DQGUHOHYDQWWRWKHP)ROORZLQJWKHDSSURDFK
RIPRVWUHDGHUVWKH.'533)33EXGJHWVKRXOGSUHVHQWDEDVH,QDOOFDVHV
WKH PLWLJDWLRQ FRVWV PXVW EH LQFOXGHG  )RU VRPH UHDVRQ WKH UHTXLUHG %XOO 7URXW 9ROLWLRQDO
3DVVDJHLVVWDWHGLQWKHWH[W 3DJH WRFRVW SUHOLPLQDU\HVWLPDWH EXWLVQRW
LQFOXGHG    7KDW ZRXOG EULQJ WKH FRVW WR     7KLV GRHV QRW LQFOXGH WKH ODUJH
PLWLJDWLRQ FRVWV RI SULYDWH ZHOO IDLOXUH PLWLJDWLRQ FDPSJURXQG UHVWRUDWLRQ DQG PLWLJDWLRQ
QHJDWLYH LPSDFW RQ SULYDWH SURSHUW\ YDOXHV ILUH ULVN KD]DUG LQFUHDVH ILUH VXSSUHVVLRQ FRVW
LQFUHDVHDQGPDQ\RWKHUVPHQWLRQHGLQWKH6'(,6EXWQRWEXGJHWHGDQGRUUDLVHGE\FLWL]HQV
EXW LJQRUHG  ,W LV OLNHO\ WKH SXEOLF VKRXOG DQWLFLSDWH D ILQDQFLDO REOLJDWLRQ RI FORVHU WR
WKDQIRUWKH.'533)33

,QVXPPDU\WKHEXGJHWSUHVHQWDWLRQLVLQDGHTXDWHPLVOHDGLQJLQFRPSOHWHDQGV\VWHPDWLFDOO\
ELDVHGWRXQGHUYDOXDWLRQ:HUHTXHVWWKDWDOOEXGJHWPDWHULDOVEHUHYLVHGWRSURYLGHQXPHULFDO
YDOXHVIRUDOOHVWLPDWHVDQGKLJKORZUDQJHVWKDWDOOPLWLJDWLRQFRVWVEHFDOFXODWHGDQGLQFOXGHG
LQWKHEXGJHWDQGWKDWWKLVEHSUHVHQWHGLQDVXEVHTXHQW6'(,6WKDWZLOODOORZSHRSOHWRUHYLHZ
DQGFRPPHQWEHIRUHD)LQDO(,6DQGRU52'LVUHOHDVHG

 $FFXUDWHYLHZRIH[SRVHGVKRUHOLQH&KDSWHU6HFWLRQ5HJDUGLQJGHSLFWLRQRI/DNH
.DFKHVVDIWHUGUDZGRZQRIIW7KH6'(,6 3DJH LQGLFDWHVWKHIWGUDZGRZQZLOO
H[SRVHDFUHVRIVKRUHOLQH,QQRSODFHLVWKLVDFFXUDWHO\GHSLFWHG:KDWSURILOHVDUH
VKRZQFRQWLQXHWRVKRZZDWHULQWKHDUHDVWKDWZRXOGEHFRPHPXGRUVLOW$Q³LPSRVHGOLQH´
RQWKHZDWHUFRQFHDOVWKHWUXHLPSDFWRIDFUHVRIH[SRVXUH:HDVNWKDWDQDFFXUDWHO\
VFDOHG PDS  EH SURYLGHG WKDW GHSLFWV H[SRVHG VKRUHOLQH LQ DQ DFFXUDWH IDVKLRQ QHLWKHU DV
³WKDWFKHG´ ³RXWOLQHG ZDWHU´ RU RWKHU WHFKQLTXHV EXW DV PXG RU VLOW FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK DHULDO
SLFWXUHV  $Q DGGLWLRQDO QRWH UHVLGHQWV NQRZ WKH FXUUHQW GUDZGRZQ H[SRVHV VHYHUDO ODUJH
LVODQGV DQG WKH GUDZGRZQ ZLOO H[SDQG DQG LQFUHDVH WKH QXPEHU RI VXFK H[SRVXUHV   ,W LV
LQDFFXUDWHDQGGHFHSWLYHWRSRUWUD\WKHGUDZGRZQZLWKRXWWKHH[SRVXUHRIWKHPXGDQGVLOW
LVODQGV3OHDVHFRUUHFWWKLVPLVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQ
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 )LVK3DVVDJH7KH<DNLPD3ODQHQYLVLRQVVHYHQFRPSRQHQWVIRULPSURYHPHQWVLQWKH<DNLPD
5LYHUEDVLQ7KH6'(,6LJQRUHVWZRYHU\UHOHYDQWRQHV5HVHUYRLU)LVK3DVVDJHDQG(QKDQFHG
:DWHU&RQVHUYDWLRQ7KHLQLWLDO'(,6LQUHFRJQL]HGWKDWDQDGURPRXVILVK VDOPRQ ZHUH
SUHVHQW LQ QDWXUDO JODFLDO ODNHV .HHFKHOXV DQG .DFKHVV SULRU WR FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI LUULJDWLRQ
FRQWUROVWUXFWXUHVGDPVDQGVSLOOZD\VLQWKHHDUO\WZHQWLHWKFHQWXU\:K\DUHQ¶WWKHUHDQ\
SODQVIRUHQKDQFHGILVKSDVVDJHDWHLWKHU/DNH.DFKHVVRU/DNH.HHFKHOXVLQFOXGHGLQHLWKHU
WKH'(,6RUWKH6'(,6"
:KHQ )LVK 3DVVDJH LV ILQDOO\ SURYLGHG IRU /DNH .DFKHVV DQG WKH LQDFWLYH VWRUDJH ZDWHU LV
SXPSHGRXWORZHULQJWKHODNHOHYHOEHKLQGWKHGDPKRZZLOOWKHPLJUDWLQJVDOPRQFRPLQJ
XSWKHILVKSDVVDJHJHWGRZQWRWKHORZHUODNHOHYHO"

 %XOO7URXW&KDSWHU6HFWLRQDQGHOVHZKHUHLQWKH6'(,67KH%XOO7URXW9ROLWLRQDO
3DVVDJHSURMHFWLVGHVFULEHGRQ3DJH7DEOH7KH³VWHHSVORSHFRQGLWLRQV´EHWZHHQ
%LJ.DFKHVV/DNHDQG/LWWOH.DFKHVV/DNHZLOORFFXUZKHQWKHZDWHUOHYHOLVDSSUR[LPDWHO\
HOHYDWLRQDQGWKHSXPSLQJRSHUDWLRQEHJLQV7KHVH³VWHHSVORSH´FRQGLWLRQVZLOORFFXU
DQDGGLWLRQDOGD\VLI.'533)33LVLQVWDOOHGWKLVZLOOPHDQDGGLWLRQDO\HDUV RXWRI
PRGHOHG DQGDQDYHUDJHRIGD\VD\HDUZKHQ%XOO7URXW3DVVDJHZLOOEHFRPSOHWHO\
GHSHQGHQWRQWKH9ROLWLRQDO3DVVDJH

,Q VRPH \HDUV HJ FRQGLWLRQV VXFK DV RFFXUUHG EHWZHHQ  ±   WKH SXPS«DQG
WKHUHIRUHWKHFKDQQHO«ZLOOEHLQFRQWLQXRXVRSHUDWLRQ(LJKW\HDUVRIVWHHSVORSHFRQGLWLRQV
UHTXLULQJ\HDUVRI%XOO7URXWGHSHQGHQFHRQWKHYROLWLRQDOSDVVDJHUHSUHVHQWVVSDZQLQJ
F\FOHV,QRWKHUZRUGVWKHHQWLUHSRSXODWLRQRI/DNH.DFKHVV%XOO7URXWZLOOEHGHVWUR\HG
LIWKHYROLWLRQDOSDVVDJHLVQRWHIIHFWLYH1RHYLGHQFHLVSURYLGHGWKDWWKHYROLWLRQDOSDVVDJH
LV HIIHFWLYH KDV EHHQ GHPRQVWUDWHG LQ RWKHU %XOO 7URXW SRSXODWLRQ VXSSRUW DFWLYLWLHV KDV
FRPSOHWHGD³SURRIRIFRQFHSW´WHVWRULVLQDQ\ZD\DVVXUHGWREHVXFFHVVIXOWRSUHYHQWLQJ
GHVWUXFWLRQRIWKH/DNH.DFKHVV%XOO7URXWSRSXODWLRQ$OVREHFDXVHWKHYROLWLRQDOSDVVDJH
LVQRWLQFOXGHGLQWKHEXGJHWFRVWVLWFDQQRWEHDVVXPHGWREHSDUWRIWKHSURMHFWJRLQJIRUZDUG
$QRWKHUFRQFHUQLVWKHODFNRIZDWHUIORZLQJLQWRWULEXWDULHVRI/LWWOH.DFKHVV/DNHZKLFKZLOO
EHWKHZDWHUQHHGHGWRFKDUJHWKHYROLWLRQDOSDVVDJH7KH6'(,6VWDWHVWKHWULEXWDU\ZDWHU
GLVDSSHDUVDWWKHHQGRIWKH\HDU«ZKHQWKHZDWHUZLOOEHQHHGHGLQWKHSDVVDJH7KHUHLVQR
GHVFULSWLRQRIWKHOHQJWKRIWKHSDVVDJH WKHOHQJWKDQGVRXWKHUQRXWOHWDUHQHYHUGHVFULEHGLQ
WH[WQXPHULFRUVFKHPDWLFWHUPV 

)LQDOO\ WKH %XOO 7URXW ILQG WKHLU ZD\ WR VSDZQLQJ WULEXWDU\ E\ D FRPSOH[ EXW QRWZHOO
XQGHUVWRRG SK\VLRORJ\ RI FKHPR DQG JHR UHFHSWRUV   7KLV UHWXUQV WKHP WR WKH VSDZQLQJ
WULEXWDU\DQGHYHQWXDOO\VSDZQLQJEHGZKHUHWKH\VWDUWHGOLIH&UHDWLQJDYROLWLRQDOSDVVDJH
PHDQVWKH%XOO7URXWZLOOKDYHWRILQGDQDUWLILFLDOWULEXWDU\WKDWGLGQRWH[LVWZKHQWKH\ZHUH
\RXQJDQGORFDWHLWVHYHUDOPLOHVIURPZKHUHWKH³QDUURZV´DQG³VWHHSVKHOI´RULJLQDWHGWKHLU
OLIHF\FOH

)RUDOORIWKHVHUHDVRQVWKHSXEOLFGHPDQGVPRUHWKDQD³FRQFHSWXDOGHVLJQ´RIWKHYROLWLRQDO
SDVVDJH7KLVPLWLJDWLRQPXVWEHGHVFULEHGLQZD\VWKDWPDNHVXUHVXIILFLHQWZDWHUZLOOEH
DYDLODEOHWRFKDUJHWKHSDVVDJHWKHOHQJWKVORSHDQGRWKHUFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKHSDVVDJHZLOO
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QRW GHWHU%XOO7URXW SDVVDJHWKHUHWXUQLQJUHGGVZLOOEHDEOHWR ILQGWKHHQWU\SRLQWRIWKH
YROLWLRQDOSDVVDJHDQGWKHSDVVDJHZD\WR%R[&UHHNZLOOEHPDLQWDLQHG7KHFXUUHQWSODVWLF
DQGVWUDZEDOHDSSURDFKLVLQDGHTXDWHDQGKDVOHGWRIXUWKHUGHFOLQHVRIWKHSRSXODWLRQ

:H DVN WKDW WKH YROLWLRQDO SDVVDJH GHVLJQ DQG RSHUDWLRQ EH XSGDWHG WR DGGUHVV DOO RI WKHVH
FRQFHUQV DQG WKDW WKH UHYLVHG GHVLJQ EH DYDLODEOH WR FLWL]HQV IRU UHYLHZ DQG FRPPHQW LQ D
VXEVHTXHQW6'(,6SULRUWRDQ\)LQDO(,6RU52'

$OVR WKH %XOO 7URXW (QKDQFHPHQW SODQ VHHPV WR DOORZ NLOOLQJ WKH SRSXODWLRQ LQ .DFKHVV
GUHGJLQJDFKDQQHOEHWZHHQELJDQGOLWWOH.DFKHVVEXWLJQRULQJWKHVLGHVWUHDP%R[&UHHN
ZKHUHWKHWURXWDFWXDOO\DUH EXWPLWLJDWLQJZLWKLPSURYHGSRSXODWLRQVHOVHZKHUH3QRWHV
³:KLOH EXOO WURXW HQKDQFHPHQW ZDV LQFOXGHG LQ WKH '(,6 VSHFLILF %7( SURMHFWV DUH QRW
LQFOXGHGLQWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQWKHUHIRUHQRWFDUULHGIRUZDUGDVSDUWRIWKLV6'(,6´:KDW
IUDFWLRQRIWKHUHVLGHQWHQGDQJHUHG%XOO7URXWSRSXODWLRQLQ/DNH.DFKHVVLVHVWLPDWHGZLOOEH
NLOOHGXQGHUWKHSURSRVHGDOWHUQDWLYHDQGDOOWKHDFWLYHDOWHUQDWLYHV":KDWIUDFWLRQRIORVVLV
DOORZDEOH XQGHU ODZ DQG WKH (3$"  +RZ ZLOO WKH DFWLYH DOWHUQDWLYHV DQG WKH SURSRVHG
DOWHUQDWLYHPHHWWKHVHOHJDOUHTXLUHPHQWV"

 86):6 %L2S   ,W LV NQRZQ WKDW WKH 86):6 LV FRQGXFWLQJ D %LRORJLFDO 2SLQLRQ RQ WKH
H[LVWLQJ<DNLPDZDWHUVKHGZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKHFXUUHQWRSHUDWLRQRIH[LVWLQJGDPVDQGLUULJDWLRQ
GLVWULFWV7KDW%L2SLVQRWH[SHFWHGWREHSXEOLVKHGXQWLOVRPHWLPHLQWKHIDOORI:H
UHTXHVWWKDWDQRWKHU6'(,6EHSURGXFHGDIWHUVDLG%L2SLVSXEOLVKHGDVLWFRXOGLPSDFWWKH
HQWLUH ZDWHUVKHG LQFOXGLQJ WKH QHFHVVLW\ IRU WKH SURMHFWV QDPHG LQ WKH FXUUHQW 6'(,6 IRU
.DFKHVV

 ,QFUHDVHGIRUHVWYXOQHUDELOLW\DQG)LUH+D]DUG7KHYHJHWDWLRQDQGZHWODQGV 3DJH 
DQGGHQVHO\IRUHVWHGZDWHUVKHG 3DJH ZLOODFFRUGLQJWRWKH6'(,6VXIIHUZLWKUHGXFHG
ZDWHU OHYHOV LQ /DNH .DFKHVV   7KLV ZLOO PHDQ VWUHVVHG WUHHV DQG RWKHU IROLDJH LQ D VLQJOH
GURXJKW\HDUDQGLQPXOWLSOH\HDUVRISXPSRSHUDWLRQGHDGWUHHVGXHWRODFNRIZDWHUDQGLQVHFW
YXOQHUDELOLW\7KH6QRTXDOPLH3DVV)LUHDQG5HVFXHDJHQF\KDVWKHSULPDU\UHVSRQVLELOLW\
IRUILUHDQGHPHUJHQF\PHGLFDOVHUYLFHVLQWKH/DNH.DFKHVVDQG/DNH.HHFKHOXVDUHDV7KLV
VWDWH DJHQF\ KDV UHSHDWHGO\ UDLVHG FRQFHUQV DERXW LQFUHDVHG ULVN GXH WR ZLOGILUHV UHGXFHG
FDSDFLW\WRVXSSUHVVILUHV GXHWRORZHULQJRIWKHODNHDQGUHPRYDORIDVRXUFHRIZDWHUIRU
ILUHILJKWLQJ WKHLQFUHDVHGLQFLGHQFHRIDFFLGHQWVDQGLQMXULHVGXHWRFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLW\DQG
QHHG IRU SXEOLF HGXFDWLRQ DQG FRPPXQLFDWLRQ VWUDWHJLHV QHFHVVLWDWHG E\ .'533 DQG ..&
SURMHFWV'HVSLWHQXPHURXVDQGUHSHDWHGH[SUHVVLRQVRIFRQFHUQDQGUHTXHVWVWRPHHWZLWK
WKHUHVSRQVLEOH)LUH'HSDUWPHQWVWKH%R5KDVLJQRUHGDQGUHMHFWHGWKHVHUHTXHVWV7KLVLVD
FOHDU YLRODWLRQ RI WKH 1(3$6(3$ SURFHVV DQG UHQGHUV WKH FXUUHQW 6'(,6 LQFRPSOHWH DQG
XQDFFHSWDEOH:HGHPDQGWKDWDVSDUWRIWKH1(3$6(3$SURFHVVIRU/DNH.HHFKHOXV/DNH
.DFKHVV SURMHFW SURSRVDOV %R5 DQG RWKHU DIILOLDWHG HQWLWLHV HQJDJH OHDGHUVKLS RI WKH
6QRTXDOPLH3DVV)LUHDQG5HVFXHDJHQF\DQGZRUNWRJHWKHUWRGHYHORSDPXWXDOO\DFFHSWDEOH
SODQIRUPLWLJDWLQJWKHSUHYLRXVO\VWDWHGFRQFHUQV:HDVNWKLVSODQEHGHYHORSHGDQGLQFOXGHG
LQDVXEVHTXHQW6'(,6GLVWULEXWHGWRDOOVWDNHKROGHUVDQGVXEPLWWHGIRUSXEOLFFRPPHQWSULRU
WRDQ\)LQDO(,6RU52'


March 2019



SDEIS-CR-443

D
19


20

 ,PSDFWWRSULYDWHSURSHUW\7KH6'(,6FRQVLVWHQWO\XQGHUUHSUHVHQWVWKHLPSDFWRQSULYDWH
UHVLGHQFHVDQGSURSHUW\RZQHUV3DJHUHIHUVWR³VHYHUDOSULYDWHSDUFHOVDQGKRPHVRU
FDELQV´WKDWZLOOEHDIIHFWHGEXWDEHWWHUGHVFULSWLRQZRXOGEH³VXEVWDQWLDOQXPEHUVRISULYDWH
UHVLGHQFHV«HWF´/DNH.DFKHVV9LOODJH+2$KDVKRPHVLWHV(DVW.DFKHVV+2$KDV
KRPHVLWHV.DFKHVV5LGJHKDVDSSUR[LPDWHO\KRPHVLWHVDQG(DVW.DFKHVV5LGHDQRWKHU
SOXVQXPHURXVXQDIILOLDWHGUHVLGHQFHVLQWKHDUHD7KLVHDVLO\QXPEHUVKRPHVLWHV
IDU PRUH WKDQ ZRXOG EH LQIHUUHG IURP WKH WHUP ³VHYHUDO´  7KH V\VWHPDWLF ELDV DJDLQVW
UHSUHVHQWLQJ LPSDFW RQ SULYDWH FLWL]HQV LV GLVSOD\HG RQ SDJH  ZKHQ LW H[FOXGHV DQ\
KRPHVLWHIDUWKHUWKDQPLOHIURPVKRUHOLQHIURPQHJDWLYHLPSDFWE\GUDZGRZQRIWKHODNH
:HDVNIRUDQDFFXUDWHGHVFULSWLRQLQQXPHULFDOWHUPVRILQGLYLGXDOVDQGKRPHVLWHVDIIHFWHG
E\WKH/DNH.DFKHVVGUDZGRZQ$VDPLQLPXPWKLVZRXOGLQFOXGHDOOKRPHVLWHVRQ.DFKHVV
/DNH 5RDG 9LD .DFKHVV 5RDG WKH .DFKHVV 'DP DQG HDVWHUQ VKRUHOLQH URDG DQG SULYDWH
UHVLGHQFHVZLWKLQPLOHVRIWKHVKRUHOLQH

 ,PSDFWWRSULYDWHSURSHUW\ %R5FRPPLVVLRQHGDVWXG\E\'HDQ3RWWHU//&DUHDOHVWDWH
DSSUDLVDO ILUP WR GHWHUPLQH WKH QHJDWLYH LPSDFW RQ SULYDWH SURSHUWLHV UHVXOWLQJ IURP WKH
SXPSLQJGUDZGRZQ7KLVVWXG\VKRZHGDQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRIEXWHYHQWKLVZDVDQ
XQGHUHVWLPDWH7KH3RWWHUVWXG\LPSRVHGDSULPDU\VFUHHQLQJFULWHULRQWKDWWKHRQO\YDOXHD
ODNHKDGZDVWKHYLHZLWSURYLGHGWRDKRPHVLWH7KLVHOLPLQDWHGRIWKHKRPHVLWHVLQ
WKHLPPHGLDWHDUHDRIWKHODNHHYHQWKRXJKWKHUHVLGHQWVKDGFKRVHQWKHLUKRPHVEHFDXVHRI
DFFHVVWRWKHODNH7KH3RWWHU//&VWXG\FODLPHGWKDWHYHQWKRXJKWKHODNHFRXOGEHFRPH
LQDFFHVVLEOH IRU \HDUV DW D WLPH SHRSOH ZKR OLYHG WKHUH WR HQMR\ ERDWLQJ ILVKLQJ KLNLQJ
SLFQLFNLQJDQGRWKHUZDWHUUHODWHGDFWLYLWLHVZRXOGQ¶WQRWLFHWKHODNHKDGGLVDSSHDUHG7KH
RQO\RQHVZKRZRXOGEHDGYHUVHO\DIIHFWHGZRXOGEHWKRVHSHRSOHZLWKDYLHZ«EXWQRWMXVW
DQ\ YLHZ DQ ³XQILOWHUHG YLHZ´  QR GHVFULSWLRQ RI ZKDW WKLV PLJKW PHDQ    (YHQ WKLV ZDV
SHUYHUWHG WR VD\ RQO\ SHRSOH ZLWK XQILOWHUHG YLHZV ZLWKLQ   PLOH RI WKH ODNH ZRXOG EH
DIIHFWHG7KHVWXG\DFWXDOO\FODLPHGWKDWDYLHZRIDIXOOODNHZLWKLQPLOHVDQGDYLHZRI
WKHGUDZQGRZQODNHPRUHWKDQPLOHVDZD\ZRXOGEHHTXLYDOHQW7KHUHLVQRSUHFHGHQW
IRUVXFKH[FOXVLRQDU\FULWHULDDQGWKHUHLVQRMXVWLILFDWLRQXVLQJVWDQGDUGPHWKRGVRIDSSUDLVDO
7KHHQWLUHH[HUFLVHLVDWUDQVSDUHQWHIIRUWWRPLQLPL]HDQ\QHJDWLYHLPSDFW(YHQVRD
QHJDWLYHRQLPSDFWHGSURSHUWLHVZDVUHSRUWHG

(YHQ WKRXJK WKH %R5 FRPPLVVLRQHG WKLV VWXG\ DQG HYHQ WKRXJK WKH VWXG\ ZHQW WR
H[WUDRUGLQDU\OHQJWKVWRPLQLPL]HLPSDFWWKH%R5GHFODUHGLQWKH6'(,6WKHUHZDV³QRZD\
WR UHOLDEO\ DVVLJQRUDVVHVV LPSDFWV«´7KHRQO\DQDO\VLV UHSRUWHG ZDVWKDWFRQGXFWHG E\
'HDQ 3RWWHU //& LW XVHG IODZHG PHWKRGV WKDW ZHUH ELDVHG WR XQGHUUHSRUWLQJ RI QHJDWLYH
LPSDFWVRQSULYDWHSURSHUW\YDOXHVEXWLWVWLOOUHSRUWHGVLJQLILFDQW  QHJDWLYHLPSDFWV
<HWVWUDQJHO\HYHQWKHVHZHUHUHMHFWHGZLWKRXWSURYLGLQJDQ\GDWDWRVXSSRUWWKHUHMHFWLRQ

/DNH.DFKHVVKRPHRZQHUVKDYHUHSHDWHGO\UHTXHVWHGWREHLQYROYHGLQGHVLJQLQJDYDOLGDQG
UHOLDEOHVWXG\RIWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVRQSURSHUW\YDOXHVRISURSRVHGDOWHUQDWLYHV%R5KDV
LJQRUHGDQGUHMHFWHGDOOUHTXHVWVDQGLQVWHDGFRQWUDFWHGIRUDVWXG\WKDW DOWKRXJKIODZHGE\
LWVREYLRXVLQWHQWWRPLQLPL]HILQGLQJVRIGDPDJH VWLOOVKRZHGVLJQLILFDQWGDPDJHWRSULYDWH
SURSHUW\FDXVHGE\WKHIWGUDZGRZQ'HVSLWHRYHUZKHOPLQJHYLGHQFHWRWKHFRQWUDU\«DQG
WKHLURZQDQDO\VLV«%R5QRZFODLPVWKHVWXG\WKH\MXVWFRPSOHWHGLQIDFWFDQ¶WEHGRQH
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7KHLPSOLFDWLRQVRIQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQSULYDWHSURSHUW\YDOXHVJREH\RQGWKHDIIHFWHGFLWL]HQV
$UHGXFWLRQLQSURSHUW\YDOXHVDIIHFWVWKHWD[EDVHRIWKHFRXQW\DQGILUHGHSDUWPHQWVDQGZLOO
UHGXFHDYDLODEOHUHVRXUFHVWRSURYLGHHVVHQWLDOVHUYLFHV7KLVLVDFNQRZOHGJHGLQ6'(,63DJH
DVIROORZV³ZKLOHHIIHFWVRQSURSHUW\YDOXHVZRXOGPRVWGLUHFWO\DIIHFWSURSHUW\RZQHUV
WKHZLGHUFRPPXQLW\ZRXOGDOVRH[SHULHQFHHIIHFWV´,QRWKHUZRUGVSULYDWHSURSHUW\RZQHUV
ILUHGHSDUWPHQWVFLW\DQGFRXQW\JRYHUQPHQWVDQGRWKHUVZRXOGDOVREHQHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWHG

,W LV XQDFFHSWDEOH WR LJQRUH DQG PLVUHSUHVHQW WKH REYLRXV UHDOLW\ WKDW GUDZGRZQ RI /DNH
.DFKHVVZLOOKDYHVXEVWDQWLDOQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQSURSHUW\RZQHUVDQGWKHZLGHUFRPPXQLW\
:HGHPDQGWKDWWKH%R5HQJDJHWKH/DNH.DFKHVVFRPPXQLW\LQGHVLJQLQJDQGFRQGXFWLQJD
YDOLGDQGUHOLDEOHVWXG\RIQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQSULYDWHSURSHUW\YDOXHV7KLVVWXG\VKRXOGEH
FRQGXFWHG E\ DQ LQGHSHQGHQW DQG QRQFRQIOLFWHG H[SHUW ZLWK WKH UHVXOWV SHHUUHYLHZHG
DFFRUGLQJWRVWDQGDUGSUDFWLFH7KLVVWXG\PXVWEHFRQGXFWHGDQGGLVWULEXWHGLQDVXEVHTXHQW
6'(,6ZLWKWKHSXEOLFSURYLGHGDQRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRPPHQWEHIRUHD)LQDO (,6RU52'LV
LVVXHG

 ,PSDFWRQ6HQLRU:DWHU5LJKWV+RZZLOOWKRVHZLWKVHQLRUZDWHU ULJKWV WRWKHH[LVWLQJ
DFUHIWRIZDWHUFXUUHQWO\VWRUHGE\.DFKHVV'DPEHPLWLJDWHGZKHQWKDWZDWHULVQR
ORQJHUDYDLODEOHRQFH/DNH.DFKHVVZDWHUOHYHOLVORZHUHGEHORZWKHRXWOHWWRLWVGDP":KR
ZLOOSD\WRSURYLGHVHQLRUZDWHUULJKWVKROGHUVZLWKWKHZDWHUWKH\KDYHDULJKWWR"+RZZLOO
LW DIIHFW WKH VHQLRU ZDWHU ULJKWV KROGHUV¶ RZQ IDUPLQJ RSHUDWLRQV DQGRU HQMR\PHQW RI WKHLU
SURSHUW\"   :H UHTXHVW IXUWKHU VWXGLHV DERXW WKLV DQG FRPPXQLFDWLRQ WR WKRVH VHQLRU ZDWHU
ULJKWV KROGHUV RI SRVVLEOH LPSDFWV WR WKHP E\ WKH 6'(,6 DFWLYH DOWHUQDWLYHV  7KHQ DQRWKHU
SXEOLFFRPPHQWSHULRGEHRSHQHGIRUWKHLUFRPPHQWV

 'URXJKW 'HILQLWLRQ   :KR ZLOO GHILQH WKH  RI SURUDWHG ZDWHU"  :KDW XQELDVHG
LQGHSHQGHQW  QRQLUULJDWLRQGLVWULFW H[SHUW RU RUJDQL]DWLRQ ZLOO PDNH WKDW GHWHUPLQDWLRQ"
3DJHRIWKH6'(,6VD\V³3URMHFWSURSRQHQWVZRXOGXVHWKHSXPSLQJSODQWGXULQJGURXJKW
\HDUVDQGFRXOGSRVVLEO\XVHLWLQIROORZLQJ\HDUVDVWKHUHVHUYRLUUHILOOVWRDOHYHODERYHWKH
H[LVWLQJJUDYLW\RXWOHW´'RHVWKLVPHDQWKHGHILQLWLRQRIZKHQWKHSXPSVFRXOGEHXVHGKDV
FKDQJHGIURPWKHSULRUGHILQLWLRQRIGURXJKW OHVVWKDQRISURUDWHGZDWHUH[SHFWHGWREH
DYDLODEOH ":K\ZRXOGWKHSXPSEHXVHGLQIROORZLQJ\HDUV³DVWKHUHVHUYRLUUHILOOVWRDOHYHO
DERYHWKHH[LVWLQJJUDYLW\RXWOHW"´:RXOGWKDWQRWSUHYHQWRUGHOD\UHILOO"

 1HZ :DWHU 5LJKWV  7DEOH  RQ S  QRWHV WKDW HFRORJ\ ZLOO ³LVVXH ZDWHU ULJKWV DV
QHFHVVDU\´:H¶YHEHHQWROGRYHUDQGRYHUWKDWQRQHZULJKWVZLOOEHJHQHUDWHGIURPWKLVSODQ
+RZZLOOQHZZDWHUULJKWVEHLVVXHG"7RZKRP"

 :DWHU &RQVHUYDWLRQ DQG 0DUNHW 5HDOORFDWLRQ  3DJH  QRWHV WKDW WKH <DNLPD %DVLQ
,QWHJUDWHG 3ODQ KDV  FRPSRQHQWV EXW VHYHUDO DUH QRW LQFOXGHG LQ WKH .'533 (,6
JURXQGZDWHUVWRUDJHZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQPDUNHWUHDOORFDWLRQ 'HILQHWKHQXPEHURIDFUH
IHHWVDYHGE\ZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQDQGPDUNHWUHDOORFDWLRQLQWKHZKROH<DNLPDZDWHUVKHG
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 1RLVH2QO\WKHSUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYHKDVSXPSVDWODNHOHYHOH[SRVHGWRWKHHQYLURQPHQW DOO
RWKHUV KDYH SXPSV DW WKH ERWWRP RI D VKDIW   3 QRWHV WKH PD[LPXP SHUPLVVLEOH
HQYLURQPHQWDOQRLVHLVG%$:KDWLVWKHH[SHFWHGQRLVHOHYHOLQG%$DWIHHWIURPWKH
SXPSV"$WIHHW":LOOWKHSXPSVEHUXQQLQJRQFHWKH\VWDUWUXQQLQJ"

 ..&WXQQHOPDWHULDOFXELF\DUGVRI..&WXQQHOH[FDYDWHGPDWHULDOFRPHVRXWRQ
.DFKHVV/DNH5RDGZLWKQRPHQWLRQRIZKHUHLWZLOOEHWUXFNHGWRRUWKHLPSDFWRIRYHU
WUXFNORDGVRIPDWHULDOEHLQJKDXOHGRII:KHUHZLOOWKHFXELF\DUGVRI..&WXQQHO
PDWHULDOEHGHSRVLWHG":KDWVDIHW\PHDVXUHVDQGVFKHGXOLQJRIKDXOLQJHTXLSPHQWZLOOEH
PDGHGXULQJWKHWXQQHO FRQVWUXFWLRQ WR LQVXUHWKHVDIHDQG FXVWRPDU\XVHRI /DNH.DFKHVV
&RXQW\5RDGE\FDPSJURXQGXVHUVDQGORFDOSURSHUW\RZQHUVDQGJXHVWV"

 7XUELGLW\3QRWHVDOODFWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHVZLOOUHVXOWLQORFDOL]HGVKRUWWHUPH[FHHGDQFHRI
WXUELGLW\ VWDQGDUG 'HILQH WKH GHJUHH RI WXUELGLW\ H[FHHGDQFH DQG WKH HIIHFW LW ZLOO KDYH RQ
QDWLYHILVKSRSXODWLRQV

 3HUPDQHQW+DELWDW/RVV3QRWHVSHUPDQHQWKDELWDWORVVZLWKWKHSUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYH
'HILQHWKHHIIHFWRISHUPDQHQWKDELWDWORVVRQWKHVSRWWHGRZOEXOOWURXWDQGRWKHUHQGDQJHUHG
OLVWHGVSHFLHV

 'HFUHDVHG5HFUHDWLRQ'HVLUDELOLW\3QRWHVGHFUHDVHGUHFUHDWLRQGHVLUDELOLW\DQGFRQIOLFW
ZLWK ³HVWDEOLVKHG 6,/924´   4XDQWLI\ WKH HFRQRPLF LPSDFW RI WKH GHFUHDVHG UHFUHDWLRQ
GHVLUDELOLW\8QGHUZKDWDXWKRULW\DUHHVWDEOLVKHG6,/924SHUPLWWHGWREHYLRODWHG"

 3XUFKDVHRISULYDWHSURSHUW\3QRWHVWKDWWKHSDUFHOVQRUWKRIWKHH[LVWLQJEHDFKURDG
RQWKH(DVWVLGHDUHLQGHHGSULYDWHDQGPD\QHHGWREHSXUFKDVHGIURPWKHLUFXUUHQWRZQHUVIRU
WKHERDWUDPSDQGSDUNLQJORW7KHUHLVQRPRQH\LQWKH6'(,6IRUSURSHUW\SXUFKDVH+RZ
PDQ\ORWV DQGDW ZKDW H[SHFWHGSULFHZLOOEHSXUFKDVHG"7KHVHDGGLWLRQDO FRVWVVKRXOGEH
LQFOXGHGLQWKH6'(,6$OWHUQDWLYHV$UHYLVHG6'(,6LVZDUUDQWHG

 :DWHU,PSDLUPHQW3ERWK.HHFKHOXVDQG.DFKHVVDUHOLVWHGDV³FDWHJRU\´
ZDWHU LPSDLUPHQW EHFDXVH RI 3&% FRQWDPLQDWLRQ  ,Q WKH  '(,6 RQO\ .HHFKHOXV ZDV
QRWHGWRKDYH3&%FRQWDPLQDWLRQ3OHDVHUHOHDVHWKHUHSRUWZKLFKDOVRLQGLFDWHVWKDW.DFKHVV
KDVDVLPLODUFRQWDPLQDWLRQ:RXOGGUHGJLQJDQGFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVQRWVWLUXSVHGLPHQW
FRQWDLQLQJ 3&%V"  :KDW LQFUHDVH RI 3&% OHYHOV LV H[SHFWHG RQ WKH EDVLV RI WKH SURSRVHG
DOWHUQDWLYHFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHV"

 :DWHU)LOWHULQJ+RZZLOOWKHZDWHUIURP.HHFKHOXVEHPRYHGWR.DFKHVV":KDWNLQGRI
ILOWUDWLRQV\VWHPZLOOEHLQVWDOOHGWRSUHYHQWDQ\,SROOXWDQWVLQ/DNH.HHFKHOXVIURPEHLQJ
WUDQVIHUUHGWR/DNH.DFKHVV",IDQ\K\GUDXOLFHTXLSPHQWLVXVHGKRZZLOODQ\3$+EHNHSW
IURPHQWHULQJ/DNH.DFKHVV"

 /DNH'UDLQDJHGXULQJFRQVWUXFWLRQ7KHGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHSUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYHQRWHVWKDW
WKHODNHZRXOGQHHGWREHGUDLQHGWRDOORZFRQVWUXFWLRQ SII 'HVFULEHWKHPHFKDQLFVRI
GUDLQLQJWKHODNHWR DOORZFRQVWUXFWLRQ:KDWKDSSHQVWR WKHH[FHVV ZDWHUDQGKRZLV WKH
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34

³IOLSIORS´IORZSDWWHUQPDLQWDLQHGLIWKHODNHLVGUDLQHGHDUO\LQWKHVHDVRQ":KDWLVWKHHIIHFW
RQWKH(DVWRQUHDFKRIWKH<DNLPDULYHUVSDZQLQJ"


%HFDXVH ERWK WKH 1(3$ DQG 6(3$ SURFHVV PXVW EH IROORZHG ZH UHTXHVW WKDW WKH %XUHDX RI
5HFODPDWLRQ DQG :$ 'HSDUWPHQW RI (FRORJ\ HDFK SURYLGH VHSDUDWH UHVSRQVHV WR WKH DERYH
FRPPHQWV

3OHDVHVHQGXVDFRS\RIDQ\DGGLWLRQDO6'(,6)(,6RU5HFRUGRI'HFLVLRQWKDWLVUHOHDVHG

7KDQN\RXIRUFRQVLGHULQJDQGDFWLQJRQWKHVHFRPPHQWV

6LQFHUHO\

5LFN0F*XLUH3UHVLGHQW
.DFKHVV&RPPXQLW\$VVRFLDWLRQ
DOSLQHODNHVLQIR#JPDLOFRP
&KULVWLQH-RKQVRQ3UHVLGHQW

&KULVWLQH#:5(6HUYLFHVFRP
0RXQWDLQ9LHZ/DQH
&HQWHUIRU(QYLURQPHQWDO/DZ 3ROLF\
(DVWRQ:$
&(/3 
7ULVK5ROIH([HFXWRU'LUHFWRU


WUROIH#FHOSRUJ
(DVW.DFKHVV+RPHRZQHU¶V$VVRFLDWLRQ
6:DVKLQJWRQ6W6XLWH
*RUGRQ%UDQGW3UHVLGHQW
6HDWWOH:$
.DFKHVV'DP5RDG

(DVWRQ:$
6QRTXDOPLH3DVV)LUHDQG5HVFXH

%RDUGRI&RPPLVVLRQHUV

:LOOLDP-3RZHUV3UHVLGHQW
.DFKHVV5LGJH0DLQWHQDQFH$VVRFLDWLRQ
ESRZHUV#VQRTXDOPLHSDVVILUHUHVFXHRUJ
7HUU\0RQWR\D3UHVLGHQW
6WDWH5RXWH
WHUU\PRQWR\D#FRPFDVWQHW
6QRTXDOPLH3DVV.LWWLWDV&RXQW\:$
32%R[

(DVWRQ:$


<DNLPD&RDOLWLRQ
)ULHQGVRI%XPSLQJ/DNH
&R&KDLUV$QQ/HZLV%LOO&DPSEHOODQG
&KULV0D\NXW3UHVLGHQW
&KULV0D\NXW
FKULV#IULHQGVRIEXPSLQJODNHRUJ
$QQ/HZLVURQLDVSDPRQLD#JPDLOFRP

WK$YH6(%HOOHYXH:$
1RUWK&DVFDGHV&RQVHUYDWLRQ&RXQFLO
%LOO&DPSEHOOELOOBFDPSEHOO#XQFHGX
7RP+DPPRQG3UHVLGHQW
 %URRNVLGH&W(DVWRQ:$
QFFFLQIR#QRUWKFDVFDGHVRUJ
&KULV0D\NXW

FKULV#IULHQGVRIEXPSLQJODNHRUJ
$OSLQH/DNHV3URWHFWLRQ6RFLHW\


$WWDFKPHQWV
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Comment Letter 231
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess project
1 message
Sharon Chabal <sharonchabal100@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
We emphatically vote for alternative one -no action

Wed, Apr 25, 2018 at 11:46 PM

1
D

Sent from my iPhone

March 2019
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Comment Letter 232
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Don't drain Lake Kachess
1 message
Hannah Cooley <hkcooley11@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: "hkcooley11@yahoo.com" <hkcooley11@yahoo.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Sun, May 20, 2018 at 3:35 PM

Ms. McKinley,
I am a Washington State resident and frequent user of Lake Kachess, by way of email I am strongly
opposed to the KDRPP/KKC plans and support the no action alternative as outlined in the current
SDEIS.

1
-·· D

Thank you,
Hannah Cooley
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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Comment Letter 233
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/KCC - STRONGLY OPPOSED
1 message
Sarah Dunkel <casesarah@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, May 18, 2018 at 10:17 AM

Ms. McKinley,
I am a Washington State resident and frequent user of Lake Kachess, by way of email I am strongly
opposed to the KDRPP/KKC plans and support the no action alternative as outlined in the current
SDEIS.

-··

Thank you,
Sarah Dunkel

March 2019
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Comment Letter 234
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Question about SDEIS
1 message
Jean/Tim Fountain <kachess385@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sat, Apr 28, 2018 at 3:30 PM

I have questions about the THE SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT for the proposed KACHESS DROUGHT RELIEF PUMPING PLANT.

ID
1

1. Why do you refer to LAKE KACHESS as Kachess Reservoir ???
2. How much is this project going to cost the small farmers???
3. Are the small farmers willing to spend their hard earned money on this project when know one
knows if it is going to work???
4. What is the lake level that a fire truck can get water safely out to fight a fire???

lo
lo
3

5. Lake Keechelus does not have any private property owners, does not have a state park, is not
used by the public like Lake Kachess. Why is it not being considered as an option???
Thank you
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Comment Letter 235
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Supplemental DEIS
1 message
Ann Lewis <roniaspamonia@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Apr 19, 2018 at 2:13 PM

Hi Candace,

I have a simple question: Does the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental DRAFT Environmental Impact
Statement contain everything or do we need to have the original 2015 DEIS as well? i.e. is the
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance Supplemental DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement complete by itself?

Thanks,
Ann Lewis
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Comment Letter 236
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] My opposition to KDRPP/KCC
1 message
Lisa Morrison <lmorr11@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sat, May 19, 2018 at 1:49 AM

Dear Ms. McKinley,
I am writing to express my opposition to the KDRPP/KCC project. I am a Washington resident from
Vancouver and I believe that this proposed plan does NOT serve the majority of Washington
residents and their interests. The proposed plan risks Bull Run trout habitat for spawning and
draining Lake Kachess will irreparably damage current wells. I am also concerned that draining the
lake will eliminate recreation ON the lake, but also create a huge mud hole along which many
Washington access high alpine wilderness through accessible trails; I would no longer use these
trails if I needed to pass along a dirty, smelly and insect laden mud hole!! Finally, it appears that this
proposed project will cost Washington taxpayers a huge sum of money; this expensive project
serves a small number of farmers, not the global interests of state citizens.
Thank you for considering my thoughts as you deliberate on this proposal.
Sincerely,
Lisa Morrison, MD
Vancouver, WA
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 237

K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/kcc
1 message
alyxandra hazard <alyxhazard11@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, May 18, 2018 at 9:48 AM

Ms McKinley,
. I am a resident of WA and have owned a cabin on. Lake Kachess for 29 years .
By email , I am saying how STRONGLY opposed I am to this .
.

1
D

Alyxandra hazard

Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 238
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/KCC - STRONGLY OPPOSED
1 message
Emily Hazard <ecooley2@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, May 18, 2018 at 9:30 AM

Ms. McKinley,
I am a Washington State resident and frequent user of Lake Kachess, by way of email I am strongly
opposed to the KDRPP/KKC plans and support the no action alternative as outlined in the current
SDEIS.

-··

Thank you,

Emily Hazard
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Comment Letter 239
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/KCC - STRONGLY OPPOSED
1 message
Kiefer Hazard <kieferhazard@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, May 18, 2018 at 9:59 AM

Ms. McKinley,
I am a Washington State resident and frequent user of Lake Kachess, by way of email I am strongly
opposed to the KDRPP/KKC plans and support the no action alternative as outlined in the current
SDEIS.

-··

Thank you,
Kiefer Hazard, DVM
Sent from my iPad
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Comment Letter 240
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/KCC - STRONGLY OPPOSED
1 message
Morgan Winden <morgan.winden@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, May 18, 2018 at 10:02 AM

Ms. McKinley,
I am a Washington State resident and frequent user of Lake Kachess, by way of email I am strongly
opposed to the KDRPP/KKC plans and support the no action alternative as outlined in the current
SDEIS.

-··

Thank you,
Morgan Hazard
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Comment Letter 241
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Opposition of the KDRPP/KKC
1 message
Nick Hazard <nhazard11@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, May 18, 2018 at 6:57 PM

Ms. McKinley,
I am a Washington State resident and frequent user of Lake Kachess, by way of email I am strongly
opposed to the KDRPP/KKC plans and support the no action alternative as outlined in the current
SDEIS.

-··

Thank you,

March 2019
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Comment Letter 242
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP / KCC - STRONGLY OPPOSED
1 message
Alec Hendren <alec.hendren@icloud.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sat, May 19, 2018 at 10:23 AM

Ms. McKinley,
I am a Washington State resident and frequent user of Lake Kachess, by way of email I am strongly
opposed to the KDRPP/KKC plans and support the no action alternative as outlined in the current
SDEIS.

-··

Thank you,
Alec Hendren
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Comment Letter 243
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Fwd: KDRPP/KCC - STRONGLY OPPOSED
1 message
Josie Johnson <josiecjohnson85@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, May 18, 2018 at 11:20 AM

Ms. McKinley,
I am a Washington State resident and frequent user of Lake Kachess, by way of email
I am strongly opposed to the KDRPP/KKC plans and support the no action alternative
as outlined in the current SDEIS.
Thank you,
Josie Johnson
NICU nurse
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Comment Letter 244
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/KCC - STRONGLY OPPOSED
1 message
Maggie Halpin <bennett.mag@gmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Fri, May 18, 2018 at 3:45 PM

Ms. McKinley,
I am a Washington State resident and frequent user of Lake Kachess. I
am strongly opposed to the KDRPP/KKC plans and support the no action
alternative as outlined in the current SDEIS. I am concerned about the
endangered bull trout population, as well as the cost vs. benefit of this plan.

-----

Thank you,
Maggie Halpin
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Comment Letter 245
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Supplemental Draft Environment Impact Statement Questions
1 message
J P Owens <jpowens99@yahoo.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Thu, May 3, 2018 at 6:13 PM

Supplemental Draft Environment Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the proposed Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC)
project released for public comment. I have several questions I have several
questions I would like answered.:
Why is Lake Keechelus not an Alternative? Lake Keechelus is very shallow at the westerly end of
the lakebed. It would be much easier and cost effective to excavate the lakebed to increase the
water storage capacity and achieve the additional 200,000 acre feet of water.

1
D

What has been done to hold the water that comes from Lake Keechelus? At one of the meetings
that I attended it was stated the canals that take water from Lake Keechelus had many leaks have
they been fixed?

2
D

Has a water market and/or a water bank been created to improve water supply in the Yakima River
Basin?

3
D

Has anything been done to improve Surface Water Storage?
Build a surface storage facility at Wymer on Lmuma Creek?
Construct a new dam at Bumping Reservoir to increase capacity?
Projects to transfer water from the Columbia River to the Yakima Basin?

4
D

What has been done about groundwater Storage?

5
D

Have the farmers or Water Districts created any new reservoirs to hold the water that they do
receive?

6
D

What are the farmers doing to conserve water?

7
D

Are ALL the farmers using drip systems now for ALL crops?
Kachess Community has Senior Water rights how is this project effecting our Senior Water Rights?
What is being done to offset the negative impacts on private property?

ID9
10
ID

Who is paying for this project?
Please answer my questions, Thank J P Owens
jpowens99@yahoo.com
253-750-4731
March 2019
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Comment Letter 246
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/KCC - STRONGLY OPPOSED
1 message
Kaylin Rostron <kaylinrostron@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, May 18, 2018 at 1:51 PM

Ms. McKinley,
I am a Washington State resident and frequent user of Lake Kachess, by way of email I am strongly
opposed to the KDRPP/KKC plans and support the no action alternative as outlined in the current
SDEIS.

-··

Thank you,
Kaylin Rostron
Weisman Design Group
971.285.7870
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Comment Letter 247
Johnson, Nancy and Joel
K projects Comment via voicemail – 11 a.m., May 30, 2018
Transcribed by KDera, - message at Extension 603.
“Hello. My name is Nancy Johnson and my husband is Joel Johnson. We have a home over in the Easton
Area, a cabin home. And, I’m calling to complain about Reclamation taking down Kachess Dam, as far as
the water. I grew up in a farm area in the Skaggit Valley, and I know how you can take care of your water
system in more of a drip way vs. the massive amount of water their doing over in Eastern Washington.
“I’m totally against anything of ruining the Kachess Dam. We would also lose the use of the home that
we built over there. There are several families in that area that are going to be devastated. There is no
excuse of this, absolutely none. I want to leave my name, Nancy Johnson, date of birth, 5/22/61, and
we live in Auburn, Washington. We also have a home over in Easton.
“I want my voice heard. You can call me back if you like at (253) 332-6348. Thank you very much.”

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-465

1
D

Comment Letter 248
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Fw: public comment on federal register rights of birds
and wildie to have access to water to drink - taking that all away to kill
them?
1 message
Jean Public <jeanpublic1@yahoo.com>
Fri, Apr 13, 2018 at 10:15 AM
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: Humanelines <humanelines@hsus.org>, PETA <info@peta.org>, idausa <info@idausa.org>, Cok
Info <info@cok.net>, Lohv Info <info@lohv.org>, NYCLASS <info@nyclass.org>,
"madraven@gmail.com" <madraven@gmail.com>, Godscreaturesministry Info
<info@godscreaturesministry.org>, "AMERICANVOICES@MAIL.HOUSE.GOV"
<americanvoices@mail.house.gov>, Pew Trusts <info@pewtrusts.org>, earthjustice
<info@earthjustice.org>, SIERRA SIERRA CLUB <information@sierraclub.org>,
"scoops@huffpost.com" <scoops@huffpost.com>, "jean.harrison@gmail.com"
<jean.harrison@gmail.com>, The Center for Biological Diversity <center@biologicaldiversity.org>, Aplnj
Info <info@aplnj.org>
any plans for water alwayshave to make sure that wildlife, birds, reptiles have access to water too.
you cannot make this project only for humans. this comment is for the public record. please receipt. j
ean upbliee jeanpublic1@yahoo.com

Subject: rights of birds and wildie to have access to water to drink - taking that all away to kill them?
Federal Register, Volume 83 Issue 72 (Friday, April 13, 2018)
Federal Register Volume 83, Number 72 (Friday, April 13, 2018)]
[Notices]
[Pages 16126-16127]
From the Federal Register Online via the Government Publishing Office
[www.gpo.gov]
[FR Doc No: 2018-07737]

[[Page 16126]]
----------------------------------------------------------------------DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Reclamation
[RR01113000, XXXR0680R1, RR.R0336A1R.7WRMP0032]
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Comment Letter 249

Received in Mailroom

To: Ms. Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road, Yakima, WA 98901 -2 058

C

~

MAY 2 5 2018

0
th

From: James E. Rowe, 14429 SE 260 St., Kent, WA 98042

y
F
0

Yakima, Washington

Reference: Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the purposed Ka chess Drought Relief
Pumping (KDRPP) and Keech el us Reservoir to Ka chess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) projects.
These projects are components of the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource
Management Plan (Integrated Plan). The SDEIS has been prepared jointly by the Bureau of
Reclamation and the Washington State Department of (Ecology), Office of Columbia River.

My opinion: We (My family) have close friends who have owned property in Kachess Village
for many years. As a result my daughter and her husband built a house there. My wife and
daughter are serious naturalists and members of the Audubon Society. I love the peace and
quiet as well as the beauty the outdoors offers. We have been "often visitors" to the Lake and
its surroundings. It is my opinion that the "No action: alternative one" should be adopted. The
possible irreversible negative results of the six action alternatives considered outweigh the
benefits and the statistics back up the issues of concern. I feel it is grossly irresponsible to
adopt the " rob Pet er to pay Paul" solution to resolve the water management issues. As I see it,
there are two salient issues here. One is the natural issue of a finite availability of water at any
given t ime and two is an inconsiderate use of the water available. I agree that the issues voiced
for the Yakima River Basin are important but they should not overshadow the importance of
the problems that could or would be generated by the adoption of any of the six action
alternatives considered. In addition there is serious concern for the community's ability to have
an adequate supply of water for wells and to support firefighting demands.
I would like to restate the importance of the fact the greatest possible problems is the
possibility that the degree of drawdown in the Reservoirs considered would NEVER be
recovered and the statistics back up this concern. The general ecology surrounding the
Reservoirs would suffer as a result of the slow recovery. The negative results on recreation and
its economy Is to be considered. The economic impact on real estate in the area would take a
hit. A very important considerat ion is the quality of life for the people in the area of the
Reservoirs. It is as important for them as it is for those people in the Yakima River Basin.
I ask that you also consider cost of the engineering, construction and maintenance of the six
act ion alternatives as well as the ongoing noise of the pumps. Perhaps it is time t o "return to
the drawing board" on this one.

Thandu;:;co;Jt~/
Sincer ly, James E. (Jim) Rowe
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Comment Letter 250

Ms Candance McKinley
Bureau of Reclamation

21 May 2018

Comments on; Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Kachelus Reservoir-to Kachess
Reservoir Conveyance (KDRPP/KKC) Projects Supplesmental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, Kittitas and Yakima Counties, Washington

Dear Ms McKinley
Attached are my comments on this supplemental draft. Please assure me that they will be
provided to approopriate staffs. How will I be informed of their responses/explanations?
Sincerely,

Larry Wilson

11701 NE 145t1i St
Kirkland, WA 98034

425-488-8855
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Comment Letter 250

Comments on Supplemental Draft EIS

1) Overall premiSe throughout Supplemental draft is that periodically a draught year
will necessitate implementation of conveyance of water from lake to lake, running
pumps, etc. It does not address successive draught years (once Kachess is pumped
down and subsequent partial refill). a)What are socioeconomic impacts on downstream
irrigators? What is recovery plan by year and multiple years? b) In this scenario what is
impact on fish along total course ofYaldma river? c) per plan it is projected that
drawdown will replenish in 2 to 5 years following a single draught year.. Plan does not
address replenishment after multiple draught years. What is impact after successive
draught years? What is ultimate management recovery plan and duration?

1
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2) page ES-ki " ...measures wells ... coordinate appropriate mitigation..." a)Specifically
what agency does dry well owner appeal to? b)What will be their reaction timing and
when will dry well be operational (drilled deeper, or other action)? Is there a firm
commitment for resolution? c) Has funding been allocated for drilling deeper well or
alternative connections? If so, who controls these funds? The owner of a performing
well cannot exist without water, particularaly as a victum of action over which he has no
control.

2
D

3) page ES kiii It is planned for pumps to be electrically powered. a) What is dB
from pumps and ventilation fans (p 4-268)
themselves, assuming motors are relatively silent? b) Auxillary power is
supplied by diesel engines. When in operation what is dB of these engines? c)
Will these run 24 hours a day until grid power is restored?
4) page ES xv Overall plan addresses key issues during construction. These same
issues are not addressed once system is operational? Why were these factors
omitted?
5) page ES x " ... deliver up to 200,00 acre feet..." page 1-1 "active capactiry of
239,000 acre feet..." Stated another way, it means that the project will remove
84% of water in Lake Kachess or reducing the lake to I/6th its present size .. This
greatly reduces the size of the lake. That 1/6 has a significant psychological
effect. What is overall impact on Kachess basin, wildlife, underground water in
close proximity of lake and river? During wildfires the lake was been used as
resource for dipping water by aerial fire bombers. Such drawdown will prohibit
this option. What is alternative water source during fire season?
6) The overall plan seems to be extremely expensive for the benefit derived. a)
What other options have been explored and consequently rejected? What
criterion was used? Other possible options could include injection wells,
dredging Kachelus to increase holding capacity and minor dams, as reservoirs,
March 2019
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on tributary streams, drawing irrigation from Columbia, etc ..

7) The plan places estensive interest on fish recoveryfor migratory fish as well as
resident fish. For an integrated/comprehensive plan to succeed what is plans for
seals gluttonly feeding at base of Bonneville Dam. What other agencies are you
working with to achieve an all encompassing plan? Yes, the overall fish
population needs to be enhanced but with seals having a smorgsboard on
migrating fish what good does it do to have a great home to live and breed if at
the same time the seals are descimaating the returning adults. Given enough
time we will have a great place for them to live but none will be getting there.
(refer to newspaper article attached) Has this big picture been addressed? What
action is planned? What other agencies are integrated into this plan?

8
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8) Reference Sibleys1s Guide to North American Birds, pages 358 to 365 The
"Pacific Flyway" straddles Easton and Lake Kachess. Humming birds are
plentiful every May on migration north at time of year nectar is abundant.
During southern migration the lake level is low and vegetation has dried along
shoreline due to moisture absence so insects are not prevalent. This will be
aggravated by extensive shoreline enlargemnt and water level significantly
lower. How are birds to obtain nourishment? Humming birds do eat insects by
foraging on forest floor but when vegetation is crisp there is ru1 absence of
"bugs". When food is absent birds do not exist. Is it anticipated that birds will
merely move to other, more nourishing routes? Page 4-125 What is plru1 for
restoring vegetation on 56 acres when construction is completed? Page 4-157
and 175 acknowledge reduction of wetlands and shift in existing wetlands and
increased anthropogenic noise both effecting bird habitat.

9
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9) page 4-128 " ... furure restoration scenarios." Is this effort funded? What is
schedule? What are these restoration scenariios?
10) page 4-129 " ... loss of zooplanakkton" and ... negataively affected ... " What
is planned mitigation? Schedule? Funding allocated?
11) page 4-131 "Short term exceedance of state surface water quality..." How is
this justified? Can state sue for non-compliance?
12) page 4-131 "Most small fish ...not occur in deep water... " Study admits to
larval stage of some species pass through screen but seldom found at depth
when reservoir is full. But when reservoir is drawn down and not fully
recharged the following year the larval are no longer 123.75 feet below
former sruface. This statement exhibits faulty logic. Provide a full
explanation of this reasoning.
13) page 4-13 7 Trout Passage Improvements When upper ru1d lower lake are
connected will passage improvements impact boats transiting between lakes?
14) page 4-145 In previous EIS it was stated PCB's are present in Lake
Kachellus but not in Lake Kachess. This supplemental EIS acknowledges
PCB's in both lakes. What statement is accurate? Regarding transfer of
diseases and exotic species what is plan for minimizing this eventuality and
potential negative impact if conditions are ignored?
15) page 4-277 " ... access ... at many other sites on east shore." This statement
March 2019
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needs to be limited in its conclusion. There are no other boat launch sites,
and access would only be by cross country trekking on foot, in some cases
across private land. This is simply a feel good statement. This needs
correction in EIS.
16) Page 4-284 " ....would not increase the amount of irrigated land ..... " This is
contrary to presentation given during public meetings previously where
increases in agricultural business were a wonderful situation for Washington
state where agricultue generates X revenue already. What constraints exist to
curtail additional new land brought under irrigation and consequently
requiring more water? Will this additional water be economically affordable
to the agricultural community? Otherwise this whole concept, as expensive
as it is, is coming to :fruition to benefit adventurous land speculators
primarily.
17) Pages 4-320, 4-326 and 327 " ...engaged an appraiser to study... Jand value
impacts..." It is apparent the study did not observe land value impacts from
other areas of lake front properties. For instance, in cases where lake front
disappeared or compare lake front to non-lake front in same local, compare
values in upstate New York, Minnesota, Michigan and even more closely to
Lake Washington. Once lake front property reverts to so called mud flat or
steep and inaccessable rocky slopes the value invariably decreases. The
reported analysis smacks of seeking an answer that supports a preconceived
opinion. This situation needs a more thorough study and perhaps by more
than one appraiser. When will it be completed?
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, Whileallsalmonrunslfoc- . 2015, .the number of salmon nized. In .20 16, 54 sea lion, neersonMnrchS,2017,states sea lions had ever be'en seen·
tuate from·.year to year; the· taken by sea lions also rises. were trapped aud d~troyed. that more and more sea lions up)tore,Therewas .a)>lgs,meJt ,
decline ,in the Chinook runs Of the 239,326 salmon/steel- Over .the past decade, .199 sea ·are feasting <in salmon regard- •niii 1r1'ili'e\·iver 1ti i OOff anr! I .
· can be attributed, .in part, to head ~ounted three yea(s ago, lions have been removed with· less of·the size of the run$.· think that drevl'a lo(ofCali·the burgeoning population of sea lions took 10,859 of them. 175 euthanized, 15 placed in · Some are also not leaving the fornia sea.lioris Upriver. When '
California and Stellar sea IiAnother issue is that more zoos and aquariums, and nine area when the·runs encl, Re- .. the smelt. left, n bmi'ch of anions below the dam.
Stellar sea lions are also com- dying from accidental inju- . gardiug hazing, the authors mals were still looking 'for .
In 2002,sea !ionsate nnes- ing upriver to· Bonnevi.lle ries. Fisheries managers esti- · state"... our data calls. into food a11d they c:irne up .here
timated 0.4 percent of salmon Dam. Their numbers were be- · ;,,ate that removal of the ani- question the effectiven~ss ·of and discovered the spring
arid steelhcad below Bonn- low a dozen each year through mals saved between 15,000 these treatments."
Chin9ok."
eville Dam. Thirty sea lions 2007 but then 39 showed up to and 20,000 sprh,g Chinook:
· Fisheries agencies have
Fisheries managers say
feasted on 1,010 salmon that · join 82 California sea lions in
Fisheries · workers also iheir efforts to remove prob- Continued on p.10
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Salmon runs ... continuect tram p.1
asked U.S. Rep. Jaime Herrera Beutler to back legislation
making it easier to identify
and remove problem sea lions.
On April 8, 2017, the congresswoman introduced the
Endangered Salmon and Fisheries Predation Act to amend
the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA) to
streamline the process to remove and euthanize sea lions.
House Resolution 2083
would "authorize the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) to
issue one-year permits allowing (the states of) Washington, Oregon, Idaho, the Nez
Perce Tribe, the Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Reservation, the Confederated
Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation of Oregon, the
Confederated Tribes and
Bands of the Yakama Nation,
the Columbia River InterTribal Fish Commission, and
the Cowlitz Indian Tribe to
kill sea lions in a portion of
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the Columbia River or certain
tributaries in order to protect
fish from sea lion predation."
The agencies would be allowed to kill up to 100 sea
lions per year. The legislation
would alsq require NOAA to
issue or deny a permit within
30 days of application, much
faster than the current process.
While the bill was approved by the House Committee on Natural Resources (21
ayes, 14 no's) and sent to the
full House of Representatives
on July 26, 2017.
Rep. Herrera Beutler hosted a media tour on Wednesday, April 4, to put pressure
on lawmakers to consider the
bill in the House with the hope
that passage would prompt
the Senate ·10 also approve
the legislation. The legislation has garnered the support
of the governors of Oregon,
Washington and Idaho, the
Columbia River Intertribal
Fish Commission, state and
federal fisheries agencies, and

others.
Standing on the shore of
Bradford Island below Bonneville Dam, the congresswoman told TV and print
jour_nalists that the fisheries
managers needed the new.-tool
to' address the increasing sea
lion predation of salmon runs
and the spring Chinook run, in
pariiciifar: - - · ·
Shotgun blasts and explosive charges echoed around
the members of the media as
Herrera Beutler talked about
her bill. Sea lions lazily swam
a few feet offshore as she
spoke, adding a visual footnote to her comments.
Herrera Beutler said some
salmon runs face extinction
if the sea lion predation isn't
curbed - and quickly.
She said opponents to her
legislation remain fixed on removing hydroelectric dams as
the ultimate solution to protecting and enhancing salmon
runs.
"The main argument I've
heard is that ifyou really want
to protect the runs, you need
to rip out the dams," Herrera
Beutler said. "At this point,
we mitigate like putting in
fish ladders. We do a lot and
we shquld but the next step
is dam removal and there are
proposals out there to do that
which I don't support."
She said she supports the
manifold approach to managing the sea lion population and
supporting the salm_on runs.
"It's not just one thing,"
she said.

The workers who haze the
sea lions get up before dawii
to catch the animals before
they disperse from their over:
night slumber.
·
Steven Jeffries, fish I,iolo~·
gist for Washington State, said
hazing works best on new a:r:.
rivals to the dam.
··
"It's effective on na'ive ani~
mals, those' that haven't bee~
here very longt he said. "Th~
animals that are habitual her~
- probab!y not so much. They
recognize the boat. It's a coU:stant battle to outsmart them.'.'
Workers spot sea lions
from ' the roadway which
crosses in front ofthe dam and
direct the hazing boat to them..
They monitor the three tail .
races (where water is pouring
through the dam) to identify
sea lions munching on spring
Chinook. A worker with a
shotgun shoots at the animals
from the dam while boats nav.:~
igate the waters below.
Three traps are set around
the area in front of the dam.
Sea lions are individually
identified and tagged. Workers remove and euthanize the
ones previously identified for
removal.
"Some of them have previously been marked so we
hot-brand them," Jeffries saio.
"Some of them have natural
marks that are identifiable ~ut
the most reliable mark is the
hot-brand so they get an inqividual number. Observers are
watching those animals an~
then identifying them."
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Comment Letter 251
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP
1 message
Bonnie Aguilar <BONAGI@msn.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Thu, May 31, 2018 at 2:40 PM

To take this great recreation area from the hundreds of people using this area
every year is a crime. This plan is only to put more money in the pockets of
farmers to grow more produce. The big farmers are running the little farmers out
of business because the small farmer cannot keep up.
I have a house on the lake in the Lake Kachess Community Assoc. Many of the
trees are already dying because of the lake of water since the lake is low. Lake
Kachess should not be lowered any more. The pumping plant would take so
much water out, it would take the lake years to recover.
And what good would it do the farmers in the following years, when the lake is
already so low.
The State park at the end of the lake is very popular and filled every weekend in
the summer. It would be severly effected for many years. Even when they
lowered the lake to install a boat ramp, it took many years to recover from that.
Please reconsider this proposed Kachess Drought Relief pumping plant, it is an
obsurd idea.
Thank you, Bonnie Aguilar, Lake Kachess Community Assoc.
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Comment Letter 252
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Attn: Candace McKinley
1 message
Robert Aigner <roba@harsch.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Thu, May 31,

Hello;

I am writing, again, to express my disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant.

I simply feel that not all constituencies have been assessed nor do I believe that an accurate cost-benefit analysis has been provided.

For the dollars that are considered being expended and for the corresponding benefit, it just does not make sound financial sense.

Nor, have all of the potential ramifications of the proposed been evaluated.

Thank you.

Rob Aigner | SVP & Regional Manager | Harsch Investment Properties
13228 NE 20th Street, Suite 300 | Bellevue, WA 98005
O: 425.974.3200 C: 206.948.0607| roba@harsch.com
www.harsch.com |
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Comment Letter 253
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Drought Puming Plant
1 message
Mike <mcanans@q.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, May 29, 2018 at 4:14 PM

Your plan to pump water from Lake Kachess is foolish… and
a huge waste of tax payers money.
How about this……………….
Every spring season millions of acres of water are allowed to
run down the Yakima River from the snow melt..!!

Instead why not form another reservoir somewhere near
Yakima and capture this water to be used later for
irrigation…
Also demand that water users conserve and prove it or they
won’t get water..
Mike Canan
March 2019
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Comment Letter 254
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Re: Proposed KDRPP and KKC Projects
1 message
Sarah Kitchell <sckitchell@gmail.com>
To: Save Lake Kachess <contact@savelakekachess.org>
Cc: bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us, kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, May 29, 2018 at 9:21 PM

Hello,
My family has owned property on Lake Kachess for over 25 years. My greatest memories growing
up are of time spent on Lake Kachess. Polar bear jumps in the early spring, kayaking/racing across
the great expanse to explore the other side, and basking in the summer sun. This plan to drain Lake
Kachess will not only devastate the local ecosystem and drain our natural Lake to historic lows from
which it will never recover, but it will also steal the place that has been so meaningful to me and my
family, as well as the many other families who live at Lake Kachess.
A couple of additional points I would urge you to consider that have been keeping us up at night for
the past couple of years:
- There is no current plan in place to ensure that all residents of Lake Kachess maintain a working
well or source of running water. As you are well aware, water is critical to survival and draining Lake
Kachess will put our water source at high risk of failing without the ability to recover. I challenge you
to consider the extreme, and in many cases impossible financial burden this will put on all residents
of Lake Kachess, forcing many to find a new home.
- Every year we face a fire ban due to the areas extreme heat and dry spring-fall. This plan removes
our fire department’s readily accessible resources to ensure effective fire prevention and spread in
our community. This could have truly epic consequences as we’ve seen more frequently across our
beautiful state in recent years.

1
D

2
D

3
D

We must be able to come up with an alternate solution. Without a LONG TERM plan for supporting
the farming industry of eastern Washington while global warming is only intensifying droughts, we
really have found no solution at all. I plead with you to reconsider this decision, to keep our beautiful
natural lake and continue discussing plausible long term options that we could implement in support
of everyone’s best interests.
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I want to reiterate my petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before any
tax payer money is used.
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Please feel free to reach out if you have any additional questions.
Best,
-Ms Sarah Kitchell
sckitchell@gmail.com
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Comment Letter 255

neceived in Niailroom
May 30, 2018

Ms. Candace McKinley
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Yek!ma,1Nashingtor.

Environmental Program Manager
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
Bureau of Reclamation
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058

RE:

Comments on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)

I have reviewed the SOEIS for the KDRPP. My comments are:
1. The SDEIS was - as these things go- "a pleasure to read." The writers organized it well and
drafted it using active and plain language. Refreshing! Compliments to all who worked on it.
2. The public involvement process for the project was satisfactory. I consider the Upper Kittitas
Valley my second home and I had no difficulty following along the proposed project as it has
evolved over the years even though I live on the west side. Anyone paying attention to the
world around them should have had no difficulty following along and weighing in at appropriate
opportunities. People unhappy with the substantive conclusions of the environmenta l review
documents always attack the public involvement process. In this case, there is no merit for
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doing so.
3.

4.

The SDEIS appears essentially complete in terms of examining the various environmental,
economic, and social factors that reasonably can be evaluated for a project of this type. I
imagine others may fill in minor gaps but I'd be surprised if there were any significant omissions
based on the thoroughness of the SDEIS.
The 2015 drought was a wake-up call and a "trial run" for the hotter, lower-snow-pack future in
store for us due to global warming ("climate change" in the - ahem - "dry" language of the
SDEIS). If implemented, the KDRPP will help the Yakima basin and thus Washington State adapt
to this future.

5.

Based on the analysis of the SDEIS, l strongly support Alternative 4 and the corollary Alternative
SC that includes the Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. These projects have
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both the least environmental impacts among the "action alternatives" while also having the
6.

lowest lifetime costs.
The only concern I have after reading the SDEIS is the ambiguity regarding who will pay for the
project. The SDE IS discusses the degree to which Reclamation can assign costs to the proratable
entities but there also is reference to Ecology (that is, we Washington taxpayers) paying for a
substantial portion of the project. While the proposed project is impressive in that it has the
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potential for increasing the water available for irrigation

and water for threatened &

endangered fish species in a few reaches of the Yakima watershed, the primary purpose of
KDRPP is irrigation. There is nothing wrong with that. But the principal beneficiaries - the
proratable entities - should pay the lion's share of the costs. In a well-regulated free market,
they can and should pass those costs on to us consumers. I acknowledge that cost are "to be
determined" but I express my preference for an outcome in which the primary beneficiaries pay.
Thank you for your consideration.
S.~ierely,

u~a~

Dennis Clark

PO Box 1381
Anacortes, WA 98221
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Comment Letter 256
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Mark Klebanoff <klebanoff@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, May 30, 2018 at 7:33 PM

I would like to register my objections to the KDRPP and KKC projects. We all need to figure out how
to manage our water resources in a shared way that is fair to all stakeholders and is economically
rational. Spending $500m to pump water from Lake Kachess so that a handful of large farms can
irrigate more water intensive crops is not a good solution. We can manage our water needs in a
more rational way – by for example shifting to less water intensive crops and investing in water
conservation generally.

I admit I am a Lake Kachess property owner so I have concerns specifically about the impact on
Lake Kachess, but I am also a tax payer and an environmentalist have those more general
concerns as well.

Mark Klebanoff
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Comment Letter 257
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS
1 message
Michael Berline <mberline@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, Jun 1, 2018 at 8:09 AM

Hello, I am writing this in response to the comment period for the Kachess and Keechelus projects.
As a lifelong resident of Easton I oppose any actions that would change the level of the lakes. There
is no reason to drop them below the historical levels. I support no action proposition 1.
Michael Berline
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Comment Letter 258
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Dont Drain Lake Kachess
1 message
Lucia Fox <lmarie@sprynet.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jun 3, 2018 at 10:45 AM

It does make good sense to drain the lake...please quit wasting precious natural resources for the
almighty dollar...ugh!

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-482

1
D

Comment Letter 259
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save Lake Kachess
1 message
Sue Grinius-Hill <suehi@live.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Sun, Jun 3, 2018 at 6:25 PM

The proposed pump will not realize the supposed goal, but will drain the lake, have
negative impacts on wildlife and small farmers, and ruin natural beauty. I dont support
the plan to install a pump in Lake Kachess. Please stop this action.
Thank you, Sue Grinius-Hill
Sammamish, WA

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-483

1
D

Comment Letter 260
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess and Keechelus projects
1 message
Henry Halvorson <halvmobile@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jun 7, 2018 at 11:34 PM

Hello,
I am writing to express concern about this project regarding changes to water in Lake Kachelus.
This has been a beautiful and fun lake for recreation for many years to the full time and part time
residents of Snoqualmie Pass. I am slightly confused with the intentions of the project as a whole,
and what the expected results will be. Could you help clarify what the goal of the project is, and
what steps could be taken to achieve this goal? Thanks!
-Henry (Resident of Snoqualmie Pass)
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Comment Letter 261
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] #SaveLakeKachess
1 message
MSN Service <kmulqueeney@msn.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: Shawn Mulqueeney <shawn.mulqueeney@becu.org>

Fri, Jun 1, 2018 at 4:06 PM

Please save Lake Kachess!
We are new residents to the area and are deeply concerned about our property 
particularly our well and the reason we bought on Lake Kachess, to enjoy the
LAKE!
Beyond draining the lake, the KDRPP has the potential to:
De-water many of the wells surrounding Lake Kachess and in upper
Kittitas County
Limit (eliminate) recreational activities on the lake
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Compromise the efforts of local fire districts to suppress forest fires
And makes NO mention of any financial restitution for property values
which will plummet in our community
Cost tax payers an estimated $400 Million Dollars for a project that will
ultimately fail

We are a small community but we will not sit by and watch our quality of life be
of detriment.
Please consider other options and #SaveLakeKachess
Kara/Shawn Mulqueeney
111 Winter Park Ln
Easton, WA
Thank you
March 2019
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Comment Letter 262
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess irrigation - comments
1 message
Baraka Poulin <bpoulin1@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: Bruce Poulin <brucepoulin3@yahoo.com>

Mon, Jun 4, 2018 at 4:18 PM

Hi,

I reviewed the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant Supplemental Draft Environmental impact
statement dated April 2018 and would like to offer the following questions and observations.

Observations:

•
•
•

•

Power cost looks like an order of magnitude to low. 260kW average? Are there backup
calculations I could review?
Both the construction and operating CO2 emissions are incredibly large. The EPA’s social
cost of carbon should be applied to this lifetime value (8000 tons/yr * $50/ton) as part of the
life cycle cost. Although below significance thresholds, this is NOT in-line with state goals.
$450M is an tremendously expensive burden for taxpayers to bear with the benefit going to
only a select few individuals during infrequent drought years. This study needs to show the
estimated cost per gallon, the number of people directly impacted, and the alternative cost (ie
not planting year)- I suspect it may be less expensive to leave the field fallow and pay a
distribution to the farmer.
With lake drawdown decreasing rim stability – what is the estimated cost if implementing the
proposed erosion control measures (what are these measures?)

My general concern is lack of cost/benefit quantification and analysis.

I look forward to your feedback.

Thanks.

Baraka Poulin
WA State Professional Engineer #51231
March 2019
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Comment Letter 263
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Amy Shirley <woodinvilleshirleys@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, Jun 1, 2018 at 1:20 PM

Please don’t drain/lower lake Kachess. It’s an amazing, quiet lake where you can go for vacation.
It’s peaceful and beautiful. So many people have invested in the economy and have homes on the
lake. Their value will be drastically affected by this action.
Thousands of people visit the area every summer, this also is going to affect money coming in as
the government will loose those funds from summer campers.
Please find another way.
Sincerely,
Amy Shirley
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 264
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Lake
1 message
Gary Brill <garyalanbrill@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jun 11, 2018 at 4:42 PM

On the proposed Lake Kachess drought pumping proposal I favor the alternative of “no action”. My
concerns are for homeowners, recreationists, fire management, in an area where in the life of the
project fire will be increasingly a concern, and environmental concerns.
Gary Brill
Seattle 98133
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Comment Letter 265
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Attention - Candace McKinley - Environmental Program
Manager
1 message
Paul Cook <pcookemail@yahoo.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Mon, Jun 11, 2018 at 8:10 AM

Lake Kachess 
Why would we drain this lake? I don't understand the reasoning for doing something so
unsustainable. Is this so that we can continue to plant crops that consume too much water for the
terrain? This is the opposite of conservation, this is the opposite of what any reasonable person
would do.
This benefits a few wealthy farmers at the cost of a natural resource, taxpayer dollars and common
sense. Please - find the courage to do the right thing here. You know what it is. Lead, don't follow.
Best,
Paul T. Cook
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Comment Letter 266
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake kachess
1 message
Steve Villa <stevebv1@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jun 13, 2018 at 3:26 PM

I was more than shocked to hear of the plan to drain Lake Kachess. One of the most beautiful and
unspoiled lakes in Washington. I was lucky enough to spend my younger years growing up on the
lake in summer and can not believe this treasure would be destroyed by needs of a few. It was my
hope that many generations could continue to enjoy the beauty of the lake. There surely are other
options for this. Like perhaps water conservation instead of waste.
Sent from my iPad
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Comment Letter 267
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Keechelus Reservoir to Kacheess Reservoir
Conveyance project.
1 message
Kevin Wolcott <Kevin.Wolcott@workspaceinteriorsod.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Mon, Jun 11, 2018 at 6:51 PM

Attn Candace Mckinley
Regarding the Keechelus Reservoir to Kacheess Reservoir Conveyance project.
Dumb idea.
God put in rivers to drain water, please leave our lake alone as it is part of the
wild & scenic properties that must be preserved as part of our state.
As my favorite T shirt says "Strip mine the earth we'll do the other planets later".
Stealing natural resources from our community can not be allowed.

Kevin Wolcott
Snoqualmie Pass resident

Tel: 206.399.2450 |

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this email and attached document(s) may contain
confidential information that is intended only for the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are
hereby advised that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance upon the information
is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete it from your
system.
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Comment Letter 268
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save Lake Kachess
1 message
Malcolm MacLeod <mrmacleod3@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jun 13, 2018 at 3:53 PM

I am saddened to learn about more detailed plans to pump out more water from Lake Kachess.
This is absolutely unacceptable, and it represents a dubious solution for irrigation practices that are
irresponsible and unsustainable in the first place. The proposed solution to drain lake water is
financially and environmentally costly and greatly exceed any benefit, except that for big farming
industry stakeholders who fail to recognize the true value of natural resources and assume it is
theirs for the taking.
Please use your influence and expertise to stop this pump plant and lake draining from proceeding
further.
Thank you for your support.
Malcolm MacLeod
847.722.5720
Malcolm MacLeod
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 269
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Maggie Batson <batsonmaggie@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sat, Jun 16, 2018 at 6:25 AM

No, no, no, no!!!! This area of upper Kittitas county is a beautiful, natural resource for visitors and
locals. Its resources are not to be ruined by special interest groups who have no connection to our
beautiful area. For years and years, lake Kechelus has been drawn down to nothing for the irrigation
of eastern Washington farmers, now they want to ruin lake Kachess? Please please do what you
can to stop this horrible plan. The upper Kittitas area is a beautiful area, please lets not it be taken
apart piece by piece by greed and careless people.
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Comment Letter 270
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP Questions - EIS comment period
1 message
Phil Day <philday813@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, Jun 15, 2018 at 9:07 AM

June 15, 2018
Hello,
I am a resident at Kachess Village, adjacent to Kachess Lake in Kittitas County,
Washington. Last night I attended a meeting in Issaquah regarding the proposed
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant. I would like you to know that I am
extremely concerned about the facts based in this project.
Lake Kachess is a gem. It is a place of incredible natural beauty, and it is home
to many (including my husband and me). It is used extensively as a recreational
lake, by people from all over, thanks to the beautiful campground located on the
north end of the lake. It also provides drinking water and fire safety.
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Destroying a priceless natural resource which many enjoy in order to irrigate low
value crops (such as hay) is cruel. The entire effect of homes and environment in
upper Kittitas County around Lake Kachess and Keechelus due to lack of water
in an area prone to fires is unimaginable. The overall effect of properties being
red tagged in one area of Kittitas county so other areas can prosper is crazy.
I have some questions I would like answered:
1. Who will pay for this project, which is estimated to be in the $300 million range,
but easily run up to $500 million?

2
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2. Wildfires are increasingly common in the area. How will drawing down the
lake, and hence the water table, help with firefighting efforts?

3
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3. If the water table lowers it is not unreasonable to believe that wells will dry up
and increase wildfires, wells will run dry and make our homes uninhabitable.
That is a tremendous financial and environmental burden for local residents, and
taxpayers in general. Has an accurate cost/value analysis been done which
compares realistic losses to Kittitas County in exchange for crop irrigation
downstream?

4
D
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4. Kachess is home to the endangered bulltrout. How will these and other fish
be saved? Trucking them to another location does not seem like a reasonable
solution to this issue.

5

5. You are proposing a floating pump on the lake. What will be the noise pollution
and how far can residents hear the pumps?

6

6. One neighbor has not been able to get insurance on his home due to wildfire
hazard. How many other areas will be affected by this new problem which would
only get ,larger if you pump water out of the lake?

7
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7. The lakes are full in spring or late spring. What are you doing with the runoff
water coming down into lower Kittitas County now? What could be done in the
future?

8
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8. Are all farms in the Yakima valley which your report targets rigged with efficient
water use irrigation systems? What conservation measures will be put in place
(piped systems, additional storage, etc.).

9
D

Please count me as being vehemently opposed to this boondoggle project, which
will pump down and ruin the lake and environs where I live, and which I love. As
proposed this expensive project will wreak havoc on Kachess and Keecheluss
Lakes, and all of those who benefit from them.

10
D

Phil Day
2331 Via Kachess
Easton, WA 98925-0184
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Comment Letter 272
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess dam
1 message
Adam Gorski <hyakski06@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jun 18, 2018 at 7:18 PM

I have been a resident of Snoqualmie Pass since 2003. Also I have a bachelor’s degree in
landscape architecture from Cornell university a own a multimillion dollar company in the landscape
and irrigation industry. I know water isn’t being used effectively and the farmers could be using
modern technology decreasing usage. I deem this project a waste of money and and have
detrimental effects to the established environment
Adam Gorski
425-766-8605
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 273
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Oppose KDRPP/KCC
1 message
Lisa Morrison <lmorr11@comcast.net>
Reply-To: Lisa Morrison <lmorr11@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jun 17, 2018 at 10:23 AM

Dear Ms McKinley,
I am writing to express my opposition to the KDRPP/KCC project. I am a Washington State resident
from Vancouver and I believe that this project does not serve the majority of Washington residents
and interests. The proposed plan risks Bull Run habitat for trout spawning and draining Lake
Kachess will damage current wells and result in a lake that cannot be used for recreational
purposes for all Washington residents. This project will cost Washington tax payers a huge sum of
money and I do not believe that it serves us well.
Please carefully consider my opinion as you make this important decision.
Sincerely,
Lisa Morrison, MD
Vancouver, WA
Sent from my iPad
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Comment Letter 274
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Re: #SaveLakeKachess
1 message
Kara Mulqueeney <kmulqueeney@msn.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Mon, Jun 18, 2018 at 4:39 PM

We were not notified of the potential to install a floating pump, is someone
notifying those of us that pay taxes on Lake Kachess?
Will someone be issuing a notice to residents about the security of water to our
wells/fire pumping trucks to protect our property?
Please let us know if this project will actually be enough water for farmers in need
during drought years and if it's not then why spend the money and damage an
alpine lake taking away recreation, environmental impacts and negatively
affecting not only our property values but possibly deeming our houses
uninhabitable.
Kara/Shawn Mulqueeney
111 Winter Park Ln
Easton, WA

From: MSN Service <kmulqueeney@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, June 1, 2018 4:06 PM
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: Shawn Mulqueeney
Subject: #SaveLakeKachess

Please save Lake Kachess!
We are new residents to the area and are deeply concerned about our property 
particularly our well and the reason we bought on Lake Kachess, to enjoy the
LAKE!
Beyond draining the lake, the KDRPP has the potenƟal to:
De-water many of the wells surrounding Lake Kachess and in upper Kiƫtas
County
Limit (eliminate) recreaƟonal acƟviƟes on the lake
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Compromise the eﬀorts of local ﬁre districts to suppress forest ﬁres
And makes NO menƟon of any ﬁnancial resƟtuƟon for property values which will
plummet in our community
Cost tax payers an esƟmated $400 Million Dollars for a project that will ulƟmately
fail

We are a small community but we will not sit by and watch our quality of life be
of detriment.
Please consider other options and #SaveLakeKachess
Kara/Shawn Mulqueeney
111 Winter Park Ln
Easton, WA
Thank you
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Comment Letter 275
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Questions
1 message
Rick North <ricknorth@comcast.net>
Reply-To: Rick North <ricknorth@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, Jun 15, 2018 at 6:31 AM

6/15/18

Hello,

I am a resident up at Lake Kachess and I went to a meeting in Issaquah last
night in regards to the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant. I would
like you to know, I am extremely concerned about the facts based in this project,
cannot even believe it is being proposed and am vehemently opposed to the
project. Spending money on crops (hay) that don't make money is ludicrous.
Destroying a natural resource which many enjoy is cruel. The entire effect of
homes and environment in upper Kittitas County around Lake Kachess and
Keechelus due to lack of water in an area prone to fires is unimaginable. The
overall effect of properties being red tagged in one area of Kittitas county so
other areas can prosper is crazy.

1
D

I do have some questions I would like answered.

1. You are proposing a floating pump on the lake. What will be the noise pollution
and how far can residents hear the pumps?
2. One neighbor has not been able to get insurance on his home due to wildfire
hazard. How many other areas will be affected by this new problem which would
only get ,larger if you pump water out of the lake?
3. The lakes are full in spring or late spring. What are you doing with the runoff
water coming down into lower Kittitas County now? What could be done in the
March 2019
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future?
4. Are all farms in the Yakima valley which your report targets rigged with efficient
water use irrigation systems?

Rick North
2331 Via Kachess
Easton, WA 98925
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Comment Letter 276
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save LAKE Kachess
1 message
C C Owens <ccowens385@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jun 20, 2018 at 8:55 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.

1
D

I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.
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Please send me a detailed account of what you have spent (and wasted) of the Washington tax
payers money so far on this project.

3
D

Who is paying for this project going forward?
The Washington Tax payers?

[o

Why do you want to turn a beautiful LAKE into dried up dirt?

lo

4

5

This is BIG Corporate welfare at its worst.
Please respond,
Cliff Owens
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Comment Letter 277
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAVE LAKE KACHESS
1 message
C C Owens <ccowens7@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jun 18, 2018 at 9:03 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.

1
D

I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.
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Who is paying for this project?

3
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Why not dig out LAKE Keechelus and take your extra water from there?

lo
ID
4

With your plan how does this benefit the LAKE Kachess property owners?

5

Please respond, C C Owens

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-505

Comment Letter 278
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO to KDRPP
1 message
J P Owens <plsjpowens@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jun 21, 2018 at 12:42 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.

1
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lo
lo
3

What benefits to KDRPP stay in Kitttitas county?

4

What is your plan when private wells in upper Kittitas county are de-watered?
How many Yaikma Farmers are Really backing KDRPP?

05

I would like to know the count of the family farms vs the corporate farms.
Please respond, J Owens
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Comment Letter 279
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO to KDRPP
1 message
J P Owens <epxkachess@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jun 20, 2018 at 3:42 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.
Who is funding this project?

02

lo
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3

When LAKE Kachess is at an unusable water level, what is being done to meditate needed water
for a wild fire?
When LAKE Kachess is at an unusable water level, what is being done to meditate the loss of
wells for LAKE Kachess residents?
Please respond, J Owens
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Comment Letter 280
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAVE LAKE Kachess
1 message
J P Owens <kachess99@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jun 18, 2018 at 6:12 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County.
The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits
to the Yakima Basin.
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Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future generations.
It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to wilderness watershed
areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before any
tax payer money is used.
What is being done when the lake has been drained for water to fight Forest Fires?
Who is paying for this project?

lo
3
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What are the Yakima farmers doing to conserve water?

Jo5

Please Respond, Jo Owens
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Comment Letter 281
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO to KDRPP
1 message
R B Owens <epxdudmarketing@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jun 19, 2018 at 9:25 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.
With lowering LAKE Kachess water level so the lake is unusable how much water do you plan on
bringing over from LAKE Keechelus?
Do you plan on putting in a filter to filter out all of the sand and salt that is thrown into LAKE
Keechelus from the snow removal along I90.?
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lo
lo
lo
3

4

5

Who is paying for this project?
Please Respond, Rachel Owens
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Comment Letter 282
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO to KDRPP
1 message
stephanie owens <owens.stephanie206@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jun 19, 2018 at 8:38 AM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.
Has an Environmental Study been done?
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If so what were the results?

lo
lo

Who is paying for this project?

4

Who does this project benefit?

5

Please Respond, Stephanie Owens
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Comment Letter 283
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Washington State Concerned Citizen Questions. SDEIS
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and the Keechelus to Kachess
Conveyance Project.
1 message
Dan Ryno <rynoman222@gmail.com>
Sat, Jun 16, 2018 at 3:21 AM
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: Dan Ryynanen <rynoman222@gmail.com>, Sonshinefarm <rfarm2@msn.com>

Please address the following quesƟons:
1. If the Kachess Pumping Plant is installed in Lake Kachess, what compensaƟon will be
provided to Homeowners around the lake to oﬀset a resulƟng drop in property values?
2. Have studies been done on both Lake Kachess and Keechelus to help assess the risk of
landslides or land movement as a result of lowering the level of both lakes?
3. With global warming occurring, what impact will a warmer climate have on Lake Kachess
in conjucƟon with a max drawdown from a ﬂoaƟng pump? Will this impact the ﬁsh and
clams in the lake?
4. The Bull Trout populaƟons in Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus is relaƟvely low. If the
populaƟons in both lakes decline as a result of lake level drawdown below natural levels,
what penalƟes will be paid and who will pay them? As a ﬁsherman I have to pay a ﬁne if I
harvest a single bull trout.
5. What type of water rights were/will be granted allowing drawdown of Lake Kachess and
Keechelus, both natural glacier made lakes? What department authorized/will authorize
this?
6. Where will Roza IrrigaƟon District come up with the money to pay for a ﬂoaƟng pump on
Lake Kachess and other related expenses, and if they rely on government bonds, how will
we be sure they don’t default, burdening taxpayers? Who will pay for the Bull Trout
VoliƟonal Channel, boat launch, reduced property values, dewatered wells, and any other
related costs?
7. From what depth would the ﬂoaƟng pump draw water from Lake Kachess? The reason I
ask is if the pump draws from the cold deep water the impact to lake temperature would
be much greater, potenƟally impacƟng the Bull Trout populaƟon.
A concerned ciƟzen,
Dan Ryynanen
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Comment Letter 284
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Comments regarding SDEIS
1 message
Junichi Tsuneoka <stbnsdbn@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jun 19, 2018 at 1:31 PM

Dear Ms. Candace McKinley,
I have reviewed KachessDroughtReliefPumpingPlantandKeechelusReservoir-to-Kachess
Reservoir Conveyance (KDRPP/KKC) Projects Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, Kittitas and Yakima Counties, Washington. As an owner of property
on Kachess lake, I have many concerns and questions. I have quoted the sections and add
my comments specific to the each quotes below. Please review my comments.
x All the wells on the East side will be dewatered according to DOE’s own study
(p2-68). But the DEIS notes only that they will continue to be “monitored and …
coordinate appropriate mitigation if needed” (p ES-xi).”
o If one has senior water rights for his/her well, According to the SDEIS, their
well will run dry if the lake is pumped down. How is it possible that prorated
junior water rights holders of the Roza irrigation district can dewater my well
which has senior water rights? The SDEIS notes the wells on the East side of
Lake Kachess will be dewatered. There is no money for mitigation. Exactly
what is the process for getting a well drilled deeper, and what is the timeline
for getting a well repaired which has run dry?
x Bull trout: the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the
population in Kachess (dredging a channel between big and little kachess but ignoring
the side stream Box Creek where the trout actually are) but mitigating with improved
populations elsewhere. P1-13 notes “While bull trout enhancement was included in
the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not included in the Proposed Action, therefore
not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.”
o What fraction of the resident endangered Bull Trout population in Lake
Kachess will be killed under the proposed alternative?
x Time pumps could be used: “Project proponents would use the pumping plant
during drought years and could possibly use it in following years as the reservoir
refills to a level above the existing gravity outlet.” (p2-6)
o Does this mean the definition of when the pumps could be used has
changed from the prior definition of drought (less than 70% of prorated water
expected to be available)? Why would the pump be used in following years
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“as the reservoir refills to a level above the existing gravity outlet?” would
that not prevent or delay refill?
x Page 1-4 notes that the integrated plan has 7 components, but several are not
included in the KDRPP EIS (groundwater storage, water conservation, market
reallocation).
o Please define the number of kAf saved by water conservation and market
reallocation.
x Only the preferred alternative has pumps at lake level, exposed to the
environment (all others have pumps at the bottom of a shaft). P2-75 notes the
maximum permissible environmental noise is 55 dBA.
o How is the noise expected to change as a function of distance away from
the pumps? Will the pumps be running 24/7 once they start running? For how
long?
x Table 1-2 on p 1-20 notes that ecology will “issue water rights as necessary.”
We’ve been told over and over that no new rights will be generated from this plan.
o What is the legal mechanism by which new water rights be issued? To
whom?
x The description of the preferred alternative notes that the lake would need to be
drained to allow construction (p2-41ff). Can we raise the issue of how this will be
done (what happens to the excess water, the “flip-flop,” etc) to delay the plan?
o The SDEIS notes the lake would need to be drained for construction. How
will this affect flows for fish passage and the “flip-flop”?
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x 115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel muck comes out on Kachess Lake Road with
no mention of where it will be trucked to or the impact of over 5000 truckloads of
material being hauled off.
o Where will the 115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel muck be deposited?
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x P2-68 notes all action alternatives will result in localized short term exceedance
of turbidity standard.
o Please provide a definition of the degree of turbidity exceedance and the
effect it will have on native fish populations.
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x

P2-71 notes permanent habitat loss with the preferred alternative
o Please Define the effect of permanent habitat loss on the spotted own, bull
trout, and other endangered / listed species.
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x

P2-73 notes decreased recreation desirability
o Please quantify the economic impact of the decreased recreation
desirability.
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x P2-76 notes that the parcels north of the existing beach road on the East side are
indeed private and may need to be purchased from their current owners for the boat
ramp and parking lot.
o There is no money in the SDEIS for property purchase. How many lots and
at what expected price will be purchased?
x P3-29, 3-45: both Keechelus and Kachess are now listed as “category 5” water
impairment because of PCB contamination.
o In the 2015 DEIS, only Keechelus was noted to have PCB contamination.
Please release the report which also indicates that Kachess has a similar
contamination. Would dredging and construction activities not stir up
sediment containing PCBs? What increase of PCB levels is expected on the
basis of the proposed alternative construction activities?
x

P3-172 notes indian sites on kachess.
o Please describe what happens with indian artifacts unearthed during
construction.

Thank you for your time.

Best Regards,
Junichi

Junichi Tsuneoka

phone_206.407.4546
9407 21st Ave SW
Seattle WA. 98106
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Comment Letter 285

Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

6/20/2018

Attention: Candace McKinley- Environmental Program Manager

Dear Candace,
We are writing this written comment regarding the KDRPP & KKC SCEIS project.
We are strongly opposed to this project.
We have the following questions that require a response:

1.

2.
3.
4.
5,
6.
7.

8.

9,

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

How will the lake be refilled when the SDEIS (released 4/13/18) says it will take 5 years for the
lake to return to pre-drawn down levels, when there is analysis of the KDRPP data that says the
lake will never recover because the water shed above the lake does not produce enough excess
water? How does the Bureau plan to refill this lake if the water shed does not have enough
excess to refill the lake as proposed?
Has the research been completely finished regarding the FU LL environmental impact when
400,000+ acre feed from Lake Kachess is drained? What are the long term effects?
What will happen to the bull trout when they cannot reach their spawning grounds?
How will the nolse and pollution be addressed when the pump continues to run even after the
lake has been drawn down?
What is the plan when there is a fire and there is no water in the lake to assist rn fire fighting
efforts? This is a major concern and must be addressed.
Why are none of the benefits of this water staying in Kittitas County? Why are none of the
farmers in Kittitas County receiving ANY of this water?
The re is the very real threat of the wells going dry for land owners around the lake and perhaps
beyond. How will this be mitigated when that happens? What are the plans to replenish the
wells? How will the landowners be compensated when their wells go dry and the homes are
now inhabitable?
What happens to the small farmer who cannot afford the KDRPP water rates? How will those
farmers be compensated and how will assurances be made that these farms will NOT be forced
to sell to larger farmers? Many of these small farms have been in families for years.
How do you plan to justify this to the many visitors that enjoy Lake Kachess every summer and
will no longer be able to? How will you explain this to the news media when a beautiful pristine
lake has been drained to benefit only a few farmers In Yakima County?
How will it be addressed when Lake Kachess isn't enough for unsustainable agricultural
practices? What pristine lake will you drain next?
What alternatives have been researched in place of this project and how do those costs
compare to this project?
What happens when the bonds cannot be repaid by Rosa Water district? Will the taxpayers be
stuck paying for this dead-end project even after all the water is gone?
How do you plan on "undoing" the damage caused by this project?
What is each farmer paying to cover the cost of the $444M+?
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15. What ls the cost/income ratio for the crops vs paying for this project?
16. Has anyone looked into raising the price of the crops during a drought year due to a lower
supply instead vs the cost of this project and the potential damage it can cause?
17. KDRPP Is built on faulty science and faulty economics. Is there a new study being done that is
more accurate?
18. Can water be drawn from the Columbia River instead? Has a study been done for this
alternative?

19, What are the names of the farmers who will be the major benefactors of this water? Do they
realize this is NOT a long term solution?
20. What will happen to any salmon that are currently in this lake and any future salmon that are
legally being released into Kachess to increase the salmon population?

16

17

18

19

20

Thank you for looking into this further.
Again, we strongly oppose this project. It is NOT in the best interest of ALL the people and stands to
benefit only a few farmers. It's too risky and expensive for such a small gain.

Respectfully,

~ ~&Jra~rcrr--Dan and Carol Ferguson
5834 Kachess Dam Road
Easton, WA 98925
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Comment Letter 286
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL]
1 message
Raylan Thompson <raylanabe@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jun 28, 2018 at 6:26 AM

To whom it may concern,
Do not go forward with this project. It is detrimental to habitat of water creatures, and local Flora
and fauna.
If you go forward, it will be proof positive that you, our government, is saying F you, we do what we
want and you do as you're told.
As a General contractor, I could never do any of the work you propose as it is environmentally
protected.
I am a life long Washington State resident and am tired of the double standard. Start making
developers responsible for water usage and putting in Wells and infrastructure to supply water for
the structures they are building.
I own land I had subdivided, then my subdivide was withdrawn due to water restrictions. I'm not DR
Horton or some mega builder, so I got the big F you from my State and local government.
This is a bad plan on so many levels. Leave that water up there alone.
Sincerely,
Raylan Thompson
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Comment Letter 287
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Kathryn Bernhardt <kathryn.l.bernhardt@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jun 25, 2018 at 12:43 PM

Please do not install a pumping plant to drain Lake Kachess. This lake is a glacier formed natural
lake which only a small portion has been converted for a reservoir. The draining of this lake will have
devastating impact on local wildlife, bull trout, fires, recreation, and homes.
I am trying to understand how this is the only answer? I am trying to understand why the larger hop
farmers are seemingly the only ones who will benefit? The small farmers have been very vocal that
they cannot afford the cost of this water and it could cause their farms to go under. This is not fair
nor is it right to cause so much damage for the benefit of a few.
We are also hearing that information is being shared by proponents is that Kachess will refill in 1
year. This is not accurate information and the public should be given, and is entitled to accurate
transparent information. Kachess when drained beyond the natural waterline could take 2-3 years or
more to regain its level. The facts being offered are only in a perfect case scenario. I have
personally seen this lake lowered in time of a drought and the subsequent year we had another
drought. It took Kachess 3 years to recover and it was not drained anywhere near what is being
proposed. (I have pictures that substantiate what I am saying.). Rethink this. There are other options
that are much less damaging to our environment.
Thank you,
Kathryn Bernhardt
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Comment Letter 288
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save Lake Kachess
1 message
Nikki Fountain <nikkifd17@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jun 27, 2018 at 10:59 AM

Don't let special interest groups drain Lake Kachess! Adding a pumping facility to Lake Kachess is
bad for farms, fish, wildlife, recreation, and local businesses.
Thanks,
Nikki Fountain
#SaveLakeKachess
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Comment Letter 289
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Draining the lake.
1 message
Jelo Family <jelofamily11@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jun 27, 2018 at 10:55 AM

To whom it may concern,
I would like to vocalize that I am whole heartedly against the draining of the lake. Special interest
groups do not out weigh the needs of our Washington state citizens to enjoy the serine beauty of
this natural lake. What a gift you would be distroying.
Sincerely,
Joslynn Jelovich
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Comment Letter 290
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] commenting on Lake Kachess
1 message
Loralee L <medieval.woman@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, Jun 22, 2018 at 4:11 PM

I read in the Kirkland Reporter about the plans to add a pumping
station at Lake Kachess which would "drop the level of Kachess Lake by
an additional 80 feet" (Kirkland Reporter, "Kachess Lake Plan Raises
Concerns," June 1.)
My family is very worried about this plan. We often come up to Lake
Kachess for day trips to go kayaking, and minor variations in the
level of the lake really affect the activity. A few years ago, when we
had that drought, we came up to Lake Kachess late in the summer. To
our surprise, there were absolutely no campers, and when we drove to
our favorite beach, we could see why: mud flats everywhere. I'm not
sure how much the lake dropped--maybe 12 feet--but it made the site
totally unusable. We had to haul our kayaks a long distance over thick
deep mud to even get to the lake. When we got there, we could see dead
clams, as well as the tracks of freshwater clams that had all been
forced to retreat to the center of the lake, and could only imagine
what devastation was happening to the lake wildlife.
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We want you to know that even a small drop in lake level makes the
lake almost impossible to use for recreation.
Sincerely,
Loralee Leavitt
12425 NE 73rd Street
Kirkland, WA 98033
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Comment Letter 291
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO to KDRPP
1 message
J P Owens <laketapps99@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jun 25, 2018 at 8:09 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.
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Say NO to KDRPP because
KDRPP is built on faulty science and faulty economics

3
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Once drawn-down water levels may never fully recover
Once KDRPP damage is done, it can't be undone
What's next when Lake Kachess isn't enough for unsustainable agricultural practices?

How Much will it Cost…
and who will pay for it?
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------Please respond, J R Owens
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Comment Letter 292
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAVE LAKE KACHESS
1 message
R B <laketapps333@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jun 28, 2018 at 1:27 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.
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If the LAKE gets drawn down to the lowest level what happens if it NEVER recovers?
What are the environmental impacts if the LAKE NEVER recovers?
What's next when LAKE Kachess isn't enough for unsustainable agricultural practices?
What happens if there is no water in LAKE Kachess for the thousand of people each year who
fish, swim and go boating?
What happens to the bull trout in LAKE Kachess?
What happens if we are not givien HONEST and TRUEFULL answers to all the questions being
sent about this project?
Please Respond, R B Owens
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Comment Letter 293
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO to KDRPP
1 message
C C Owens <laketapps77@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jun 26, 2018 at 6:46 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.
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What benefits to KDRPP stay in Kittitas County?
What benefits will the Kittitas farmer receive?
What will be done when private wells in upper Kittitas County run dry?
Which Yakima farmers can afford the high cost of water?
Why do you want to take away a rare accessible alpine lake?
What will be done about the environmental impacts?
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Please respond, Charles C Owens
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Comment Letter 294
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAVE LAKE KACHESS
1 message
C C Owens <epxccowens@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sat, Jun 23, 2018 at 8:54 AM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.
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LAKE Kachess iis a LAKE NOT a reservoir. Calling it a reservoir does not make it a reservoir. This
is an LAKE enjoyed by several thousand of people each year. This lake should not be taken away
from us for a group of special interest Yakima farmers. This group ignores and misrepresents the
cost, overstates the benefits and excludes affected citizens from being part of the process.
The Yakima Basin Integrated Plan (YBIP) proposal for a Kachess Drought Relief Floating Plant
(KDRPP) is an attack on a natural glacier-built lake. It has nothing to do with a reservoir, every
drop of water will be taken from a natural LAKE.
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The truth is the water in LAKE Kachess is divided into both a lake and a reservoir the original glacier
created water (about 80% of the total water) is a natural lake and the top 20% is a man made
regulated reservoir. So only 20% of the water should ever be taken out of LAKE Kachess.
Why would you want to ruin a beautiful LAKE for a special interest group?
Why should the tax payers of Washington pay for a special interest group?
What are the benefits for Kittitas county?
What have the Yakima farmers done to conserve the water that they already get from LAKE
Keechelus and LAKE Kachess?
Why don't they use the water in Yakima and leave our water alone?
Please respond, Cliff Owens
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Comment Letter 295
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save LAKE Kachess
1 message
J P Owens <kachess99@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jun 24, 2018 at 9:16 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.
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The Proposed SDEIS Action:¬
A Floating Pumping Plant in Lake Kachess

How Much will it Cost…
and who will pay for it?
-----Two simple questions…questions that should have
ready answers: How much will it cost, and who will
pay for it? But the special interests promoting
YBIP have engaged in a “shifting sands” strategy,
apparently designed to obfuscate and deceive the
public. Their approach seems to be, “if you don’t
like the answer this week, stick around and we’ll
come up with a different answer next week.”
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In 2012 the Bureau of Reclamation “Four Accounts
Analysis” calculated the cost of a Lake Kachess pumping
plant to be $195.8 mil.
● By January, 2015 the cost had risen to $509.4 mil.
● Then, it jumped another $135 million, to $645.4.
● That number omitted mitigation obligations that could easily add
another $100 mil.
● In three years a $195.8 mil. project became a $750 mil. project…
and climbing.
● But while the costs skyrocketed, the benefits stayed the same, or
went down.
● The prestigious Water Research Center at WSU calculated the
benefits at
approximately $165 mil…meaning it would LOSE 80 cents of every
dollar invested.
● After trying desperately to get federal taxpayer dollars for this
boondoggle, it
became DOA…Dead on Arrival.

Then there was the ill-fated “Emergency Floating Pumping
Plant” proposed by Roza Board of Directors in 2015. It
would cost $85 mil., provide 50,000 acre/ft. of water, and be
“totally paid for” by the farmers of Roza Irrigation District.
But somebody forgot to tell the farmers, and they calculated
the costs per acre of irrigated land. Their conclusion? In a
full-page ad in the Yakima herald, here is what they said:
“for the opportunity to add 8-acre inches of water to your
farm…the additional cost in drought years would be
$92/acre, and in drought years…the cost would be
$141.92/acre…The potential for lawsuits to hold up this
project is HUGE…the increase in water delivered to you…
would not be significant. The proposed plan would in effect
have smaller operations, which benefit less from the plan,
subsidizing the largest land owners for 10 years. It is not
right.
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The farmers were smarter than the bureaucrats; they knew
they couldn’t pay for it, and that ended the project.
Now we are starting the process again, with a new project…
the KDRPP Floating Pump proposed by Roza Irrigation
District. Table 2-5 (p. 2-59) shows the cost of the project to
be $282 mil. However, it further states the project must
anticipate a 50% increase in cost, which would bring the
project cost to $423 mil. But this does not include cost of
the Bull Trout Volitional Channel project, shown to cost $23
mil. (but mysteriously missing from the budget). It does not
include any mitigation costs such as:
● Negative impact on private property values (previously shown
by BoR
contracted study with Potter LLC to be at least 5-10% of
affected property values).
● Mitigation cost of “dewatered” private and community wells
● Mitigation costs of Fire District increased exposure to wildland
fires
● Increased costs of Fire Districts for emergency medical
services
● Costs of U.S..Forest Service improvement of USFS Lake
Kachess Campground
● Litigation costs
● Costs of building new boat launch and other services
● …and at least a dozen other items

Given past history, and the items omitted from cost
calculations, it is clear the cost of this project will be well in
advance of $500 mil.
Scott Revell, General Manager of the Roza Irrigation
Districted, has stated publicly that “Roza will pay 100% of
the costs of this Project.” This seems to be confirmed by
Table 1.1, page 1-4 that states the Role and Responsibility of
Roza Irrigation District is to “Fund, design, construct,
operate, maintain [the project]. However, the refusal of Roza
farmers to pay for an $85 mil. project in 2015, brings into
question whether they would pay $500 mil. for a project in
2018.
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If Roza doesn’t pay for the project, that can only mean
taxpayers will be asked to foot the bill. For a project that
returns pennies on the dollar? That destroys local
environments? That has ignored the concerns of citizens
and denied their participation and representation? That has
been shown by independent analysis to fall short of
delivering the amount of water promised (Schwartz)?
How much will it cost, and who will pay for it?
We are still waiting for the answer….
Please respond, J R Owens
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Comment Letter 296
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAVE LAKE KACHESS
1 message
J P Owens <uwtjpowens@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, Jun 22, 2018 at 8:36 AM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.

1
D

Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before
any tax payer money is used.

2
D

What is the plan for LAKE Keechelus how much water do you plan on taking out of it?

3
D

LAKE Kachess and LAKE Keechelus belong to all of the residents of Washington how is it that
you think a Special Interest group of Yakima Farmers can ruin the usage of these 2 lakes?

4
D

Who is paying for this project?
Please respond, J R Owens
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Comment Letter 297
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO for KKC Proposal
1 message
imap.aol.com <lonetreemeghan@aol.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sat, Jun 30, 2018 at 7:05 AM

Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance Project not comprehensively planned.
1
D

The gist of this proposal is that the KKC would divert water from the Yakima River
immediately downstream from the Keechelus Dam and convey it through a new tunnel to the
Kachess Reservoir and the purposes this would achieve would be to reduce high flows
below the dam for fish and accelerate refilling of the Kachess Reservoir for drought relief.
Nowhere in the description of this text is there any acknowledgment of climate change as an
exacerbating force in drought or water issues. Yet we know Ecology is aware based on this
quote from an article June 18, 2018 in The Daily Record: “Dry weather will mean less water
for irrigators” is the headline. In this article Ecology is quoted: “The Department of Ecology
attributes the drop in water supply to climate changes, which are increasing temperatures
and causing snow to melt faster, which results in problems maintaining water supply
throughout the year.”

2

D

Climate forecasts and science need to be included in the analysis of water in our area in all
aspects: how we get it, how we use it and how we manage it.
Kittitas County has recently enacted ’No Solar on our Farm Lands’ proclamation and yet here
we are destroying property rights along the lake in question and diverting water to said
farmers.
Special interests again are forcing this poorly collaborated plan in the upper county. Ecology
needs to get its science in order and make sure the proposals and planning work in
accordance with the greater good in a comprehensive analysis.
Kittitas County needs to reassess its stance on solar in the county if it’s going to be asking to
force water from other areas in an effort to help farmers more. Farmers need to support
Initiative 1631, the climate initiative, which specifically exempts farm diesel from the carbon
tax in deference to the special interest of farmer needs, if they are going to get ANY support
for more water.
Special interest groups can’t have whatever they want, whenever they want it in the form of
‘no solar and more water’.
Comprehensive, collaborative planning on the County and State level is not happening in the
Keechelus water project. Until it does, please stop the current KKC proposal.
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Sincerely,
Meghan Anderson
6083 Secret Canyon Rd
Ellensburg, WA 98926
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Comment Letter 298
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess
1 message
Alice B. <gravellust@hotmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

1

D

Sat, Jun 30, 2018 at 11:59 AM

Commandeering a public asset as vital as water to benefit only a handful of private businesses is
WRONG!!! SAVE and PROTECT LAKE KACHESS.
Sincerely,
Alice M. Bickford
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Comment Letter 299
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Requests for additional information on KDRPP andKKC
2018 SDEIS
1 message
gordon brandt LAST_NAME <gcbrandt@comcast.net>
Reply-To: gordon brandt LAST_NAME <gcbrandt@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jul 5, 2018 at 7:10 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

1

D

I request additional information to be added to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) 2018 Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) released on April 13th, 2018.
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•
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D

Wells on the East side of Lake Kachess will be dewatered according to DOE’s own study
(p2-68). But the DEIS notes only that they will continue to be “monitored and … coordinate
appropriate mitigation if needed” (p ES-xi).”
• Residents on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for their wells.
According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the lake is pumped down. Under
what law is it allowed that prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza irrigation
district can dewater wells which have senior water rights? Please cite sections of
Washington state or Federal law.
• The SDEIS notes my well on the East side of Lake Kachess will be dewatered. There
is no money for mitigation. The EIS or ROD must detail exactly what is the process
for getting a well drilled deeper, and what is the timeline for getting a well repaired
which has run dry. This question was asked in comments to the 2015 DEIS and was
not answered.
• The hydrology data in the SDEIS does not describe effects on the aquifer below the
lake and into the town of Easton. How will draining the lake affect wells below the
lake? Will wells in Easton also run dry?
Bull trout: the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the population in Kachess
(dredging a channel between big and little kachess but ignoring the side stream Box Creek
where the trout actually are) but mitigating with improved populations elsewhere. P1-13
notes “While bull trout enhancement was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not
included in the Proposed Action, therefore not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.”
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17

What fraction of the resident endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess will
be killed under the proposed alternative? Under what law is extirpation of one
population allowed by augmentation of a disparate population? This question was
asked in comments to the 2015 DEIS and was not answered.
P 2-6 notes: “Project proponents would use the pumping plant during drought years and
could possibly use it in following years as the reservoir refills to a level above the existing
gravity outlet.”
0
Does this mean the definition of when the pumps could be used has changed from the
prior definition of drought (less than 70% of prorated water expected to be available)?
0
Why would the pump be used in following years “as the reservoir refills to a level
above the existing gravity outlet?” would that not prevent or delay refill?
Page 1-4 notes that the integrated plan has 7 components, but several are not included in
the KDRPP EIS (groundwater storage, water conservation, market reallocation).
0
Define the number of kAf saved by water conservation and market reallocation.
0
Why are these alternatives not included in the SDEIS?
Only the preferred alternative has pumps at lake level, exposed to the environment (all
others have pumps at the bottom of a shaft). P2-75 notes the maximum permissible
environmental noise is 55 dBA.
0
What is the expected noise level in dBA at 100 feet from the pumps? At 1000 feet?
0
Will the pumps be running 24/7 once they start running?
Table 1-2 on p 1-20 notes that ecology will “issue water rights as necessary.” We’ve been told
over and over that no new rights will be generated from this plan.
0
How will new water rights be issued? To whom? Under what authority? Please site
Federal or Washington state law.
115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel muck comes out on Kachess Lake Road with no mention
of where it will be trucked to or the impact of over 5000 truckloads of material being hauled
off.
0
Where will the 115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel muck be deposited?
P2-68 notes all action alternatives will result in localized short term exceedance of turbidity
standard.
0
Define the degree of turbidity exceedance and the effect it will have on native fish
populations
P2-71 notes permanent habitat loss with the preferred alternative
0
Define the effect of permanent habitat loss on the spotted own, bull trout, and other
endangered / listed species
P2-73 notes decreased recreation desirability and conflict with “established SIL/VOQ”
0
Quantify the economic impact of the decreased recreation desirability
0
Under what authority are established SIL/VOQ permitted to be violated?
P2-76 notes that the parcels north of the existing beach road on the East side are indeed
private and may need to be purchased from their current owners for the boat ramp and
parking lot.
0
There is no money in the SDEIS for property purchase. How many lots and at what
expected price will be purchased.
P3-29, 3-45: both Keechelus and Kachess are listed as “category 5” water impairment
because of PCB contamination.
0
In the 2015 DEIS, only Keechelus was noted to have PCB contamination. Please
release the report which also indicates that Kachess has a similar contamination.
0
Would dredging and construction activities not stir up sediment containing PCBs?
What increase of PCB levels is expected on the basis of the proposed alternative
construction activities?
P3-172 notes indian sites on kachess.
Describe what happens with indian artifacts unearthed during construction or following
activation of pumps and draining to / below the natural lake level.
0

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-535

cont

18
19

The description of the preferred alternative notes that the lake would need to be drained to
allow construction (p2-41ff).
Describe the mechanics of draining the lake to allow construction. What happens to
the excess water, and how is the “flip-flop” flow pattern maintained if the lake is
drained early in the season? What is the effect on the Easton reach of the Yakima
river spawning?
Under what legal authority can a natural lake (below the level of the reservoir) be drained for
the benefit of a private entity (Roza Irrigation District)?
Under what legal authority can a public resource Lake Kachess be drained for the benefit of
a private entity Roza Irrigation District?

Thank you, Gordon Brandt
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Comment Letter 300
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] RE: Kachess and Keechelus Environmental Impact
Report
1 message
Tom Carmody <tom.carmody.issaquah@gmail.com>
Tue, Jul 3, 2018 at 1:23 PM
To: "K2KConvey, BOR UCA" <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>, "realityjap@aol.com"
<realityjap@aol.com>, "chevans@amazon.com" <chevans@amazon.com>,
"Dingdong_1959@yahoo.com" <Dingdong_1959@yahoo.com>, "gorchelskay@gmail.com"
<gorchelskay@gmail.com>, "res0zp6j@hotmail.com" <res0zp6j@hotmail.com>, "Campbell, William H"
<bill_campbell@unc.edu>, "myangel582011@gmail.com" <myangel582011@gmail.com>,
"Millsk1@msn.com" <Millsk1@msn.com>, "s.trantina@gmail.com" <s.trantina@gmail.com>,
"Jmwoerner@gmail.com" <Jmwoerner@gmail.com>
When did we change the name of Lake Kachess to Kachess Reservoir? Oh yeah, when a few
people decided that taking more water (that can’t be replenished in a year or two with average
snowpack and rainfall) from a pre-historic glacier-carved alpine lake was a good idea!

From: K2KConvey, BOR UCA
Sent: Tuesday, July 3, 2018 8:44 AM
To: realityjap@aol.com; chevans@amazon.com; tom.carmody.issaquah@gmail.com;
Dingdong_1959@yahoo.com; gorchelskay@gmail.com; res0zp6j@hotmail.com; Campbell, William
H; myangel582011@gmail.com; Millsk1@msn.com; s.trantina@gmail.com; Jmwoerner@gmail.com
Subject: Kachess and Keechelus Environmental Impact Report

Thank you for your comments and questions on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS).

Your comments and questions have been recorded for consideration and attention. We will be
collecting comments throughout the 90-day comment period (April 13 through July 11, 2018). After
July 11, all comments and questions will be categorized, considered, and responded to in
the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

Many of your questions and concerns may already be addressed in the SDEIS. You can access this
document at
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https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/kprojectsdeis2018.pdf

We appreciate your participation in the comment period. We have recorded your email address, and
you will be notified when the Final Environmental Impact Statement is released.

Thank you
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Comment Letter 301

K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Drain Kachess Open Comments
1 message
Kevin Curd <kcurd@live.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 3, 2018 at 5:34 AM

I think water conservation needs to be the priority. The amount of wasteful water
practices I see around Kittitas valley is mind boggling. Let's practice good water
practices. Lets cover our culverts. Lets stop watering the lawn all day and night,
lets not water in the middle of the day. How about we stop continually creeping
further up the valley walls. Do we really need grapes growing in what was once
desert? Against lowering the lake so some tech millionaires can build a winery.
Against wasting tax money to destroy summer lake recreation.
Thanks,
Kevin Curd
Hyak
Upper county resident for twenty years
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Comment Letter 302
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAVE LAKE KACHESS
1 message
Jean/Tim Fountain <kachess385@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov, bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us

Sun, Jul 1, 2018 at 12:27 PM

Ms Candance Mckinley,

ID1

I am writing to you about my concerns of the KDRPP proposal

2
10

How much is this project going to cost us tax payers??

ID

This seems like a waste of tax payers money for only one water district with no.
senior water rights to get the water.

1

How are you going to replace the lost of boating, swimming, picnicking, and general enjoyment of
the lake as our water disappears??
There are only a few alpine lakes that people can come to and enjoy all these outdoor activities.
Why do you want to take this away when you have no idea if or when LAKE Kachess will refill when
it drained another 80 vertical feet. Please respond to my concerns.

PLEASE DON'T DRAIN LAKE KACHESS
Thank you,
Jean Fountain
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Comment Letter 303
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
chris gorchels <gorchelsc@msn.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Sun, Jul 1, 2018 at 3:47 PM

I have no idea why you are trying to call Lake Kachess a reservoir. It is not. It is a
natural alpine lake that has been in existence for eons. It would be criminal to drain
this lake, just so some eastern wa farmers would have more water. You would ruin a
wonderful campground, and greatly aﬀect the value of the cabins around the lake.
The colombia river has been extremely high all spring. I suggest you ﬁnd a way to use
that water.
Chris Gorchels
3180 Willow pointe Dr
Richland, WA 99354
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Comment Letter 304
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP
1 message
kay gorchels <gorchelskay@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jul 2, 2018 at 3:50 PM

Dear Sirs,
I appreciate the opportunity to express my feelings and opinions concerning the proposed
KDRPP project. I live in Richland WA and have been enjoying visiting Lake Kachess for several
years. My husband and I have camped at the campground and now are happy "cabin owners" .
This lake is special to us because of its beauty, accessibility and memories formed from our many
visits. It is truly a place we love and cherish. It is always startling to see how far down the level of
the lake is at the end of each summer. But each spring, we happily see the lake back up to its high
level. I have learned that this big fluctuation of the water level has been taking place for over 100
years without adverse consequences. When the Kachess dam was constructed, creating the
current reservoir, the amount of water drained from the lake for irrigation purposes was calculated to
match the amount of snow pack available each winter to replenish the lake. And thus, I have
learned that even when the lake is so very low in September, it will be back to its full potential each
spring. The folks that constructed the dam all those years ago knew what they were doing! After the
initial creation of the reservoir, along came the campground and cabins that surround the lake.
Think of how many thousands of people have enjoyed this lake for all those years!!!
Recently we have been hearing about a plan to increase the amount of water drained from the
lake to create more irrigation opportunities in the Yakima Valley. The addition of a floating pump, to
drastically increase the amount of water drained from the lake, raises many questions. What will
happen to the water sources for the campground and cabins? Right now, the water levels in the
lake adequately supply the needs for both. But what happens when the water level is reduced
another 80 vertical feet? Will those water sources that currently supply water, still be functional?
Also, will the expected, typical snow pack that currently replenishes the water level in the lake each
year, be enough to replenish a lake that has been drained way beyond the amount of the original
design? And if Lake Kachess is not able to recover its high water level in the spring because the
snow pack available does not match with the amount of water drained, what happens to the folks in
the Yakima Valley who have become dependent on this new, additional irrigation water that no
longer is available?
There are more objections that I have about the proposed floating pump, but these questions are
of the upmost importance to me. I have not heard any satisfactory answers to these questions. The
idea of moving forward without knowing the answers is not using wisdom. The installation of the
floating pump, for the sole purpose of creating unnecessary additional irrigation, that may very well
be unsustainable due to the inability of Lake Kachess to rise to the necessary water levels, is
unthinkable. Please consider the consequences of your decision carefully, thoughtfully and
rationally. Is all this uncertainty worth the destruction of one of the prettiest places in our state? I
say NO!!!
Kay Gorchels
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Comment Letter 305
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO to KDRPP
1 message
C C Owens <epxccowens@gmail.com>
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, oble.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jul 5, 2018 at 7:44 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
LAKE Kachess is an ancient glacial lake.¬ Only 40 vertical feet is a man-made reservoir.¬ The
dam at LAKE Kachess is properly sized for the water shed above it and has been working for
over 100.
Taking a public asset as vital as water to benefit a single water district with no senior water
rights is wrong.
LAKE Kachess is one of the most popular campgrounds in the state with over 23,000 visitors
and 11,000 boat launches per year.
Recreation, boating, hiking, picnicking, business and commercial access and general enjoyment
of the lake will disappear as the water disappears.
What LAKE will be next? When LAKE Kachess¬ isn't enough for unsustainable agricultural
practices?
Say NO TO KDRPP and KKC.
Thanks, C C Owens
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Comment Letter 306
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO to KDRPP
1 message
J R Owens <laketapps242@gmail.com>
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jul 5, 2018 at 8:31 PM

LAKE Kachess is an ancient glacial lake.¬ Only 40 vertical feet is a man-made reservoir.¬ The
dam at LAKE Kachess is properly sized for the water shed above it and has been working for
over 100.
Taking a public asset as vital as water to benefit a single water district with no senior water
rights is wrong.
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LAKE Kachess is one of the most popular campgrounds in the state with over 23,000 visitors
and 11,000 boat launches per year.
Recreation, boating, hiking, picnicking, business and commercial access and general enjoyment
of the lake will disappear as the water disappears.
What LAKE will be next? When LAKE Kachess¬ isn't enough for unsustainable agricultural
practices?
Say NO TO KDRPP and KKC.
Thank You Jaxon Owens
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Comment Letter 307
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Fwd: SAVE LAKE KEECHELUS AND LAKE KACHESS
1 message
J P Owens <kachess99@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jul 5, 2018 at 12:09 PM

Additional Comments
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: J P Owens <kachess99@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jul 3, 2018 at 8:26 PM
Subject: SAVE LAKE KEECHELUS AND LAKE KACHESS
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
LAKE Kachess is an ancient glacial lake.¬ Only 40 vertical feet is a man-made reservoir.¬ The
dam at LAKE Kachess is properly sized for the water shed above it and has been working for
over 100.
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Taking a public asset as vital as water to benefit a single water district with no senior water
rights is wrong.
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LAKE Kachess is one of the most popular campgrounds in the state with over 23,000 visitors
and 11,000 boat launches per year.
Recreation, boating, hiking, picnicking, business and commercial access and general enjoyment
of the lake will disappear as the water disappears.
What LAKE will be next? When LAKE Kachess¬ isn't enough for unsustainable agricultural
practices?
Say NO TO KDRPP and KKC.
Thank You, J P Owens
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Comment Letter 308
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO to KDRPP
1 message
J P Owens <epxkachess@gmail.com>
To: obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us, laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jul 5, 2018 at 8:02 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
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LAKE Kachess is an ancient glacial lake.¬ Only 40 vertical feet is a man-made reservoir.¬ The
dam at LAKE Kachess is properly sized for the water shed above it and has been working for
over 100.
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Taking a public asset as vital as water to benefit a single water district with no senior water
rights is wrong.

lo
4

LAKE Kachess is one of the most popular campgrounds in the state with over 23,000 visitors
and 11,000 boat launches per year.
Recreation, boating, hiking, picnicking, business and commercial access and general enjoyment
of the lake will disappear as the water disappears.
What LAKE will be next? When LAKE Kachess¬ isn't enough for unsustainable agricultural
practices?
Say NO TO KDRPP and KKC.
Thank You, J R Owens
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Comment Letter 309
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO to KDRPP
1 message
S L Owens <laketapps23@gmail.com>
To: obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us, laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jul 5, 2018 at 8:18 PM

LAKE Kachess is an ancient glacial lake.¬ Only 40 vertical feet is a man-made reservoir.¬ The
dam at LAKE Kachess is properly sized for the water shed above it and has been working for
over 100.
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Taking a public asset as vital as water to benefit a single water district with no senior water
rights is wrong.
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LAKE Kachess is one of the most popular campgrounds in the state with over 23,000 visitors
and 11,000 boat launches per year.

3
D

Recreation, boating, hiking, picnicking, business and commercial access and general enjoyment
of the lake will disappear as the water disappears.
What LAKE will be next? When LAKE Kachess¬ isn't enough for unsustainable agricultural
practices?
Say NO TO KDRPP and KKC.
Stephanie Owens
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Comment Letter 310
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
tina reeves <tinareeves63@gmail.com>
Mon, Jul 2, 2018 at 9:14 PM
To: "bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us" <bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us>, "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
I understand that you have been contacted regarding the draining of Lake Kachess for severe
drought. Many people are concerned of destroying the beauty, going beyond the man-made dam
and draining into the natural levels of the glacier and the loss of recreation, not to mention home
owners losing property value. In addition to this I want to point out the environmental effects. I hear
people plan to relocate the bullhead trout. First of all, I do not know how that will happen
successfully but I am certain there are other fish at risk as well and many fresh water clams. Then
there are the larger animals that go to the lake for water. If the lake is drained as low as they intend
to drain it, all that will be left is clay and silt which will cause the animals to get stuck. I saw a picture
of the purposes plan and even if the animals were to make it to the water, there would be no way for
them to get out. The effects would be devistating. The firefighters use this water to fight wild fires. I
understand that it would take 7 years to replenish the lake, so the money made from the water
temporary. The money is not worth all the negative this will cause. Please do not drain Lake
Kachess. There are so many other water options.
Thank you for your consideration,
Christine Reeves
--

Tina
"it would also be mistaken to view other living beings as mere objects subjected to arbitrary
human domination." - Pope Francis #PopeUS
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Comment Letter 311
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Opposition to Floating Pumping Plant for Lake Kachess
1 message
Avery Aresu <averyaresu@gmail.com>
To: Kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 6:25 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Dear Ms. McKinley,
The following are comments on the draft supplemental EIS on the Caches
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechedlus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance. Please include these comments with responses in any final EIS.
The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel
project between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan
Wenatchee National Forest should not be build. Instead, spend funding on
promoting water conservation, water efficiencies and water markets during
drought years instead of more uneconomical and environmentally damaging
water projects in the Yakima River Basin.
This proposal for a floating pumping plant is a travesty and completely a misuse
of public funds which those that are promoting it will regret when the worst
comes to fruition. Those of us who do care about fiscal responsibility and the
environment will be sure to publicize our opposition and grow louder in our
voice in the days ahead.
Sincerely,
Avery M. Aresu
20207 Island Parkway E
Lake Tapps, WA 98391
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Comment Letter 312
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAVE LAKE KACHESS
1 message
Chris Baker <baker477@mail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 5:55 PM

FROM CHRIS BAKER 430 BAKER LANE LAKE KACHESS i WOULD LIKE TO EXPRESS MY THOUGHS
ABOUT THE LAKE I OWN CABINS ON THE LAKE THAT HAVE BEEN IN MY FAMILY FOR ABOUT A
HUNDRED YEARS HOW WILL I MAKE A LIVING IF THERE IS NO LAKE WHEN NOBODY WANTS TO
COME HERE I JUST WONDER HOW I WILL PAY THE BILLS
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Comment Letter 313
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
1 message
Sarah Buri <sburi2@aol.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:24 PM

Via email to: Kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of ReclamaƟon
Columbia- Cascades Area Oﬃce
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
The following are comments on the draŌ supplemental EIS on the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. Please
include these comments with responses in any ﬁnal EIS.
The proposed ﬂoaƟng pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project
between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee NaƟonal
Forest should not be built. Instead, of spending money on more uneconomical and
environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima River Basin, the Bureau of
ReclamaƟon and the Washington State Department of Ecology should promote water
conservaƟon, water eﬃciencies and water markets during drought years.
Thank you.
Sarah Buri
Kent WA
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Comment Letter 314
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Oppose KDRPP
1 message
Joe Dill <joedill2@gmail.com>
To: Kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 8:49 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
The following are comments on the draft supplemental EIS on the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance. Please include these comments with responses in any final EIS.
The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel
project between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the OkanoganWenatchee National Forest should not be built. Instead, of spending money on
more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima
River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of
Ecology should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water
markets during drought years.
Thank you.
Joseph Dill
4917 Wallingford Ave N
Seattle, WA 98103
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Comment Letter 315
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Additional Questions & Concerns
1 message
Jean/Tim Fountain <kachess385@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 8:42 AM

Greetings,
A notice was sent out from the Dept of Ecology "Reminder--KDRPP & KKC SDEIS 90 day
Comment Period Ends July 11, 2018". On April 13, 2018 our 90 days started, but the post card was
not sent out until May 25th. Why was it not sent out until May 25th? I did not received it until May
28th giving us only 45 days to make our comments.
Also, what provisions are being made for the devaluation of our property value after the lake gets
drained and is never that same beautiful lake it was before?.
I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS alternatives. The only one is NO ACTION that is
acceptable. Please send me a response to my questions and concerns.
PLEASE SAVE OUR LAKE
Thank you.
Jean Fountain
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Comment Letter 316
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save Lake Kachess
1 message
Jean Fountain <sundance385@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov, bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us

Fri, Jul 6, 2018 at 4:29 PM

Greetings,
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost
greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient Kachess Lake and the ecosystem
within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each
year and future generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to wilderness watershed areas
within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before any tax payer money is used.
-Ms J Fountain
sundance385@gmail.com
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Comment Letter 317
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess DEIS
1 message
Lonnie Gienger <lonnie@wilkinsoncorporation.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 5:08 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: Kachess DEIS
Dear Candace,
I am writing to you to express my strong opposition to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives
(2-5); any type of pumping plant and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess. I own an apple orchard in the
Yakima Valley and I own property on Via Kachess road. So I have some personal understanding of
the farmer’s need for water and of the Lake Kachess and Kittitas County resident concerns.
Following are some of my specific concerns and questions that I would like answers to.

-

1
D

--

1) Impact on my private wells The negative impact of lowering the water level of Lake
Kachess on private wells (ES-xi) is documented, with the conclusion that significant numbers of
wells will be “dewatered.” I own two wells on lake front property which serve two residences
valued at nearly three million dollars. It is unacceptable to tell me that my water will likely
disappear, and then offer a vague statement that you’ll “monitor and mitigate.” A
comprehensive strategy composed of proven techniques that can be implemented immediately
upon need is required prior to a Final DEIS and/or ROD. I ask that this comprehensive
strategy, its details, costs, and operational features, be described in detail, and citizens be
provided with this information along with an appropriate comment period, prior to issuing a
FDEIS or ROD. Please describe exactly how I can be assured that I will not lose water needed
for my properties. How much will I be paid for drilling new or deeper wells? How much will I be
compensated if there is a loss of property value because of this?

The hydrology data in the SDEIS does not describe effects on the aquifer below the lake and
into the town of Easton. How will draining the lake affect wells downstream of the lake? By
what criteria, will these effects be calculated?
March 2019
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my private property
2) Impact
-to- - - The SDEIS consistently under-represents the impact on
private residences and property owners. Page 3-155 refers to “several private parcels and
homes or cabins” that will be affected, but a better description would be “substantial numbers of
private residences…etc.” Lake Kachess Village HOA has 162 homesites, East Kachess HOA
has 70 homesites, Kachess Ridge has approximately 80 homesites, and East Kachess Ride
another 20-30, plus numerous unaffiliated residences in the area. This easily number 300
homesites, far more than would be inferred from the term “several.” The systematic bias
against representing impact on private citizens is displayed on page 4-23, when it excludes any
homesite farther than 0.1 mile from shoreline from negative impact by drawdown of the lake. I
ask for an accurate description, in numerical terms, of individuals and homesites affected by the
Lake Kachess drawdown. As a minimum, this would include all homesites on Kachess Lake
Road, Via Kachess Road, the Kachess Dam and eastern shoreline road, and private residences
within 5.0 miles of the shoreline.

my property
3) Impact
-to-value
- I have one of my properties on Lake Kachess for sale and
one of the first questions that potential buyers ask my realtor is how much property values will
be reduced if this initiative to lower the level of Lake Kachess is passed. We have had to drop
the price of our home on Lake Kachess by over 15% and are still getting the same question and
objection with no one even wanting to make an offer because it is lakefront property that would
drastically be impacted both in view, usage and well water if this initiative is passed. BoR
commissioned a study by Dean Potter LLC, a real estate appraisal firm, to determine the
negative impact on private properties resulting from the pumping drawdown. This study
showed a negative impact of 5-10%, but even this was an under-estimate. The Potter study
imposed a primary screening criterion that the only value a lake had, was the view it provided to
a homesite. This eliminated 85% of the homesites in the immediate area of the lake, even
though the residents had chosen their homes because of access to the lake. The Potter LLC
study claimed that even though the lake could become inaccessible for years at a time, people
who lived there to enjoy boating, fishing, hiking, picnicking, and other water-related activities,
wouldn’t notice the lake had disappeared. The only ones who would be adversely affected
would be those people with a view…but not just any view, an “unfiltered view” (no description of
what this might mean). Even this was perverted, to say only people with unfiltered views within
0.1 mile of the lake would be affected. The study actually claimed that a view of a full lake
within 0.1 miles, and a view of the drawn down lake more than 0.1 miles away, would be
equivalent. There is no precedent for such exclusionary criteria, and there is no justification
using standard methods of appraisal. The entire exercise is a transparent effort to minimize any
negative impact. Even so, a 5-10% negative on impacted properties was reported.
Even though the BoR commissioned this study, and even though the study went to
extraordinary lengths to minimize impact, the BoR declared in the SDEIS there was “no way to
reliably assign or assess impacts…” The only analysis reported was that conducted by Dean
Potter LLC, it used flawed methods that were biased to under-reporting of negative impacts on
private property values, but it still reported significant (5-10%) negative impacts. Yet strangely,
even these were rejected, without providing any data to support the rejection.

Lake Kachess homeowners have repeatedly requested to be involved in designing a valid and
reliable study of the negative impacts on property values of proposed alternatives. BoR has
ignored and rejected all requests, and instead contracted for a study that (although flawed by its
obvious intent to minimize findings of damage) still showed significant damage to private
March 2019
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property caused by the 80 ft. drawdown. Despite overwhelming evidence to the contrary…and
their own analysis…BoR now claims the study they just completed, in fact can’t be done!

The implications of negative impact on private property values go beyond the affected citizens.
A reduction in property values affects the tax base of the county and fire departments, and will
reduce available resources to provide essential services. This is acknowledged in SDEIS Page
4-326 as follows: “while effects on property values would most directly affect property owners,
the wider community would also experience effects.” In other words, private property owners,
fire departments, city and county governments, and others would also be negatively impacted.

It is unacceptable to ignore and misrepresent the obvious reality that drawdown of Lake
Kachess will have substantial negative impact on property owners and the wider community. I
request that the BoR engage the Lake Kachess community in designing and conducting a valid
and reliable study of negative impact on private property values. This study should be
conducted by an independent and non-conflicted expert with the results peer-reviewed
according to standard practice. This study must be conducted and distributed in a subsequent
SDEIS, with the public provided an opportunity to comment before a Final DEIS or ROD is
issued. Please let me know exactly how I will be compensated for the loss of property value if
this initiative goes through.

4) Impact on Water Rights How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000
acre-ft of water currently stored by Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer
available once Lake Kachess water level is lowered below the outlet to its dam? Who will pay
to provide senior water rights holders with the water they have a right to? How will it affect the
senior water rights holders’ own farming operations and/or enjoyment of their property? I
request further studies about this and communication to those senior water rights holders of
possible impacts to them by the SDEIS active alternatives. Then another public comment
period be opened for their comments. I also have senior water rights on water that comes from
this same source in the orchard I own in Yakima. My land is in Yakima County and I paid more
than three times the amount per acre for my land as what the average prices for farm land are
in the Rosa district. Part of this difference in land price comes from the fact that I have senior
water rights and the farmers in Rosa district pay less for their land because they have junior
rights. If this project goes through, over time, it will definitely increase the value of the Rosa
farmer’s land and possibly decrease the value of my farm land. Please tell me exactly how I will
be compensated for this loss in value of my farm land in Yakima.

5) Water Conservation and Market Reallocation Page 1-4 notes that the Yakima Basin
Integrated Plan has 7 components, but several are not included in the KDRPP EIS
(groundwater storage, water conservation, market reallocation). Define the number of acre-feet
saved by water conservation and market reallocation in the whole Yakima watershed. Please let
me know exactly what other measures are being pursued to conserve water and which other
measures are in the works. And please let me know what the cost benefit analysis looks like for
those conservation measures. My guess is that they look better than this highly costly solution
being proposed which is a one time fix to drain a lake in a drought year which may never fill up
to previous historic levels and therefore is not a sustainable solution.
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6) Financial Impact The statement of budget (Page 2-59) for KDRPP-FPP is clearly
incomplete and under-valued. It appears that the budget should presented as a $423,000,000
base. And all the mitigation costs must be included. For example, the required Bull Trout
Volitional Passage is stated in the text (Page 2-60) to cost $23,000,000 (preliminary estimate)
but is not included. That would bring the cost even higher. This does not include the large
mitigation costs of private well failure mitigation, campground restoration and mitigation,
negative impact on private property values, fire risk hazard increase, fire suppression cost
increase, and many others mentioned in the SDEIS but not budgeted, and/or raised by citizens
but ignored. It is likely the public should anticipate a financial obligation of closer to
$500,000,000 than $282,000,000 for the KDRPP-FPP.
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The budget presentation seems inadequate, misleading, incomplete, and systematically biased
to undervaluation. I request that all budget materials be revised to provide numerical values for
all estimates and high/low ranges, that all mitigation costs be calculated and included in the
budget, and that this be presented in a subsequent SDEIS that will allow people to review and
comment before a Final DEIS and/or ROD is released.

Economics – Simply put, there is no meaningful economic analysis in the SDEIS. It assumes
broad econometric analysis is the same as substantial Benefit-Cost or ROI analysis. And it
specifically fails to address the question of how much the water will cost and how and where it
will be used in a rational economic return on investment approach.

Given the likely negative Benefit-Cost for a majority of Yakima Basin crops, how can the overall
economics of the KDRPP provide any positive economic return? How can the water be used
only on crops with a positive Benefit-Cost? How can you enable only those irrigators with a
positive Benefit-Cost to pay for and use the water from KDRPP?

Some additional specific questions that I want answered are:

x

How much will the water cost and explain how this a good economic decision?

9
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x How much water will this project actually deliver and what are is the factual basis for
these assumptions?
x

What is the life-time cost per Acre Foot of water for the KDRPP project?

D
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x What is the incremental profit of an acre-foot of water per crop type in the Yakima
Basin?
x

Which crops have a positive Benefit-Cost vs a negative Benefit-Cost?
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x For crops with a negative Benefit-Cost, how can the using KDRPP water be justified
as a private or public good?
March 2019
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As you can see, there are many valid concerns regarding this proposal and many unanswered
questions that must be answered.
Thank you so much for your prompt attention to this. And thanks in advance for answering my
questions.

D
15

Because both the NEPA and SEPA process must be followed, we request that the Bureau of
Reclamation and WA Department of Ecology each provide separate responses to the above
comments.
Please send me a copy of any additional SDEIS, FEIS or Record of Decision that is released.
Thank you for considering and acting on these comments.
Sincerely,

Lonnie Gienger
Mailing Address:
PO Box 625
Easton, WA 98925
Physical Address:
950 Via Kachess Rd
Easton, WA 98925
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Comment Letter 318
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP & KKC SDEIS Comment
1 message
Laura Hamilton <4hamiltons@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:29 PM

The SDEIS makes very clear statements about the devastating impact of this pumping project and
the recommendation of the bureau shows that they are not being open to data or facts that go
against their foregone conclusion that draining Lake Kachess is the way to solve future droughts.
There are sustainable alternatives that have not been explored in favor of this “easy” answer of
putting a straw into a pristine glacial lake.
We need to work harder and commit to economically viable and ecologically responsible
approaches with ALL stakeholders. The impacts described are severe and irreversible.
Thank you,
Laura Lottman Hamilton
631-335-3284
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 319
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess SDEIS public comment
1 message
Kirk Harris <kirkaharris@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov, bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:26 PM

To whom it may concern,
The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project between Lake
Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest should not be built.
Instead, of spending money on more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects
in the Yakima River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of
Ecology should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water markets during drought
years.
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I am very opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping plant and/or
pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1, No Action is the only acceptable alternative.
It certainly appears that other measures should be taken to AKA "fixing the ditch" in an effort to
minimize and/or eliminate loss of water that is currently conveyed via aging and defective irrigation
canals from reservoirs such as Lake Kachess. This "fixing the ditch" should be done before any
efforts are made to draw these lakes/reservoirs down below the levels they were before they were
first dammed. To not fix the current problem of leaking irrigation canals prior to engaging in any
other efforts (such as pumping down Lake Kachess) seems irresponsible on the part of the State. In
addition to being a safeguard of the environment, I fully expect the State to be a good steward of our
public funds and "fixing the ditch" seems to be a good way to be fiscally prudent in this regard.
Finally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future generations.
It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to wilderness watershed
areas within Kittitas County.
Sincerely,
- Kirk
Kirk Harris
4921 370th CT SE
Fall City, WA 98024
kirkaharris@gmail.com
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Comment Letter 320
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Lake
1 message
Mark Hoover <mark.hoover@att.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov, bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 7:13 PM

Hi
I travel for work so I just heard about this plan to drain Kachess to send water toward Yakima. This
has to be the dumbest idea I've heard of in quite some time. I'm not exactly a tree hugger but come
on. If you farm in the desert you might have dry years. Leave the lake where it is to serve the
communities that are more local to it. Yakima has no right to the lake.
Mark Hoover
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Comment Letter 321
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
larisa larisa <llavrentyev@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
I am opposed to any of the Kachess
active alternatives (2-5);
a pumping plant and/or pipeline at the Lake Kachess. Alternative #1,
NO Action is the only acceptable alternative.

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 11:21 PM
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Larisa Lavrentyev
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Comment Letter 322
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL]
1 message
Max lavrentyev <maxim.lavrent@icloud.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
I am opposed to any of the Kachess
active alternatives (2-5);
a pumping plant and/or pipeline at the Lake Kachess. Alternative #1,
NO Action is the only acceptable alternative.

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 11:29 PM
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Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 323
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Sergey Lavrentyev <sergeylavrentyev1969@icloud.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: la.sergey@yahoo.com
I am opposed to any of the Kachess
active alternatives (2-5);
a pumping plant and/or pipeline at the Lake Kachess. Alternative #1,
NO Action is the only acceptable alternative.

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 11:24 PM
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Sergey L
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Comment Letter 324
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] OPPOSED: Kachess and Keechelus Drought Relief Plans
1 message
Nancy Lawton <nelawton1@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 3:20 PM

I am another long time user of Lake Kachess and oppose the plans for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant and the Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir conveyance. In simple terms the enormous expense
to Washington taxpayers and immense environmental degradation to our beautiful Snoqualmie Pass and
surrounding lakes benefits too few at too great a cost. I don’t minimize the reality of climate change and the
probability of dryer, warmer winters that could decrease available water and increase risks of wildfire. I don’t
dispute that a long term plan must be developed that preserves our natural resources but shares both the
benefit and their costs across the state. This plan costs everyone too much, damages ecosystems and benefits
too few for their high water-utilization, high profit crops. I attach photos of current water usage that this proposal
would support. How can this be fair to all state residents, to destroy our lakes, some peoples water supplies,
and wonderful recreational resources for the economic profit of so few? The photos below are from Prosser,
but they could be from any of the agricultural areas in eastern Kittitas County, where we watch water sprayed
into the air all day long to keep private lawns green.
Please do not promote this boondoggle. Let’s find better ways to conserve water and maintain resources fairly
for all Washington State residents.
Nancy Lawton, MN, ARNP, FNP-BC, FAANP
Adjunct Clinical Faculty, WSU School of Nursing
Adjunct Clinical Faculty, UW School of Nursing
nelawton1@gmail.com
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Comment Letter 325
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Comments on KDRPP/KKC SDEIS
1 message
Katie Lewis <katri.lewis@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:23 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road Yakima, Washington 98901-2058
Phone: 509-575-5848, ext. 603 Fax: 509-454-5650
Email: kkbt@usbr.gov
Thank you for being the recipient for comments and questions on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS. My
family owns property near Lake Kachess so as you can imagine I care deeply about the impacts this
project may have on Kachess lake, the environment surrounding it, and properties in the area.
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Below are my questions:
What's the difference in toxins present in Keechelus versus in Kachess? If Keechelus has higher
levels of toxins (Keechelus is in a watershed with I-90 and Kachess isn't) are there plans to filter out
such chemicals prior to putting Keechelus water into Kachess? Would there be any health impacts
to folk swimming in Kachess or on the fish in Kachess due to any chemicals present in water piped
from Keechelus to Kachess?
What alternatives to pumping Kachess could be considered and how do they compare to the
options considered in the report? The current report considers four alternatives of pumping Kachess
and one alternative of do nothing but does not consider any water management options besides
pumping Kachess lake. To really understand our alternatives it seems like it would make sense to
also consider other forms of water storage and conservation. How does this plan compare to water
market strategies, water conservation methods, crop mix management, and use of technology?
For which parts of the shoreline of Kachess lake would the pumping station be audible for each of
the different pump alternatives?
Would the "Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements" be completed and operational before the
pump is used to lower the lake?
What is the process by which property impact mitigations would be determined? Who will pay any
mitigation if there is a cost associated? What time frame will be involved in the mitigation process?
• What mitigation would be provided if any wells are impacted when Kachess lake water
levels are lowered an additional 80 feet?
• What mitigation would be provided if property values are impacted?
• If the increase in fire danger from this makes fire insurance harder or more expensive
to maintain?
• Since Kachess lake is part of firefighting strategy and may be more difficult to use
when it is lower, what mitigations will be in place to enable fire departments to continue
to effectively handle fires?
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Will there be impacts on when Kachess campground is open?
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Who will pay for this project?

If there is more than one year of drought in a row. Would Kachess lake be allowed to return to a
certain minimum level before being drawn down again or could it be kept below it's current minimum
lake level for multiple years in a row?
What protections are in place to limit the amount the lake is drawn down if it is causing negative
impacts on fish, wildlife, ecosystems, properties, or recreation?

Please let me know by email if any additional SDEIS, FEIS, Record of Decision or other updates are
released.
Thank you,
Katie Lewis
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Comment Letter 326
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAY NO TO KDRPP & KKC
1 message
J P Owens <epxcanyon@gmail.com>
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 3:23 PM

Save LAKE Kachess.¬ A group of special interest and large irrigators want
to drain the natural glacial lake.
The new plan will pump water from the natural lake below the existing dam
outlet.¬ This is not sustainable because the watershed cannot replace the
extra water taken.¬ It will turn the lake into a deep pool of water surrounded
mostly by canyon walls. The lake may never recover, and it will cost tax
payers hundreds of millions of dollars to do this!
Pumping out extra water and lowering the lake will:
Severely limit access and recreation opportunities by campers and boaters
A rare accessible alpine lake will be lost
Cost Taxpayers hundreds of millions for a project that will ultimately fail
Make the cost of irrigation water unaffordable for most farmers
Compromise the efforts of local fire districts to suppress forest fires
The water will only benefit a few private irrigators in ¬single water district
Roza Irrigation¬ district a district with no senior water rights
Waste of Taxpayer‛s money for one water district
There are NO benefits to Kittitas County
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LAKE Kachess is a LAKE NOT a reservoir
¬
Please Do NOT support the KDRPP or KKC projects.
¬
Thank you, Cliff Owens
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Comment Letter 327
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO TO KDRPP and KKC
1 message
J P Owens <epxcanyon@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:36 AM

Additional Comments and Questions
There is a group of special interest farmers who has been planning for a
decade¬ to take water from Upper Kittitas for their use the Yakima Basin
Integrated Plan (YBIP).¬ Operating in secrecy and denying every request for
representation and involvement from Upper County citizens.
This is exactly the type of process that most Americans are fed up with
government today.¬ Backroom deals in the dark of night, without public input
or proper consideration of viable alternatives.¬ Then when discovered, the
name of the organization is changed to protect the violators.¬
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LAKE Kachess is a natural lake not a reservoir as the proponents would like
the public to think.
Why are you trying to confuse and mislead the public and call LAKE Kachess
a reservoir?
What water saving techniques have been developed by the Yakima farmers?
What new watering technologies have been implemented by the Yakima
Farmers?
What have the Yakima Farmers done to conserve on water?
Why are the Yakima Farmers still planting "Too-Thirsty" crops?
March 2019
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NO TO KDRPP and KKC

Please respond, Cliﬀ Owens
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Comment Letter 328
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Opposing the pump! Save Lake Kachees
1 message
Patricia Phillips <mytkdnews@comcast.net>
Reply-To: Patricia Phillips <mytkdnews@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:55 PM

Dear Ms Mkkinley,

I am writing you in opposition to the plans on installing a diesel pump on Lake
Kachees and ruining this beautiful lake. It would be tragic to have anything ruin
this beautiful place that so many of us in this region love and count on! Please
take note the Yakima Valley needs to do their work fix their ditches before ruining
this natural resource.

Sincerely, Master Patty Phillips
Phillips Taekwondo Center LLC
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Comment Letter 329
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Do not drain our lake!
1 message
Jenna Richter <richterj@thorpschools.org>
To: Kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 7:41 PM

Via email to: Kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
The following are comments on the draft supplemental EIS on the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance.
Please include these comments with responses in any final EIS.
The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project
between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee
National Forest should not be built. Instead, of spending money on more
uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima River
Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of Ecology
should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water markets during
drought years.
Thank you.
Jenna Richter
Sent from my iPad
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Comment Letter 330
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO TO KDRPP and KKC
1 message
J R Owens <laketapps242@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 11:34 AM

Additional Comments and Questions
There is a group of special interest farmers who has been planning for a
decade¬ to take water from Upper Kittitas for their use the Yakima Basin
Integrated Plan (YBIP).¬ Operating in secrecy and denying every request for
representation and involvement from Upper County citizens.
This is exactly the type of process that most Americans are fed up with
government today.¬ Backroom deals in the dark of night, without public input
or proper consideration of viable alternatives.¬ Then when discovered, the
name of the organization is changed to protect the violators.¬
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LAKE Kachess is a natural lake not a reservoir as the proponents would like
the public to think.
Have the Yakima farmers purchased land with Senior Water Rights?
Have they purchased water on the Free Market from Senior Water Right
Holders?
Have they purchased crop insurance to protect against losses due to
drought?
Have they invested in water sparing technology?
What have the Yakima Farmers done to help themselves?
March 2019
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How many Family Farms are there in the Roza Water District?¬ How many
Corporate Farms in the Roza Water District?
How many of the Family Farmers will be able to afford the water?
How many Family owned farms to the Corporate Farms plan on forcing them
to sell because they can't afford the water?
NO TO KDRPP and KKC
Please Respond, Jaxon Owens
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Comment Letter 331
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO TO KDRPP and KKC
1 message
J P Owens <jpowens99@yahoo.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:19 PM

The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel
project between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the OkanoganWenatchee National Forest should not be built. Instead, of spending money on
more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima
River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of
Ecology should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water
markets during drought years.
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There is a group of special interest farmers who has been planning for a
decade¬ to take water from Upper Kittitas for their use the Yakima Basin
Integrated Plan (YBIP).¬ Operating in secrecy and denying every request for
representation and involvement from Upper County citizens.¬
This is exactly the type of process that most Americans are fed up with
government today.¬ Backroom deals in the dark of night, without public input
or proper consideration of viable alternatives.¬ Then when discovered, the
name of the organization is changed to protect the violators.¬¬
LAKE Kachess is a natural lake not a reservoir as the proponents would like
the public to think.
What plan has been addressed when our property value is effected when
there is no water in the lake?
What mitigation has been done for the private wells in the LAKE Kachess
area?
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In Kachess Village we have Senior water rights there is no way that you
should be allowed to drain our wells when Roza only has Junior Water rights.
March 2019
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What mitigation has been done for fires in the Upper Kittitas area when you
have drained all the water from LAKE Kachess and we have no water in our
wells?
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If there is a fire and there is no water do you plan on paying for all the
damage done?
How many lawsuits do you think you can cover?¬ Do you have enough
insurance to cover all the litigation that will be brought against the Roza
Water District?
Why do you want to ruin a beautiful Alpine LAKE?
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NO TO KDRPP and KKC
Please respond, Joann Owens
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Comment Letter 332
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAVE LAKE KACHESS
1 message
J P Owens <kachess99@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 8:04 PM

Additional Comments and Questions
There is a group of special interest farmers who has been planning for a decade¬ to take water
from Upper Kittitas for their use the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan (YBIP).¬ Operating in
secrecy and denying every request for representation and involvement from Upper County
citizens.

1

This is exactly the type of process that most Americans are fed up with government today.¬
Backroom deals in the dark of night, without public input or proper consideration of viable
alternatives.¬ Then when discovered, the name of the organization is changed to protect the
violators.¬

D

LAKE Kachess is a natural lake not a reservoir as the proponents would like the public to think.
What mitigation has been put in place if our property value is negatively impacted if LAKE
Kachess is drained?
Has an audit been done on the Ecology Office of Columbia River (OCR) to determine what has
happened to the $200 million dollars given to the ORC?
I would like to see a detailed report on where this money was spent.

NO TO KDRPP and KKC
Thank You. J P Owens
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Comment Letter 333
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAVE LAKE KACHESS
1 message
J P Owens <epxkachess@gmail.com>
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 1:50 PM

Save LAKE Kachess.¬ A group of special interest and large irrigators want
to drain the natural glacial lake.
The new plan will pump water from the natural lake below the existing dam
outlet.¬ This is not sustainable because the watershed cannot replace the
extra water taken.¬ It will turn the lake into a deep pool of water surrounded
mostly by canyon walls. The lake may never recover, and it will cost tax
payers hundreds of millions of dollars to do this!
Pumping out extra water and lowering the lake will:
Severely limit access and recreation opportunities by campers and boaters
A rare accessible alpine lake will be lost
Cost Taxpayers hundreds of millions for a project that will ultimately fail
Make the cost of irrigation water unaffordable for most farmers
Compromise the efforts of local fire districts to suppress forest fires
The water will only benefit a few private irrigators in ¬single water district
Roza Irrigation¬ district a district with no senior water rights
Waste of Taxpayer‛s money for one water district
There are NO benefits to Kittitas County
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-583

D
1

LAKE Kachess is a LAKE NOT a reservoir
¬
Please Do NOT support the KDRPP or KKC projects.
¬
Thank you, J R Owens
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Comment Letter 334
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO TO KDRPP and KKC
1 message
R B <laketapps333@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 8:07 PM

Additional Comments and Questions
There is a group of special interest farmers who has been planning for a
decade¬ to take water from Upper Kittitas for their use the Yakima Basin
Integrated Plan (YBIP).¬ Operating in secrecy and denying every request for
representation and involvement from Upper County citizens.
This is exactly the type of process that most Americans are fed up with
government today.¬ Backroom deals in the dark of night, without public input
or proper consideration of viable alternatives.¬ Then when discovered, the
name of the organization is changed to protect the violators.¬
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LAKE Kachess is a natural lake not a reservoir as the proponents would like
the public to think.
Have you communicated with the campers and boaters who use the LAKE
Kachess camp grounds of your plans to drain this Alpine LAKE?
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What mitigation has been done for the private wells in the LAKE Kachess
area?
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Why do you call LAKE Kachess a reservoir?¬
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NO TO KDRPP and KKC
Please Respond, Rachel Owens
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Comment Letter 335
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save LAKE Kachess
1 message
R B Owens <epxdudmarketing@gmail.com>
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, Jul 6, 2018 at 4:03 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.

LAKE Kachess is an ancient glacial lake.¬ Only 40 vertical feet is a man-made
reservoir.¬ The dam at LAKE Kachess is properly sized for the water shed
above it and has been working for over 100.
Taking a public asset as vital as water to benefit a single water district with
no senior water rights is wrong.
LAKE Kachess is one of the most popular campgrounds in the state with over
23,000 visitors and 11,000 boat launches per year.
Recreation, boating, hiking, picnicking, business and commercial access and
general enjoyment of the lake will disappear as the water disappears.
What LAKE will be next? When LAKE Kachess¬ isn't enough for
unsustainable agricultural practices?
Say NO TO KDRPP and KKC.
Thank
You,
R L Owens
March
2019
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Comment Letter 336
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAY NO TO KDRPP AND KKC
1 message
R B Owens <epxdudmarketing@gmail.com>
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 4:58 PM

Save LAKE Kachess. A group of special interest and large irrigators want to drain the natural
glacial lake.
The new plan will pump water from the natural lake below the existing dam outlet. This is not
sustainable because the watershed cannot replace the extra water taken. It will turn the lake into a
deep pool of water surrounded mostly by canyon walls. The lake may never recover, and it will cost
tax payers hundreds of millions of dollars to do this!
Pumping out extra water and lowering the lake will:
Severely limit access and recreation opportunities by campers and boaters
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A rare accessible alpine lake will be lost
Cost Taxpayers hundreds of millions for a project that will ultimately fail
Make the cost of irrigation water unaffordable for most farmers
Compromise the efforts of local fire districts to suppress forest fires
The water will only benefit a few private irrigators in single water district Roza Irrigation district a
district with no senior water rights
Waste of Taxpayer’s money for one water district
There are NO benefits to Kittitas County
LAKE Kachess is a LAKE NOT a reservoir
Please Do NOT support the KDRPP or KKC projects.
Thank you, R L Owens
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Comment Letter 337
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] NO TO KDRPP and KKC
1 message
S L Owens <laketapps23@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 7:27 PM

Additional Comments and Questions
There is a group of special interest farmers who has been planning for a
decade¬ to take water from Upper Kittitas for their use the Yakima Basin
Integrated Plan (YBIP).¬ Operating in secrecy and denying every request for
representation and involvement from Upper County citizens.
This is exactly the type of process that most Americans are fed up with
government today.¬ Backroom deals in the dark of night, without public input
or proper consideration of viable alternatives.¬ Then when discovered, the
name of the organization is changed to protect the violators.¬
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LAKE Kachess is a natural lake not a reservoir as the proponents would like
the public to think.
Why is your only alternative to drain LAKE Kachess or not drain LAKE
Kachess?
Has modification been made to the Kittitas Reclamation District Canals to
provide efficiency savings?
Have efficiency improvements to the Waptox canal been done?
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What water conservation plans have been put in place to conserve water?
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Has a fund to promote water use efficiency basin-wide been put in place?

lo6

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-588

Has a surface storage facility at Wymer on Lmuma Creek been done?
What about transferring water from the Columbia River to the Yakima
Basin?
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Why didn't the Yakima Basin Farmers buy Senior Water Rights?
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Has Lake Cle Elum been raised to add to water storage?¬
¬
¬NO TO KDRPP and KKC
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Please Respond, Stephanie Owens

March 2019
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Comment Letter 338
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SAVE LAKE KACHESS
1 message
stephanie owens <owens.stephanie206@gmail.com>
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, Jul 6, 2018 at 4:13 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.

LAKE Kachess is an ancient glacial lake.¬ Only 40 vertical feet is a man-made
reservoir.¬ The dam at LAKE Kachess is properly sized for the water shed
above it and has been working for over 100.
Taking a public asset as vital as water to benefit a single water district with
no senior water rights is wrong.
LAKE Kachess is one of the most popular campgrounds in the state with over
23,000 visitors and 11,000 boat launches per year.
Recreation, boating, hiking, picnicking, business and commercial access and
general enjoyment of the lake will disappear as the water disappears.
What LAKE will be next? When LAKE Kachess¬ isn't enough for
unsustainable agricultural practices?
Say NO TO KDRPP and KKC.
March 2019
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Thank You S L Owens
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Comment Letter 339
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachees opposition
1 message
JOHN PHILLIPS <jphillips280@comcast.net>
Reply-To: JOHN PHILLIPS <jphillips280@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 5:09 PM

Hello Candace, I became aware of the plan to drain lake Kachees and wanted to
voice my strong opposition. this lake is one of the most beautiful places I have
visited in Washington state. I have been taking my family here for the past 26
years. It is a true shame that the draining of this lake is even being considered
for the gain of what, special interest groups who stand to make money. Shame
on everyone who allowed this project to get this far.

Thank you for taking the time to read my email.

John
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Comment Letter 340
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Do not drain Lake Kachess
1 message
Rachel Smith <rachel_stew@hotmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 5:19 PM

Please take the time to read the following document and take no action to drain
Lake Kachess.
-Rachel Smith

D KDRPP-public-comments.pages
865K
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Comment Letter 340

Rachel Smith
24269 SE 44th Place
Issaquah, WA 98029
Ju ly 10, 2018
Bureau of Reclamation, Columbia-Cascades Area Office
Attention : Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
kKbt@usbr~
Dear Ms. McKinley,
The Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) is not a public benefit and must not be enacted,
either by the Bureau of Reclamation and Department of Ecology, or by the Proratable Entities interested
in implementing it. It is inconsistent with adopted plans, the analysis is based on missing data and
questionable assumptions, proposed mitigation is lacking, groundwater impacts could be detrimental to
property owners and public recreanon1sts, there are insignificant agricultural impacts given the negative
recreation and environmental impacts, lake habitat for fish is negatively impacted, and it could
potentially increase the fire susceptibility of the area while decreasing the ability of emergency
responders to fight fires. It also radically changes the use of the Yakima Project, which has been
managed for over 100 years as a system for all users and instead essentially earmarks one reservoir for
one irrigation district.
Inconsistency with Mission and Adopted Plans
Comprehensive planning within the State of Washington requires that all plans and projects be
consistent with adopted policies; KDRPP does not appear to meet that test in several regards, including
contrasting with the mission of the proposing agencies.
The opening page of the DSEIS cites the missions of the US Department of the Interior, the Bureau of
Reclamation, and the state Department of Ecology. While all agencies have mission facets that can
compete with one another, making mission-project consistency a balancing act, this project does not fit
with the adopted missions more than it does.
• Though the US Department of the Interior is directed to "supply the energy to power our future,"
this part of the mission is tertiary to protecting natural resources, which KDRPP does not do.
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Instead, it denigrates a natural environment in order to provide economic benefit to a small group.

•

Reclamation is directed to " manage, develop and protect water" and clearly KDRPP fits within that
purview. However, Reclamation must also do this work "in an environmentally and economically
sound mannert which is not descriptive of the proposed project.

•

This project is most inconsistent with the state Department of Ecology's mission to "protect,
preserve and enhance Washington's environment, and promote the w ise management of our air,
land and water for the benefit of current and future generations." Undertaking KDRPP has
significant negative environmental and recreational impacts which are not consistent with Ecology's
mission.

1
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Comment Letter 341
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SDEIS
1 message
Bonnie Aguilar <BONAGI@msn.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 3:06 PM

It is absolutely ridiculous that you would want to get more water out of Lake
Kachess, when you have hundreds of people with homes around the lake, and
thousands who use the State park for camping and boating.
If you really think about it, this action would cost millions, and only help a few
people for the first year, then it will take many years to recuperate.
In the mean time, the fish habitat will suffer, animals of all kinds live in these
hills and depend on this water. And most of all, the trees become weak and are
attacked by bark beetles, ants and other diseases, causing devastation and
extreme fire danger.
We depend on this water to fight forest fires, too.
Thank you, for listening
Bonnie Aguilar
Property Owner
Kachess Community Assoc.
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Comment Letter 342
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
1 message
Michael Aiken <michael.aiken@hotmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 1:15 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of ReclamaƟon
Columbia- Cascades Area Oﬃce
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
The following are comments on the draŌ supplemental EIS on the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. Please
include these comments with responses in any ﬁnal EIS.
The proposed ﬂoaƟng pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project
between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee NaƟonal
Forest should not be built. Instead, of spending money on more uneconomical and
environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima River Basin, the Bureau of
ReclamaƟon and the Washington State Department of Ecology should promote water
conservaƟon, water eﬃciencies and water markets during drought years.
2
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How do you plan on saving the Bull Trout that will not be able to spawn? 3How will you
compensate the many houses in the area?4Where will the thousands of people that use
this beauƟful natural lake go to camp, boat and enjoy the area?5 What will you do to
miƟgate the wells that will run dry?6 Why haven't you considered other opƟons like
D
conservaƟon and rebuilding the ditch which looses hundreds of thousands of gallons of
water?7 How will you miƟgate potenƟal forest ﬁre danger?8 This natural lake should
never be drawn down further then it's natural level, it will likely never ﬁll up again. 9The
farmers knew how much water they would get in drought years when they bought their
land, why do they get more water now? At the price of thousands of others who enjoy
this natural beauƟful lake. It makes no economic or common sense. Do not allow this 10
lake to be destroyed to beneﬁt a few, keep it for the thousands that use it.
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Please answer each of my quesƟons above
Thank you.
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Michael Aiken
6809 Crestview Ave SE
Snoqualmie, Wa 98065
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Comment Letter 343
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP SDEIS
1 message
Michelle Albulet <malbulet@copiersnw.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 8:35 AM

Dear Ms. McKinley:

Please accept my comment regarding the KDRPP SDEIS:

Alternative 1 No Action: I oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC projects. Only
Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.

Thank you,
Michelle Albulet
526 Yale Ave N #606 Seattle, WA 98109

Michelle Albulet
Human Resources Generalist
GreggPCNWLogo(sig)Finale
(206) 519-3234 - Direct

(206) 920-8523 Cell
www.copiersnw.com
Copiers Northwest, Inc. 601 Dexter Ave N Seattle, WA 98109
Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited.
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Comment Letter 344
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Opposition to Floating Pumping Plant for Lake Kachess
1 message
Diana Aresu <dianaaresu@comcast.net>
To: Kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:35 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Dear Ms. McKinley,
The following are comments on the draft supplemental EIS on the Caches Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechedlus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. Please
include these comments with responses in any final EIS.
The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project between
Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest should
not be build. Instead, spend funding on promoting water conservation, water efficiencies and
water markets during drought years instead of more uneconomical and environmentally
damaging water projects in the Yakima River Basin.
This proposal for a floating pumping plant is an travesty and completely a misuse of public
funds which those that are promoting it will regret when the worst comes to fruition. Those of
us who do care about fiscal responsibility and the environment will be sure to publicize our
opposition and grow louder in our voice in the days ahead.
Sincerely,
Diana E. Aresu
20207 Island Parkway E
Lake Tapps, WA 98391
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Comment Letter 345
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Opposition to Floating Pumping Plant for Lake Kachess
1 message
Tony Aresu <tonyaresu@comcast.net>
Reply-To: Tony Aresu <tonyaresu@comcast.net>
To: Kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:42 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

Dear Ms. McKinley,

The following are comments on the draft supplemental EIS on the Caches
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechedlus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance. Please include these comments with responses in any final EIS.

The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel
project between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the OkanoganWenatchee National Forest should not be build. Instead, spend funding on
promoting water conservation, water efficiencies and water markets during
drought years instead of more uneconomical and environmentally damaging
water projects in the Yakima River Basin.

This proposal for a floating pumping plant is an travesty and completely a misuse
of public funds which those that are promoting it will regret when the worst comes
to fruition. Those of us who do care about fiscal responsibility and the
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environment will be sure to publicize our opposition and grow louder in our voice
in the days ahead.

Thank you,
Tony Aresu
20207 Island Parkway East
Lake Tapps, WA.
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Comment Letter 346
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Opposed to draining of Lake Kachess
1 message
Inna Avdeyev <innaavdeyev@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 11:14 PM

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5) a pumping plant and/or pipeline
at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1 no action is the only acceptable alternative
Sent from my iPhone

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-602

1
D

Comment Letter 347
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Re: Kachess SDEIS
1 message
Gloria and Jeb Baldi <baldi@kvalley.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Thank you for considering the comments attached.

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:13 PM

ID
1

Gloria Baldi

Kachess SDEIS.docx
14K
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July 11, 2018
To: Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager, B of R
Please consider the following comments part of the response to the SDEIS regarding the proposed
Kachess Lake Pumping Plant and the pipeline proposal from Lake Keechelus to Lake Kachess. When we
consider the effects of the proposed projects, the first alternative of No Action is the only acceptable
action. The others (2-5) are definitely unacceptable.
The effects of water removal are always drastic. Lowering the storage pool at Lake Kachess up to 80
feet more during drought conditions, taking 2 to 5 years for the level of water to return, indicates there
will be much less water in the reservoir for Bull Trout, other fish and animals.4With such a lowered
water level, have the effects of a higher water temperature on fish been considered?5Have the effects
of water into surrounding streams, or even access to those streams been researched?6 Has the
importance of the water table been taken into account for the surrounding forest and habitat, especially
in drought years with heavy fire potential?7 And it appears the public, both those who live near the lake
or the public which recreates on Lake Kachess, have not been considered.
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We are concerned about Swamp Lake, a very high quality wetland, with the possibility of a tunnel being
drilled underneath to pipe water to Lake Kachess. Again, the water table needs to be a high
consideration for the habitat of plants and animals that follow Swamp Creek under I-90 to the Yakima
River.
There is no way to mitigate for such risky projects. With Climate Change factoring in agriculture
production in the lower Yakima Valley, we do not even know if it will be possible if farmers will be able
to produce the products grown at this time. Conservation should be the project considered rather than
the risky and highly expensive taking of water from one area for the benefit of another.
We are adamantly opposed to the both the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and the proposed
tunnel transferring water from one Lake to the other.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Gloria and Jeb Baldi
440 Riverbottom Road
Ellensburg, WA 98926
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Comment Letter 348
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL]
1 message
Rebecca Beaty <outlook_E8F1AA267DCB5E99@outlook.com>
To: "Kkbt@usbr.gov" <Kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: "beckybeaty@comcast.net" <beckybeaty@comcast.net>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 10:46 AM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

The following are comments on the draft supplemental EIS on the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance. Please include these comments with responses in any final EIS.
The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel
project between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the OkanoganWenatchee National Forest should not be built. Instead, of spending money on
more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima
River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of
Ecology should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water
markets during drought years.

Thank you.
Rebecca M Beaty

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Comment Letter 349
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess and Keechelus DEIS
1 message
benediktl@aol.com <benediktl@aol.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 7:32 AM

Submitted via email to kkbt@usbr.gov and mailed, July 11, 2018
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: Kachess and Keechelus DEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley:
The only alternative I can endorse

is Alternative 1 No Action.

My objection to the other proposals reflects my financial and emotional commitment to preserving
Lake Kachess, and my conviction that this proposal ignores stated legal requirements, will be
ineffective and hugely expensive, and will degrade a natural resource of the kind that is becoming
less and less available to future generations.
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I have been concerned from the beginning about the limited participant, process and intention of
the KDRPP and KKC. As I understand it, the NEPA guidelines specifically state that proposals
should not be slanted to benefit any special interest group, yet it is clear that this SDEIS benefits
some special interest groups at the expense of others. How do you intend to rectify this? Will
you demand an unbiased, independent and thorough study as that satisfies the
requirements of NEPA?
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A new study should include alternatives other than “do nothing” or pump water from Lake
Kachess one way or another. How will you rectify the failure to provide alternatives as
required by NEPA? Surely there are other options; building a reservoir near Rosa to capture
winter rain and snow, for example.

3
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Why is there no detailed examination of methods of conservation? How will this omission
be addressed? The response to a diminishing resource must be first, conservation, second,
increased supply, not the other way around. If I were a farmer being asked to pony up money to
build a portable or fixed pumping station on Lake Kachess so that I could get a larger share of my
water allotment, I would welcome an alternative, or example, funds or tax breaks for installing water
conservation irrigation. Take a drive through Kittitas and Yakima valleys and beyond. You’ll see
open irrigation ditches, spray sprinklers, water running away, as well as “thirsty” crops expanding
into increasingly dry land. Why spend money to build a temporary, inconsistent, and finally
inadequate (given the trajectory of climate change) solution to a lack of water when it could much
better be spent on methods of conservation!!!
March 2019
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Supply increases demand. The study says no new rights will be generated but then
contradicts itself saying “it will issue water rights as necessary”? How will this
contradiction be resolved? What are the specific restrictions and requirements on new
applications for water rights?

5
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As a senior water rights holder, what are the protections of my rights? Are they being
violated in favor of lesser rights? And what will be the cost of remuneration for those lost
rights? Will the Bureau redig my well, compensate me for lost property value? How much?
To what extent?
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What are the true losses and costs to the environment? Among those might be the repercussions
from exposing a huge area of dust and silt. Surely the Bureau recognizes the danger of exposed
shoreline to poor air quality, increased danger of fire, and vulnerability to disease of the surrounding
trees and vegetation. What will be done to provide a complete, thorough, and accurate
assessment of environmental impact? Have the concerns of the fire district been heard?
What does the EPA say about damage to air and water quality if Lake Kachess were drawn
down?
It’s hard to imagine that the small streams will actually make the journey to a lake that has been
drawn down an additional 80 feet below its current level. Which means less water to refill the lake
– all wasted – and an imperiled journey for Bull Trout from Box Canyon Creek, a major spawning
stream. What proposal do you have for protecting the species that depend on travel to and
from these streams into the lake? The tunnel or bypass between the lakes is inadequate and
may not achieve its stated goals.
My family has owned a cabin on the east side of Lake Kachess since 1979, and it is our place for
coming together with our children and grandchildren. The property is not just a piece of land but a
piece of our heritage. Less so than to the Native Americans who came to Lake Kachess to set up
camps, pick huckleberries, and hunt. The arrowheads we have found at the end of the lake attest
to Kachess Lake’s long history as a place for preserving culture as well as resources and species.
Have all the native American tribes that used this area been thoroughly consulted about these
proposals? Have the campers and boaters and snow mobilers? What is the dollar amount of the
loss to Native Americans, cabin owners, and the thousands of people who visit annually to
swim and fish and enjoy the beauty of this lake?
My only option is to support, vehemently, Alternative 1, No Action.

11
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Sincerely,
Lynn Benediktsson, Cabin Owner, East Lake Kachess
Lake Kachess response july 2018.docx
132K
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Comment Letter 350
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Pumping Plant Environmental Impact
Statement
1 message
T Benediktsson <benediktssont@mail.montclair.edu>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 6:09 AM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation/ Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

Dear Ms. McKinley:

As a cabin owner on the east side of Lake Kachess, I am writing to endorse Alternative 1
No Action, as the only acceptable alternative to the plan to install a pumping station on
Lake Kachess. Below I offer a series of questions to indicate why I regard the plan to be
flawed.
First and very importantly, the proposal lacks a range of alternatives. Why, for instance,
is there no consideration to create another catchment area downstream to recover early
spring runoff when Lakes Keecheless and Kachess are full? There is a considerable
spring flow, and you project that with climate change there will be a greater one. Why
can't it be captured?
Furthermore, why is there no proposal to encourage and fund water conservation
technologies and techniques of crop management? I understand that quite sophisticated
water-saving irrigation technologies exist. Wouldn't it be cheaper and better in the long
run to fund them, rather than pumping more water downstream to be wasted ? I am
supported in this speculation by a Washington State University study of the pumping
project, which concluded that it is not only economically unfeasible, but also that water
conservation will achieve the same benefits at a much lesser cost. Why has that study not
led to a "conservation" alternative that we could endorse?
March 2019
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Another concern: I have not read exactly who will have financial responsibility for
implementing, operating and maintaining the pumping station, and who will have
responsibility for mitigation and litigation and other costs? Bureau of Reclamation
estimates range to almost half a billion dollars, and that is just for construction. Who will
pay?
The proposal implies that the pumping station will be deployed only under drought
conditions. What if there are successive years of drought? With a relatively small
inflow, will Lake Kachess actually refill? If not, then will the pumping station be
deployed earlier and more often, and ultimately be ineffectual? If as well there is an
economic expansion of agriculture in the Yakima River drainage beyond the capacity of
the water supply, will "drought" be the new normal? And with congruent failures to
capture spring water runoff or to implement water conservation technologies or to rotate
to less "thirsty" crops, will the half billion dollars have been wasted?
As I am sure you are aware, the original Big Lake Kachess still exists under the dam
water. Will pumping 80 feet below the dam actually be draining a natural lake? Is it legal
to drain a natural lake?
I now move to more specific questions relating to our own local situation. There are
more than 300 homesites around the lake. The proposal projects that our wells will run
dry. What exactly will be done to mitigate that? Will the Bureau of Reclamation send
someone to drill them 80 or more feet deeper and how long will that take? The document
offers no details, only to acknowledge that wells will be "dewatered." On that note,
several of us on the East Side have senior water rights. How do junior water rights
holders downstream have the right to "dewater" us?

4
D

5
D

6
D

7
D

The Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue Agency has raised concerns about increased area
fire risk if the lake level is lowered. I have read that the Bureau of Reclamation refused
to meet with them. I am shocked: why? What if they are right, and some of our homes
burn down because the Fire and Rescue people can't access a lake that is well over a
hundred feet below its high water mark?
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On that note--what will be the new shoreline of the lake when it has been pumped to
capacity? How much of the lakeside will become mud or silt? As the silt dries will those
prevalent strong winds create blowing dust? I am asthmatic; I want to know.
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I have so far neglected the obvious, because I'm not sure it matters to the Bureau of
Reclamation. But I must speak. Like all of our neighbors, we are here because we love
the lake. Our family has had a cabin here for forty-seven years, and our grandchildren
are the fourth generation to enjoy it. We have strewn ashes here. The proposal presents
an existential threat to the lives we lead on these shores. If the pumping station is built,
Lake Kachess will be degraded into a noisy and polluted industrial site, a violation of
what it is now-- not only an irrigation resource but also a homesite for hundreds of
people, and for thousands a profoundly beautiful boating and camping experience-- a
jewel of Washington State.
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Ms. McKinley, please take note of the questions I have raised above, and add my voice to
the others who endorsed Alternative One. I look forward to your response.
Sincerely,

Tom Benediktsson
benediktssont@montclair.edu
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Comment Letter 351
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save Lake Kachess
1 message
Raya Bondarenko <raya@c21nhr.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 9:42 AM

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping plant and/or
pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1, No Action is the only acceptable alternative.”
Get Outlook for iOS

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-612

1
D

Comment Letter 352
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Opposition Comments to Lake Kachess (KDRPP) (KKC)
- SEIDC
1 message
LYNN BREWER <lynn_brewer@msn.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:16 PM

Hi Candace,
Attached please find our letter in opposition to the proposed pumping of Lake Kachess along with
the Geological Assessment that was done for our Well.
I have also sent the letter and assessment by fax as noted in the letter.
Kind regards,
Lynn Brewer
253.318.3188 (mobile)

Opposition Comments (Lake Kachess) (2018).pdf
1803K
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LYNN & DOUGLAS BREWER

P.O. Box 145

770 KACHESS RIVER ROAD
EASTON, WA98925

July 1I, 2018

Senf via email to: kkbt@usbr.gov
And by.fax (509) ./5./-5650

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
19 l 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 90901-2058
Re: KDRPP & KKC SDEIS
Critical Area Assessment
Dear Ms. McKinley:
I am writing to you today to submit a critical area assessment for our property located at 770 Kachess River Road
in Easton. which is located adjacent to Kachess River.
Enclosed please find the Geological Assessment from Migizi Group we had performed as it pertains to our well
and the aquifer from which the nine wells in our sub-division draw water. As you will see in the ·'Conclusion:'
our subdivision has a high risk of potential groundwater contamination within the well system and that static
water levels are approximately 15 feet below existing grades.
We are full-time residents in our sub-division and our well is our only source of potable water. The well serving
our property sits approximately I 00' from the Kachess River and is located within the designated flood zone of
Kachess River. When we participated in these meetings a few years ago, I was informed by the U.S. Corp of
Engineer representative, it is likely this project (as proposed at that time) could negatively impact our potable
water and the downstream demand for water could cause insuflicienr water resources to keep the Kachess River
flowing or could impact the available water source for our well. Can you provide us with what assurances you
have this wi ll not occur? We are deeply concerned about the impact the above-referenced project will have on our
water source, as well as the noise pollution that will occur as a result of the proposed project and therefore are
opposed to the proposed pumping of Lake Kachess.
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MIGIZI GROUP, INC.
PO Box448'10
Tacoma, Washington 98448

PHONE
FAX

(253) 537-9400
(253) 537-9401

November 4, 2015
Richard T. Cole, P.S.
Attorney and Counselor at Law
P.O. Box638
1206 North Dolarway Road, Suite 108
Ellensburg, WA 98926
(509) 925-1900
Subject: Geological Assessment
Brewer v. Lake Easton Estates HOA, et al
Cause of Action for Damages
Negligence for Failure to Manage Wellhead Protection Zones/ Sanitary Control Areas
Dear Mr. Cole:

(

Migizi Group, Inc. (MGI) is pleased to submit this Geological Assessment as it pertains to the
pending lawsuit Brewer v. Lake Easton Estates HOA, et al. The purpose of this assessment is to
address the geologic conditions present underlying the Brewer property and the larger Lake
Easton Estates. Specifically, how these geologic conditions could impact water quality within
the estates.
Our scope of services is limited to the review of well logs, maps of the Lake Easton Estates Plat,
environmental test results, and geologic research.
INTRODUCTION
Lake Easton Estates is a 52 lot subdivision located in l(jttitas County on the west side of the
Kachess River, between Kachess Lake (to the north) and Lake Easton (to the south), see Figure 1,
Topographic and Location Map. Water is supplied to the occupants of Lake Easton Estates
through nine Group B Wells (Figure 2), with each well serving four to six lots. Based on the
well logs provided to us (attached), the original 5 wells for the estates were installed between
August and September of 1990. A permit dated November 18, 1990 for an additional 4 wells
was also provided to us, and can likely be attributed to the remaining wells servicing the
community. No well logs are available for these additional wells. Based on information
provided by the Washington State Department of Health, the system effective date for these
secondary wells was December 19, 2002, with the implementation of these well systems likely
being phased with the continued development of the site. Figure 2 shows the relative location
of the wells in relation to the layout of Lake Easton Estates and the individual residential lots.
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Brewer vs Lake Enston Estates HOA
Geologic Assessment

November 4, 2015

Of the 9 wells servicing the Lake Easton Estates, 8 have known encroachments within their
100 foot Sanitary Control Areas by either structures or septic systems, and all 9 of the well heads
are within 100 feet of the major roadways servicing the community (Kachess River Rd and
Evergreen Way). The green coloration within Figure 1 highlights the properties which contain
structures within the Sanitary Control Areas for the given wells. Given the fact that all potable
water within the estates is provided through this well system, if it were to become
compromised, Brewer and the other occupants of the Lake Easton Estates could unknowingly
suffer adverse health conditions. This would particularly be true if each well were drawing
from the same aquifer, and could then potentially receive contaminants from the multitude of
possible sources listed above.
GEOLOGIC SETTING
The Lake Easton Estates is located in what is generally considered the Yakima River Basin,
shown in Figure 3; an area which includes almost all of Yakima County, more than 80 percent of
Kittitas County, about 50 percent of Benton County and less than 1 percent of Klickitat County.
The headwaters for the basin are located on the upper, humid east slope of the Cascade Range,
with the basin terminating at the confluence of the Yakima and Columbia Rivers towards the
southeast; encompassing approximately 6,200 mi2 of central Washington. Eight major rivers
and numerous smaller streams tributary to the Yakima River, with the largest of these being the
Naches River.

The upper (western) Yakima River Basin, where the Lake Easton Estates is located, was the
focus of a hydrogeologic sh.tdy conducted by Gendazek and others (2014). Using subsurface
information garnered from previous geologic maps developed by Dragovich and others (2002),
Brown and Dragovich (2003), Cheney and Hayman (2007), and Haugerud and Tabor (2009), and
additional lithostratigraphic information obtained from drillers' Jogs from 271 project wells
located in the srudy area, 6 primary hydrogeologic units were identified within the larger
aquifer system of the region. These hydrogeologic units are identified as unconsolidated
sediment (UNC), basalt (BAS), volcanic rocks (VOLC), sedimentary rocks (SED), metamorphic
rocks (META), and intrusive rocks (INT). The unconsolidated sediment unit occurs at land
surface over about 27 percent of the study area, basalt 3 percent, volcanic rocks 27 percent,
sedimentary rocks 34 percent, metamorphic rocks 4 percent, and intrusive rocks 5 percent.
The UNC hydrogeologic unit is composed of unconsolidated glacial and non-glacial deposits,
including alluvium, talus, landslide deposits, alpine glacial deposits, recessional outwash, and
outburst flood deposits; at depth, the unit also includes thick glaciolacustrine deposits beneath
the broad valley floors. Though somewhat scattered throughout the sh.tdy area, a large
proponent of the UNC unit is concentrated within what is known as the Roslyn Basin, Figure 4.
The Roslyn Basin is one of six identified structural basins within the greater Yakima River Basin
(Roslyn, Kittitas, Selah, Yakima, Toppenish, and Benton Basins), and extends from the broad
valley floors down valley from Kachess and Cle Elum Lakes toward the southeast, terminating
near Teanaway. A structural basin is typically described as a geological depression formed by
the tectonic warping of previously flat lying rock strata.

Migizi Group, Inc.
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In a detailed analysis of the sedimentary deposits in the Roslyn Basin, Jones and others (2006)
reported three subunits that make up the unconsolidated sediment unit comprising the Roslyn
Basin. Jones and others (2006) described these as an upper coarse-grained (gravel and sand)
aquifer with a median thickness of 80 feet, a middle fine-grained (silt and clay) and low
productivity unit vVith a median thickness of 170 feet, and a lower coarse-grained (gravel)
aquifer with a median thickness of 50 feet.
A review of the well logs provided to us for the Lake Easton Estates indicate that rapidly
permeable gravelly outwash soils were encountered during the installation of Wells 1 through 4
from near surface elevations to the termination depth of each well; a depth from 80 to 100 feet
below grade. Additionally, the National Cooperative Soil Survey for Kittitas County identifies
subsurface soils in the vicinity of the Lake Easton Estates as 237, or Kladnick ashy sandy loam.
This soil group is derived from glacial outwash, and ranges in composition from a gravelly
sandy loam to an extremely gravelly sand.
Static water level based on the well logs is at approximately 15 feet below existing grades.

(

CONCLUSIONS
Given the relative location of the Lake Easton Estates, well log soils information, and geologic
mapping of the region, it is our opinion that the Lake Easton Estates is located in what is known
as the Roslyn Basin, and each well servicing the community draws from the same aquifer; the
upper coarse-grained subunit of the larger unconsolidated sediment (UNC) hydrogeologic unit
described by both Gendazek and others (2014) and Jones and others (2006). Additionally, given
the high permeability of site soils, it is our opinion that the Lake Easton Estates contains a high
risk of potential groundwater contamination within their well systems should contaminants be
introduced from an above or below ground source.
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We appreciate the opportunity to be of service on this project. If you h ave any questions
regarding this letter or any aspects of the project, please feel free to contact our office.
Respectfully submitted,
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MIGIZI GROUP, INC.

Casey R. Lowe, P.E.
Principal Engineer
Attachments: Figure 1.
Figure 2.
Fig11re 3.
Figure 4.
Well Log
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Comment Letter 353
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] YBSA COMMENTS KDRPP& KKC SDEIS
1 message
Charlie de La Chapelle <charliedela@gmail.com>
Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 5:45 AM
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: Sid Morrison <MrSidWMorrison@aol.com>, Chuck Klarich <klarichcj@charter.net>,
tom@carpenterranches.com, Larry Vinsonhaler <larryvinsonhaler@msn.com>, Larry Johnson
<ok_larry@msn.com>, Bob Hall <bhall@bobhallauto.com>, Bob Tuck <salmon1242@fairpoint.net>,
Duane Unland <duane.unland@gmail.com>, Dan Martinez <martinezlivestock@wildblue.net>, Glenn
Rice <algkrice@aol.com>, Natalie Martinkus <natb02@gmail.com>
Good morning
Thank you for the opportunity to provide questions on the KDRPP & KKC SDEIS
These are the written questions submitted on behalf of YBSA by Charlie de La Chapelle.
charliedela@gmail.com
1. Who pays how much and when.
We have seen the projection ranging from $150M to $450M when mitigation is included. A
breakdown of capital costs, O&M, mitigation and interest. It should be divided by 72,000 acres
to get per acre cost if Roza is to pay 100%. And would Roza be expected to pay 100% of K-to-K
pipeline too?
This information needs to be quickly disseminated to their growers so decisions can be made and
contracts signed ASAP.
Also, I don't see the estimated pumping cost in the event the dead storage is needed to fulfil the
obligation to supply senior water contracts over the period of record. Are we further correct that
should that event occur, Roza growers would receive no water from the project but would incur the
full pumping bill? How can they be expected to pay if they receive no water to grow their crops?
Lenders will want to know too.
2. Performance of the project.
-ask-ofCan we
for an
analysis
how well the project performs over the period of record with the UW
assumption for climate change, relative to the 70% target goal?
We are especially interested in the back to back drought years.
3. Salmonid restoration.
Can we ask for a comparative analysis of the project on instream flows below Parker.
We are concerned about the impacts to flow volumes, temperatures, predation and survival of the
Sockeye runs in the lower 100 miles. We also think some of the studies cited for survival are over
50 years old and need to be updated with more current data. The quick analysis comparing the
Sockeye mortality of 2015 and 2017 need to be addressed!
4. Pumped storage.
As costs climb ever upward we need to investigate additional sources of revenue generation.
One of the possibilities of the K-to-K pipeline is to incorporate pumped storage to take advantage of
the imbalance between power supplies and power demand to store solar and wind surpluses. Even
if the possibilities are marginal or negative we should be learning what modifications can be made to
offer values that other sectors will pay to have.
March 2019
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Can we ask for analysis of profit potential of a pumped storage project on the k-to-k pipeline,
complete with limiting factor analysis.
5. Value

Initially three irrigation entities of the Yakima Project were identified as needing a
supplemental water supply in drought years. However, if the costs are beyond their
ability to pay how are these needs to be met?
Thanks for your attention.
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Comment Letter 354
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Pumping
1 message
Harold Duncanson <haroldd@duncansonco.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:57 PM

Via Email

ATTN: Ms. Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager

Bureau of Reclamation
1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058

Dear Ms. McKinley:

1
ID

I am writing to present my observations, concerns and questions regarding the KDRPP
1. The inset photo on the cover of the SDEIS labeled Kachess Reservoir is not Kachess
Reservoir. What is shown it Lake Kachess with most or all of the “reservoir” water drained
down as evidenced by the visibility of the outlet channel to the dam. Other figures in the
SDEIS also use the label “Kachess Reservoir”. It is misleading to refer to the subject water
body as Kachess Reservoir. The pumps will not pump from Kachess Reservoir. They will
pump from Lake Kachess. Other text throughout the SDEIS also consistently refer to
Kachess Reservoir, when what is at stake is natural Lake Kachess, below the reservoir. The
document needs to be revised to clarify to the public what is proposed. This is not pumping
reservoir water that people are used to seeing fluctuate up and down. The KDRPP is
proposing to more than double the furthest drawdown ever seen.
2. I respectfully request that you extend the comment period for another 60 days. I was in
Easton last weekend and found a number of people, who still did not even know about this
proposal.
3. If implemented, how specifically would the KDRPP be funded? What will be the State and
Federal taxpayer obligations?
4. If implemented, how specifically will the recreation opportunities be mitigated?
5. Why was no alternative for conservation considered?
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Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to your reply to my questions.
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Harold Duncanson, PE
President
Duncanson Company Inc. | Civil Engineers--Surveyors
145 SW 155th Street, Suite 102
Seattle, Washington 98166
206-244-4141 phone
206-244-4455 fax
www.duncansonco.com
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Comment Letter 355
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SDEIS
1 message
James Elder <jimbarbelder@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 10:25 PM

Dear Sirs;
I am writing as a concerned resident of the Lake Kachess community regarding the SDEIS. My wife
and I have been owners of a vacation home at Lake Kachess for 38 years. The floating barge or
tunnel to Lake Keechelus would drain Lake Kachess to a level where recreation on the lake would
be impossible. It would seriously affect property values of homeowners and be detrimental to the
ecology of the area. In addition, it would impact the ability to provide water for fire protection in this
fire prone area. It would make a wonderful state park less attractive with the lake dropping to a level
where it would be inaccessible, thereby destroying a wonderful recreational opportunity for
thousands of campers. In short this drainage plan will ruin a pristine recreational area not only for
residents but all Washington residents. Would you please respond how all this issues would be
mitigated if the plan is approved.
Sincerely,
James and Barbara Elder
3730 Rodesco Dr. SE
Puyallup, Wa 98374
jimbarbelder@gmail.com
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Comment Letter 356
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Re lake kachess
1 message
Brandon Erickson <brandonrerickson@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 1:06 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

RE: Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS

Dear Ms. McKinley:

Please accept my comment regarding the KDRPP SDEIS:
Alternative 1 No Action: I oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC projects. Only
Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.

Brandon Erickson
526 Yale Ave N #606
Seattle, WA 98109
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Comment Letter 357
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP & KKC SDEIS Questions & Concerns
1 message
A P Fountain <kachess387@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov, bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 2:47 PM

My question is why aren't there other choices beside draining a natural lake to benefit a small group
of corporate farmers with no senior water rights?
Has the Roza Water District done repairs or made improvements to their trenches, reservoirs or
added any water conservation programs?
How can you trust the SDEIS when they have tried to confuse, mislead and deceive the public. Like
calling LAKE KACHESS a reservoir it is NOT a reservoir it is a LAKE.
I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS alternatives. The only one is NO ACTION that is
acceptable. Please send me a response to my questions and concerns.
AP Fountain
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Comment Letter 358
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDDRPP & KKC SDEIS Questions & Concerns
1 message
Tim Fountain <tnfountain@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov, bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:15 PM

Greetings,
I have a residence in Kachess Village and I know if this project goes through our property value will
go down.
Will mitigation be provided to owners whose property values are reduced by this project?

1
D

How will this lost in property value be calculated?
Who will pay for any mitigation?
The SDEIS does not address any mitigation for reductions in private property values. So, what
assurances would private property owners have that mitigation would be available to us?
The SDEIS does not seem to have any reliable facts about how long if ever Lake Kachess will refill.
No one can predict how much snow/rain we will get in any year. With the possibility of the KKC it
was questionable if it would refill, without the KKC most likely it will take even more years. Then the
only way it could refilled is that they don't take water for years out of Lake Kachess. So won't that
make all the money spent on installing the floating pumping plant, a real waste of money? In the
process, they will have ruined a beautiful Alpine Lake for years.
I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS alternatives. The only one is NO ACTION that is
acceptable. Please send me a response to my questions and concerns.
Thank you,
Tim Fountain
Kachess Village Residence
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Comment Letter 359
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant EIS Comment
1 message
Neil Garrison <neilegarrison@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 7:36 AM

To:
Bureau of Reclamation
Attn: Ms. Candace Mckinley
We would like to express support for the "no action" alternative proposed in the Kachess Drought
Relief Pump Plant EIS.

10

We are diversified Roza irrigation district farmers. We raise a mix of permanent crops and row
(forage) crops.
Our current management has been in place since 1979 and has witnessed many changes and many
droughts on the Roza.
Our primary concern is the substantial cost of this project falling onto one irrigation district. The
project, should it proceed, will substantially increase water rates for the two decades following its
implementation. Rates would likely increase such (taking into account the current estimates and the
likelihood that the project would go over budget) that anything other than high value permanent crops
would be unprofitable. This would increase the current high percentage of water heavy permanent
crops and make an already brittle irrigation district ever more reliant on extraordinary measures like
the KDRPP and other continued outside subsidization. There is a reason that the Roza is the only
district pursuing this part of the integrated plan, the water is simply too expensive.
Additionally we do not feel that the Roza board is doing an adequate job of communicating to it's
stakeholders what is being proposed. We try and stay relatively well informed and we struggle to
keep up with this project and just what it will mean if it is approved by all interested parties and
pursued by the Roza board. We think there are many farmers within the Roza that do not understand
the cost of what is being pursued by the Roza board here.
We hope that the Bureau of Reclamation will continue to work to improve the availability of water in
the Yakima Basin, but in a way that will work for a majority of the users, not simply the largest growers
with the loudest voices.

Respectfully,
Neil Garrison
Tom Garrison
Sunnyside WA
March 2019
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Comment Letter 360
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Please Don’t Lower Lake Kachess according to the
SDEIS plan. Our Kittitas/Yakima County taxes will be severely
affected with a domino effect federally. Read on!
1 message
Michelle Gienger <mgienger@me.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 6:59 AM

Dear Candace,
Wow!! What a huge responsibility you have to sift through all these SDEIS comments letters. Thank
you in advance for your service to our county and this country.
My name is Shelley Gienger. I am a registered nurse and health-coach business owner in Upper
Kittitas County.
I grew up on, and am part owner, of a multigenerationally owned and operated, crop growing, 4000
acre-mostly dry land farming-cattle ranch in Indian Valley, Idaho. We have built several reservoirs
over the years to help water crops and cattle.
My husband Lonnie and I currently have two properties in the Lake Kachess Ridge area and have
owned the one for sale since 1991. We also have an apple orchard in Yakima West Valley area.
I state these facts only to establish credibility as I speak on behalf of many home/land owners in
both counties as well as ranchers and farmers.
Even though we sympathize with the perceived need for more water in lower Yakima Valley and
beyond; the property owners bought the land knowing it only had junior water rights and would grow
only certain crops. As you know, property prices have always been adjusted lower based on this
fact.
The solution to a perceived potential shortage of any resource with a limited supply, like water, is not
to find ways to use more of that resource and take water from everyone else for private use.
So, I ask you this?
Why should people who paid less for their land be entitled to an expensive and unsustainable
solution that increases their property values while all of our county land decreases? Kittitas County
is left with the many downsides and messes of the decision-and they get all the benefit!
Knowing there are other solutions for capturing and conserving the water currently flowing past their
farms, (like building reservoirs on their own property) we adamantly oppose the currently proposed
SDEIS plan to pump out Lake Kachess in order to provide that extra water. There are many
concerns, but most concerning is how there could be (will be and already is in some cases) reduced
property values for people living on the lake and in Kittitas and Yakima Counties.
March 2019
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Lower property values will have a domino effect caused by less taxes being collected from property
owners. That in turn could (will) cause, but not be limited to the following issues.
Less taxes collected could (would) lessen budget monies for county/federal projects, and decrease
the effective running of our county/federal programs with budget cuts. Public school dollars will be
affected.
The domino effect could (will) affect the ability to recruit and pay needed county employees the well
deserved salaries they are accustomed to. We definitely want our local counties to be well run!!
This domino effect has already started from only the word getting out that the lake may be
dramatically lowered an additional 80 vertical feet. The concern about the eventuality of wells drying
up; actual affected wells that do dry up. The threat of damaged views from homes, campground
recreation changes and no boating, (with less visitors the challenge on tourism and economy is
another large subject of concern with county and federal tax dollars being affected) all these cause
big hits on property values.
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Also, people in all of KIttitas/Yakima counties could (will) feel the lowered property value results
when they lack allotted water for senior water rights holders in year two and beyond after the
drought year.
So, you see that it’s a critical decision; a one time fix for junior water rights holders that affects all of
Kittitas and Yakima counties. It’s not just a Lake Kachess home owner challenge.
Are you, as a representative of the BofR prepared to live with and deal with the fallout challenges
that will happen if you let this go through?
Just this week, a potential buyer from Seattle called about the house we have for sale in the Lake
Kachess area. He asked our realtor, ‘Is the draining of Lake Kachess a real threat?’ And our realtor
had to say, ‘Yes’ and look for other benefits to share about the property. The man wanted the beauty
of a lake home and is now looking for a home in a different area.
This SDEIS proposal doesn’t look good for the property values and long term prosperity balance in
our county and federal government and beyond.
Let’s find another solution or two for our farmers.
Sincerely,
Shelley Gienger RN
healthadvantagecoach.com
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 361

Raelene Gold
4028 NE 196th St.
Lake Forest Park, WA 98155
July 11, 2018
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
kkbt@usbr.gov
RE: Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley:
I am submitting comments on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) 2018 Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) released on April 13, 2018.
All comments are submitted under both NEPA and SEPA.
Concerns:
I am a concerned citizen who has been attending YBIP Workgroup meetings throughout
this process. I represent various groups, though these comments are my own. My main concern
is that the YBIP mainly addresses only the issues of two stakeholders, irrigated agriculture in
the basin and tribal fisheries. The YBIP attempts to solve their history of litigation and contention
at the expense of other stakeholders who have much to lose with the current plan. The
Workgroup as consistently not publicly alerted, included or listened to the other stakeholders,
such as property owners, other environmental groups, taxpayers, most recreational
organizations and individuals. As the word spread, impacted groups have showed up at the
Workgroup meetings and over time have been allowed to speak and submit comments and
documents. But the Workgroup, united and committed to the Plan, refuses to respond or enter
into dialogue or consider their concerns or suggestions. There is a basic unfairness and
inequality here that the interests of irrigated agriculture take precedent over other interests.The
Workgroup also spends considerable money and time advocating for their Plan, and lobbying
the State Legislature and Congress for support and financing for their Plan.
Comments:
1) I support Alternative 1 No Action, I oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and
KKC projects. Only Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.
The Yakima Plan programmatic FEIS failed to provide a range of alternatives. The only
alternatives presented were the Yakima Basin Integrated Water Management Plan (YBIP) and
No Action. This is a failure to comply with NEPA requirement for consideration of a range of
alternatives. The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires consideration of a
range of reasonable alternatives, which are not slanted to favor the interests of a particular
party. The 2018 SDEIS’s alternatives only included a conveyance tunnel with two locations, and
a pumping plant with three locations. Other alternatives need to be considered. The Water
Research Center of Washington State University has shown that the purpose of the YBIP can
be achieved at lower cost and with greater effect (i.e., greater net increase in available water) by
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application of conservation and water market strategies. This report was ignored and denigrated
by the Workgroup.
Water conservation could be carried out to save over 200,000 acre-feet of water instead of this
expensive project. Other alternative solutions such as aquifer storage, water banks, water
marketing, advanced water technology and crop management changes need to be considered.
2) The SDEIS inadequately accounts for the financial and “pursuit of happiness” impacts
to the approximately 300 Lake Kachess area homeowners by the ongoing project construction
and the 80 foot drawdown of Lake Kachess. This is a considerable number of people that were
drawn here by shoreline homesites, views or access to Lake Kachess. That is a considerable
component of their property’s value and of their enjoyment of the many recreational
opportunities Lake Kachess provides. The financial impacts to the property owners need to be
accurately determined by an independent real estate appraisal firm. Also, please detail how
property owners would be compensated.
In addition, the impact to property owners’ wells of Lake Kachess drawdowns needs to
be better determined and plans to “monitor and mitigate” described. Obviously not having
available water is a major impact to homeowners that here is not here treated seriously. Please
outline your plans to monitor and mitigate impacted homeowners wells?
3) The impact on the USFS Lake Kachess Campground during construction and
drawdowns is not adequately or seriously considered. There are 23,00 annual visitors and
11,000 annual boaters here. This impacts a very large number of recreational users. How will
this user be notified and what public meetings and opportunity to comment will be planned? Is
there an assessment of the financial impact to the nearby communities to the loss of
recreational dollars?
4) The environmental damage of these projects is not fully considered in the SDEIS. The
federally listed Kachess bull trout pass from Lake Kachess by passage to Little Lake Kachess to
their destination in Box Canyon, which when the Lake is lowered does not allow passage.
(Others have submitted the photos shown of a drained Lake Kachess with totally inadequate
plastic and bales of hay attempting to delineate a passage) What is the “temporary passage
system” and how successful has it been shown to be?
Also, when Lake Kachess is drawn down, it is a mudflat that exposes and kills
freshwater mussels, that are recently a species of concern. (See the photos that others have
submitted.) Please detail what is your plan to protect these freshwater mussels?

Conclusion:
I support the No Action Alternative, as this SDEIS is inadequate because it is based on
the 2012 Yakima Plan Final Programmatic EIS that failed to provide a range of alternatives. The
2018 SDEIS is also inadequate because it fails to provide a range of alternatives for providing
the additional storage water to irrigation districts. minimizesAn EIS should include a range of
reasonable alternatives that meet the stated purpose and need for the project. The EIS should
also offer alternatives that minimizes environmental degradation.
I request that the BuRec and Ecology each provide separate responses to the above
comments. Please send me a copy of any FEIS that is released.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Raelene Gold
4028 NE 196th St.
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Lake Forest Park, WA 98155
206-303-7218
raelene@seanet.com
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Comment Letter 362
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess and Keechelus SDIES
1 message
Candace Gratama <cgratama@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 1:04 PM

Dear Ms. McKinley:

I have attached a letter including comments on the draft supplemental EIS on the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance.
Please include these comments with responses in any final EIS.

Best,

Candace Gratama
20 Crestview Court
Easton, WA 98925

Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS.docx
23K
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Submitted via email to: Kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Dear Ms. McKinley,
Our family has been enjoying the beauty of Lake Kachess since 1992 when we first discovered the
campground. We spent much of our time on the lake and enjoyed nature. In 2007, after 15 years of
camping, we were finally able to recognize our dream and purchase a house on the lake, which we live in
50% of the time.
We strongly believe the proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project
between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest should not be
built. Instead, of spending money on more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects in
the Yakima River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of Ecology
should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water markets during drought years. I’m
particularly concerned that there are no efforts to line the tunnels that transport the water.

2
D

3
D

Please accept these comments/questions regarding the KDRPP SDEIS.
Comments
1. Alternative 1 No Action I oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC
projects. Only Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.
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2. Failure to consider alternatives The DEIS and the SDEIS really only consider two alternatives: drain a
natural lake to benefit downstream irrigators with no senior water rights or don’t drain the lake. No
other alternatives are considered to meet the irrigation security needs of the Roza Irrigation District
farmers. My questions related to this topic are as follows:
a. Why was water conservation, including repairs to the Roza open trenches not considered or at least
integrated into the plan to reduce the additional water needs?
b. Why was taking water from the Columbia River not considered?
c. Why wasn’t appropriate crop selection on lands without senior water rights considered?
d. Why wasn’t advanced water conservation methods considered?
e. How does this DEIS and SDEIS meet the requirement to consider a range of reasonable alternatives
which is required by NEPA?
3. Mitigation for reduced property values. I own and live part-time in a home located at 20 Crest View,
Easton, WA 98925. My daughter currently lives there fulltime. My home is waterfront. Should the
KDRPP be approved and implemented, there is no question that the value of my property will be
significantly reduced. My questions related to this topic are as follows:
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a. Why does the SDEIS not address any mitigation for reductions in private property values effected
by this proposed action?
b. Will mitigation be provided for property owners whose property values are reduced by this action?
c. How will any mitigation be calculated?
d. If the parties do not agree on the mitigation amount, how will any disputes be resolved?
e. Who will pay any mitigation?
f. What timeframe will be involved in the mitigation process?
g. Because the SDEIS does not address any mitigation for reductions in private property values, what
assurances would private property owners have that mitigation would be available?
4. Impact on Campers and recreational users at Lake Kachess Despite having the information and ability
to do so, the DEIS and SDEIS process failed to notify a large segment of the public who would be
effected by this plan. The over 23,000 annual campground visitors and 11,000 annual boaters are
entirely unaware of this plan. We have been visiting the campground weekly in an effort to notify these
users and have been met with a complete lack of awareness of the proposal. In fact, we have been told
we cannot distribute information within the campground to raise awareness on the issue. My questions
related to this subject are as follows:
a. Why has no effort been made to communicate with this segment of the public who should have
been given an opportunity to participate in the process?
b. When will this group receive communication on the KDRPP proposal?
c. Will they be provided any opportunity to comment or participate in the process?
d. Simply telling them about it after it’s a done deal fails to meet the SDEIS’s public information
obligation.
e. Why were no SDEIS public information sessions held West of the Cascades, when it is well known
that a large population of the public who live on the West side of the Cascades regularly use Lake
Kachess, many for decades or generations.
f. On page ES-Xii, the following suggestions are given to address recreational use of the lake “Extend
boat ramps at Kachess Reservoir…if feasible, and construct new east shore ramp that would be
available at all reservoir levels. My questions related to this topic are as follows:
i) Would extending boat ramps at Kachess Reservoir include both public and private ramps?
ii) Under what conditions would extending those ramps be feasible or not feasible?
iii) What analysis of the lake geography has been done to suggest is extending any of the ramps for
use during a KDRPP-FPP drawdown is truly feasible or not?
iv) Describe the geography of the East shore ramp location and what the slope of the ramp will be
during a drawdown. Will it be physically possible to use the ramp or will the slope simply be
too steep for practical use as a boat launch?
5. Increased forest vulnerability and Fire Hazard. The vegetation and wetlands (Page 2-70) and
densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will, according to the SDEIS suffer with reduced water
levels in Lake Kachess. This will mean stressed trees and other foliage in a single drought year, and
in multiple years of pump operation dead trees due to lack of water and insect vulnerability. The
Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility for fire and emergency
medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas. This state agency has repeatedly
raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced capacity to suppress fires (due to
lowering of the lake and removal of a source of water for firefighting), the increased incidence of
accidents and injuries due to construction activity, and need for public education and
communication strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects. Despite numerous and
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repeated expressions of concern and requests to meet with the responsible Fire Departments, the
BoR has ignored and rejected these requests. This is a clear violation of the NEPA/SEPA process
and renders the current SDEIS incomplete and unacceptable. We demand that as part of the
NEPA/SEPA process for Lake Keechelus/Lake Kachess project proposals, BoR and other affiliated
entities engage leadership of the Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency and work together to
develop a mutually acceptable plan for mitigating the previously stated concerns. We ask this plan
be developed and included in a subsequent SDEIS, distributed to all stakeholders, and submitted for
public comment prior to any Final DEIS or ROD. Under the guise of addressing the potential of
global warming, this proposal fails to adequately address another element of global warming – that
of added fire risk. In fact, this plan exacerbates that fire risk. My questions related to this topic are
as follows:
a. Given that the SDEIS identifies damage to the natural environment will be caused by the proposed
action, what responsibility will those who approve and execute on this plan have for those ongoing
damages?
b. If there is a significant wildfire in the area that it exacerbated by a KDRPP-FPP draw down and
cannot be adequately battled due to the unavailability of Kachess water for firefighting, who will be
responsible for the damage and certain public outrage to follow?
c. If, as a result of a KDRPP draw down, trees die on my property or on the property of the
homeowners association to which I belong, who will pay for the cost of removal of those dead
trees?
6.

a.
b.
c.
d.
7.

Refill timing How long the lake will take to refill is paramount to my concerns about the proposed
action. While it may be difficult to precisely predict the refill timing after a KDRPP-FPP draw
down, the variations between the DEIS and the SDEIS raise questions as to the accuracy of the
hydrology in both reports. The DEIS stated that without the KKC, Lake Kachess would likely not
refill for 20 years. Now the SDEIS as much as throws out the KKC and states that after a KDRPP
drowdown, Lake Kachess will take two to five years for refill without the benefit of KKC water
(although a chart within the SDEIS shows a maximum of eight years to refill vs. five). My
questions related to this topic are as follows:
Please provide the detailed hydrology that the 2015 DEIS was based on that purposed that the KKC
was required as a refill mechanism without which Lake Kachess would like not refill for 20 years.
Please explain in detail what changed between 2015 and 2018 that now allows a refill prediction of
2-8 years when the 2015 prediction was 20 years or more.
Which report should be relied on? 2015 KKC is required as a part of KDRPP, or 2018 KDRPP
doesn’t need KKC and will refill 2-4 times faster than previously predicted?
How can the public be expected to make informed comments with such seemingly inconsistent
hydrology predictions? Can either report be relied upon?
Impact on private wells My home is served by a public “group A” water system located a few
hundred feet from the Lake Kachess shoreline with senior water rights dating back to Pre-May 10,
1905. This water system serves water to 162 homes in our community, to our fire hydrants and for
fire-fighting. Our community provided comments to the DEIS which included a request for
specifics regarding mitigation in the probable event that our well goes dry due to a draw down and
subsequent refill period. The SDEIS states clearly that wells in the area are in danger of being “dewatered”. In the 2.5 years since the DEIS, the best the SDEIS can offer in regards to drying up
private wells is to “monitor and mitigate” without any specificity as to how a dried up well can be
mitigated. My questions related to this topic are as follows:
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a. By what right does any entity, whether BofR, Roza or any other “participating entity” usurp the
senior water rights of 162 homeowners (plus others in other communities around Lake Kachess)
and take an action that they know will dry up senior water rights wells. Please state specifically
what gives the BofR, Roza or any other entity the right to usurp senior water rights.
b. How can I, or my neighbors, make informed comments on this SDEIS when have no idea what
“monitor and mitigate” might mean?
c. Why does the SDEIS not provide or even discuss any funding for well-dewatering mitigation?
d. Who will pay for mitigation?
e. Please provide a detailed action plan for well-dewatering mitigation in a supplemental SDEIS with
appropriate comment period.
Thank you.
Candace and Pete Gratama
20 Crestview Ct.
Easton, WA 98925
(No Mail Delivery at this address)
MAILING ADDRESS
Candace and Pete Gratama
12851 111 Ave NE
Kirkland, WA 98034
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Comment Letter 363
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake kachess
1 message
oleg greben <oleg.greben@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 10:53 PM

I am opposed to any of the kachess SDEIS active alternatives, a pumping plant and/or pipeline at
lake kachess, no action is the only acceptable alternative.
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Comment Letter 364
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS
1 message
Galina Greben <ggreben@aol.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: ggreben1@yahoo.com
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Dear Ms. McKinley,
Please accept these comments/questions regarding the KDRPP and KKC projects.
We are opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping plant and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1, No Action is the only
Section 3.9.3 of the KDRPP and KKC SEIS has a short section on bull trout, but virtually no information on Box Canyon Creek. Attached is a photo tak
disappears into the mud flats created by the existing draw down of Lake Kachess.
It also shows efforts by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) to create an artificial channel from Little Kachess Lake to Box Canyon Cr
been scattered and allowed to enter the water. This would appear to be a discharge of pollutants (straw and plastic) into Lake Kachess. Did the WDF
System (NPDES) permit or a Department of Ecology 401 Water Quality Certification, or a Shoreline Management Act Substantial Development Permit
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Sincerely,

Paul and Galina Greben
21 Summer Park Court
Easton, WA 98925
(NO MAIL DELIVERY AT THIS ADDRESS)
MAILING ADDRESS
Paul and Galina Greben
24106 7th Ave SE
March 2019
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Bothell, WA 98021
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 365
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KRDPP questions
1 message
Josh Guilfoyle <jasta@devtcg.org>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:51 PM

I generally oppose the KRDPP project on the basis of significant environmental damage to the area
and have a few questions for the final EIS:
1. Drought years in the past suggest that this project may need to be active for on average 1 in
every 4 years, but the refill timing can be up to 5 years. This suggests the project will nearly
permanently see the lake in a fully or partially drained state and would likely totally collapse
recreation in the area.
2. The conveyance project was initially floated as being critally tied to the KDRPP project but
now appears to not be the proposed action plan in the SDEIS. This feels like a bait and
switch and I'd like to see detailed analysis for why the project is no longer considered
essential to KDRPP.
3. NEPA requirements suggest that genuine alternative strategies be explored and documented
fully, including the reason they were not selected. In this case I believe that obviously
excludes conservation strategies and infrastructure improvements for instance in the existing
channel carrying water from Lake Kachess. The only serious plans on the table involve
substantial environmental damage to a naturally formed lake with no real consideration of
more conservative strategies.
Thank you for your consideration.
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Comment Letter 366
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess project
1 message
Carrera Halwachs <bellacoche@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 10:32 PM

Hi, Ms. McKinley,
I am writing regarding the project intended to use water in Lake Kachess for irrigation (KDRPP and
KKC SEIS). This plan seems rush and ill-advised, and benefits big farmers.

lo
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I have concerns that the Roza water district has mismanaged it's whole crop plan. It was known that
the area did not have enough water on its own to support crops, and yet they planted. It was also
known that they would need to purchase senior water rights. Finally, the ditches used to store water
are in need of repair, and they leak this precious resource. With all of these known issues, what
assurances do we have that the water pulled from Lake Kachess will be properly used? Are there
plans to repair the current irrigation ditch?
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What plans are in place to "mitigate" if the wells around Lake Kachess dry up when the water is
pumped out of the lake? We cannot expect homeowners to live in homes with no water supply. Nor
can we expect them to be able to sell their homes and relocate to areas that have water - there is no
resale value in beautiful home without running water. Could you please elaborate on the proposed
mitigation in case this happens?
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Has the Roza irrigation district fully investigated all other options for crop irrigation, including root
irrigation? What was the outcome of that research, and why did they decide against those options?
How will the project be funded? Will it be funded through taxpayer bonds, or will there be any
government assistance provided? Historically, taxpayer bonds for water projects have a very low
rate of repayment, and it seems unfair to ask homeowners to pay a tax that will fund a project that
could rob their homes of all water.
There are also environmental concerns for wildlife, including bull trout. Has this been fully
addressed? Outside of the bull trout, the lake is a significant water source for all other wildlife and
plant life. If the lake is drained, has the study been completed to understand how that will affect all
plant and animal species in that water basin?
Lake Kachess is a water resource during wildfires, which happen during the same drought years
when the lake would be drained. Please explain what solid and feasible plans are in place to provide
water to fight wildland fires if Lake Kachess is not available.
I appreciate your time, and I look forward to your response.
Best,
Carrera Halwachs
317 Powell Ave SW
Renton, WA 98057
March 2019
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Comment Letter 367
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP & KKC SDEIS Comment
1 message
Alistair Hamilton <alistair.hamilton@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 8:47 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
KDRPP & KKC SDEIS Comment
The SDEIS makes very clear statements about the devastating impact of this pumping project and
the recommendation of the bureau shows that they are not being open to data or facts that go
against their foregone conclusion that draining Lake Kachess is the way to solve future droughts.
There are sustainable alternatives that have not been explored in favor of this “easy” answer of
putting a straw into a pristine glacial lake.
We need to work harder and commit to economically viable and ecologically responsible
approaches with ALL stakeholders. The impacts described are severe and irreversible.
Thank you,
Alistair Hamilton
425-442-9554
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Comment Letter 368
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP & KKC SDEIS Comment
1 message
Grace Hamilton <gracechamilt@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 9:51 AM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
KDRPP & KKC SDEIS Comment
The SDEIS makes very clear statements about the devastating impact of this pumping project and
the recommendation of the bureau shows that they are not being open to data or facts that go
against their foregone conclusion that draining Lake Kachess is the way to solve future droughts.
There are sustainable alternatives that have not been explored in favor of this “easy” answer of
putting a straw into a pristine glacial lake. Not only are these alternatives sustainable, but more
likely to actually solve the problems that we are looking to solve and better serve everyone that this
touches.
We need to work harder and commit to economically viable and ecologically responsible
approaches with ALL stakeholders. The impacts described are severe, irreversible, and ineffective.
Thank you,
Grace Hamilton
631-512-1145
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Comment Letter 369
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess SDEIS - No Action!
1 message
Sophie Harris <sophieharris@outlook.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 3:08 PM

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping
plant and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess.
1
D

Alternative #1, No Action is the only acceptable alternative.

Thanks,

Strphit Harrts.
Club Administrator & Head Coach G08 Green

Cascade FC
Select & Premier program for SnVYSA

425-241-0149

Follow us on Twitter & Instagram @cfc_cascadefc
Facebook page: https://www.facebook.com/cascadefc
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Comment Letter 370
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Geraldine Haugen <haugen.deane@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: "haugen.deane@yahoo.com" <haugen.deane@yahoo.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 9:08 AM

The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel
project between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the OkanoganWenatchee National Forest should not be built. Instead, of spending money on
more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima
River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of
Ecology should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water
markets during drought years.

Thank you.
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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Comment Letter 371
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Comments on KKC/KDRPP SDEIS
1 message
Edward Henderson <edhenderson57@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:49 PM

Dear Ms McKinley,
Attached please find my comments on the KKC/KDRPP SDEIS. I am also including my March 10,
2015, comments on the DEIS just incase you lost the original.
Ed Henderson
2 attachments
KKC-KDRPP SDEIS Comments.docx
150K
KKCKDRPP DEIS Comments.docx
139K
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Comment Letter 371

Edward M. Henderson, Jr.
407 Smith Street
Seattle, Washington 98109
edhenderson57@comcast.net
(206) 283-6497

March 10, 2015
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Via Email to: kkbt@usbr.gov
RE: Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC), Comments on Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS).
Dear Ms. McKinley:
This DEIS should be withdrawn. It is incomplete, inadequate and premature. It fails to
provide alternatives to and details of the proposed projects that would allow sufficient
evaluation of the environment impacts. While the Bureau of Reclamation and Department
of Ecology are crafting a more comprehensive DEIS, please consider the following.
I am familiar with the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (FPEIS) for
the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan (The Integrated
Plan or IP). In the FPEIS for the Integrated Plan the impacts of many basin wide issues
are glossed over to be “dealt with later in project specific EIS’s.” This transparent attempt
to lose these issues between the Tier 1 programmatic FPEIS for the Integrated Plan and
the Tier 2 project DEIS’s is disingenuous and unacceptable. Therefore the scope of this
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be broad enough to address these basin wide
impacts and not be limited to only local, site-specific impacts. This EIS must deal with all
impacts in the context of the Yakima River Basin Integrated Plan and fully consider the
cumulative effects on the entire Yakima River Basin by all the elements of the Integrated
Plan. This DEIS for the KDRPP & KKC fails to do that.
By failing to provide a reasonable Conservation Alternative this DEIS violates the
requirements of NEPA to consider appropriate alternatives to the proposed action.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 states, in part, as follows:
“SEC. 102. The Congress authorizes and directs that, to the fullest extent possible: (1) the policies,
regulations, and public laws of the United States shall be interpreted and administered in accordance with
the policies set forth in this Act, and (2) all agencies of the Federal Government shall— . . .
(D) study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal
which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources;”

The DEIS for these projects must present a conservation alternative to meet the Purpose
and Need stated for public examination and comment.
March 2019
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A comprehensive and mandatory conservation program in the Yakima River Basin could
provide the same amount, 200,000 acre-feet, of water to the junior water right irrigators
as the proposed KKC and KDRPP projects. This water would be available without either
the environmental impacts or financial cost of the proposed construction project.
Why aren’t fish passage structures at lakes Kachess and Keechelus included in the DEIS?
The first of the Integrated Plan’s seven elements is the restoration of fish passages at
reservoirs. This DEIS recognizes that anadromous fish, salmon, were present in natural
glacial lakes Keechelus and Kachess prior to construction of irrigation control structures,
dams and spillways, in the early twentieth century. See Section 3.6 Fish page 3-55/56:
The historical lakes and tributaries of the upper Yakima basin formerly supported
anadromous spring Chinook, summer steelhead, coho, and sockeye salmon as well
as resident bull trout. However, the construction of dams and irrigation storage
reservoirs has precluded anadromous fish access to over 70 miles of productive,
historically available habitat within the basin. Kachess and Keechelus dams
represent passage barriers for returning anadromous fish, and no anadromous fish
species are present in either reservoir or in tributaries upstream of the dams
(Haring, 2001).
The construction plans presented in this DEIS for both the KKC and KDRPP are
rudimentary and conceptual only. It is therefore impossible to evaluate the environmental
impacts that construction of these projects will have. When withdrawing and rewriting
this DEIS please address the following questions:
x

x
x

x
x
x

x

March 2019

Section 2.2 Alternatives Development Process on page 2-2 cites feasibility studies
of the KKC & KDRPP projects to be finalized in 2015. Isn’t it premature to
propose these projects before completing studies as to whether or not they are
even feasible? When will these studies be finalized and available?
Alternatives 2A & 2B (KDRPP) and 3A & 3B (KKC) all estimate excavation in
excess of 100,000 cubic yards of spoil. Where will this spoil be dumped and how
will it be transported to the disposal site?
If Alternative 2A, the eastside pumping station is selected, over 100,000 cubic
yards of fill material will be required to bury the 13 foot diameter discharge pipe
in a ditch to insure that it doesn’t float. If the spoil excavated from this ditch, at
the bottom of Lake Kachess, proves to be unsuitable for fill material, where will
suitable material be acquired and how will it be transported to the site?
What is the size (horsepower) of the pumps to be used in either Alternative 2A or
2B?
When will the final location and alignment of the proposed tunnels in Alternatives
3A & 3B be determined?
Both Alternative 3A & 3B envision a discharge structure and energy dissipating
spillway structure on the shore of Lake Kachess. Below the stilling basin there
would be a riprap apron down into the lake. To what elevation will this apron
extend? What is the estimated quantity of riprap required for this apron?
For Alternate 3B - KKC South Tunnel Alignment in section 2.7.1.2 on page 2-48
the tunnel from the I-90 Exit 62 portal to the Lake Kachess portal is shown as
rising from elevation 2260 to 2360. How will this water, 400cfs, be persuaded to
flow 100 feet uphill?
SDEIS-CR-657
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The cost for construction and 100 years of operation of all four alternatives is given in
Tables 2-13 and 2-14 on pages 2-54 and 2-55. In all four cases this amounts to multiple
hundreds of millions of dollars. What are the direct economic benefits of this expenditure
of public money?
In Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences, section 4.3.6.2 Operation [of the KKC North
Tunnel Alignment Facilities] in the section on water supply on page 4-33 states that:
Hydrologic modeling indicates Alternative 3A – KKC North Tunnel Alignment
would provide a very small (less than 1 percent) improvement in water supply for
proratable water users during drought years. Table 4-11 summarizes the expected
change in prorationing percentage. Water supply would remain well below the 70
percent of entitlement goal. Therefore, KKC would not have a significant benefit to
water supply.
It further states on page 4-34 that: Kachess Reservoir levels would remain within current
operating ranges and no significant effect on water resources would occur.
Why should multiple hundreds of millions of dollars be spent on the KKC for a paltry dropin-the-bucket of no significant benefit to water supply? Note: Alternate 3B – South Tunnel
Alignment will provide the same insignificant benefit to water supply.

The Bull Trout Enhancement (BTE) projects are appended, Appendix C, to both the KKC
& KDRPP projects and are made integral to those projects. Why isn’t the BTE presented
as a stand-alone project? All five of the physical projects listed are required now under
the current operations, i.e. the summer draw down for irrigation from both Kachess and
Keechelus Lakes, and will be needed for any and all of the Alternatives including the No
Action Alternative in the future. Why isn’t a program proposed for the Kachess River
cascade between Little (upper) Kachess Lake and Kachess Lake, which will be exposed
when the KDRPP goes into operation and pumps water out of Lake Kachess below the
current low pool elevation of 2190’?
When the KDRPP goes into operation and lowers the pool level in Lake Kachess below
elevation 2190’, the natural spillway elevation, the only outflow from Lake Kachess will
be by water pumped over the dam. How will anadromous fish be able to migrate up the
restored reservoir fish passage?
Once again I urge you to withdraw this totally inadequate and embarrassingly pitiful
DEIS. Go back to your drawing boards and produce a document that meets the statutory
requirements of the NEPA and SEPA to provide reasonable alternatives and more nearly
complete construction plans that allow for a realistic comparison and evaluation.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for this project and to make
recommendations for issues to be addressed. Please notify me when a revised DEIS and
the Final EIS is published.
Sincerely,
/S/ Ed Henderson
Edward M. Henderson, Jr.
cc:
North Cascades Conservation Council
WA State Representative, Reuven Carlyle
Sierra Club, David Ortman
March 2019
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Edward M. Henderson, Jr.
407 Smith Street
Seattle, Washington 98109
edhenderson57@comcast.net
(206) 283-6497

July 10, 2018
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Via Email to: kkbt@usbr.gov
RE: Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC), Comments on Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS).
Dear Ms. McKinley:
On March 10, 2015, I submitted extensive comments on the DEIS for the KKC/KDRPP. While
neither the Bureau of Reclamation, nor the Department of Ecology have answered or responded
to my comments or those of anyone else, a “Supplemental” DEIS (SDEIS) is issued. I am
assuming that all statements and information presented in the original DEIS remain operative
unless revised, superseded or deleted by the SDEIS. My comments on the SDEIS are
predicated on that assumption. My comments on the original DEIS in my letter of March 10,
2015, remain germane. I await answers to the questions raised in this letter and in 2015.

3

This SDEIS should be withdrawn. It is incomplete, inadequate and premature. It fails to
provide alternatives to and details of the proposed projects that would allow sufficient
evaluation of the environment impacts. While the Bureau of Reclamation and Department of
Ecology are crafting a more comprehensive DEIS, please consider the following.

4

I am familiar with the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (FPEIS) for the
Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan (The Integrated Plan or IP).
In the FPEIS for the Integrated Plan the impacts of many basin wide issues are glossed over to
be “dealt with later in project specific EIS’s.” and then they are not! This transparent attempt to
lose these issues between the Tier 1 programmatic FPEIS for the Integrated Plan and the Tier 2
project DEIS’s is disingenuous and unacceptable. Therefore the scope of this Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) must be broad enough to address these basin wide impacts and not be
limited to only local, site-specific impacts. This EIS must deal with all impacts in the context of
the Yakima River Basin Integrated Plan and fully consider the cumulative effects on the entire
Yakima River Basin by all the elements of the Integrated Plan. Both the DEIS, January 2015,
and this SDEIS for the KDRPP & KKC fail to do that.

5

The SDEIS lacks any clear statement of Purpose and Need. One must revert to the DEIS to find
that the Purpose of this project is to provide drought relief irrigation water to the junior water
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right holders and to enhance Bull Trout survivability. The only Purpose stated in the SDEIS is
to find some entity, either the Bureau of Reclamation, the Department of Ecology, the Roza
Irrigation District or others to undertake one or more of the projects and the Need is to find
financing. Such groping around is not reassuring.
By failing to provide a reasonable Conservation Alternative this SDEIS violates the
requirements of NEPA to consider appropriate alternatives to the proposed action
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 states, in part, as follows:
“SEC. 102. The Congress authorizes and directs that, to the fullest extent possible: (1) the policies, regulations,
and public laws of the United States shall be interpreted and administered in accordance with the policies set forth
in this Act, and (2) all agencies of the Federal Government shall— . . .
(D) study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which
involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources;”
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Both the DEIS and this SDEIS for these projects must present a conservation alternative to
meet the Purpose and Need stated for public examination and comment.
A comprehensive and mandatory conservation program in the Yakima River Basin could
provide the same amount, 200,000 acre-feet, of water to the junior water right irrigators as the
proposed KKC and KDRPP projects. This water would be available without either the
environmental impacts or financial cost of the proposed construction project.
The first of the Integrated Plan’s seven elements is the restoration of fish passages at reservoirs.
The DEIS recognized that anadromous fish, salmon, were present in natural glacial lakes
Keechelus and Kachess prior to construction of irrigation control structures, dams and
spillways, in the early twentieth century. See Section 3.6 Fish page 3-55/56:
The historical lakes and tributaries of the upper Yakima basin formerly supported
anadromous spring Chinook, summer steelhead, coho, and sockeye salmon as well as
resident bull trout. However, the construction of dams and irrigation storage reservoirs
has precluded anadromous fish access to over 70 miles of productive, historically
available habitat within the basin. Kachess and Keechelus dams represent passage
barriers for returning anadromous fish, and no anadromous fish species are present in
either reservoir or in tributaries upstream of the dams (Haring, 2001).

8
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Why aren’t fish passage structures at Lakes Kachess and Keechelus included in both the DEIS
and SDEIS?
Multiple times in the SDEIS it is recognized that in subsequent non-drought years following a
drought year and a drawdown of some or all of the 200,000 acre-feet of water from the inactive
storage below elevation 2190 feet in Lake Kachess, it will be necessary to pump water out of
the inactive storage to meet normal flow obligations. (See section 2.3.3 Typical Annual
Operations, page 2-17 and others.) And yet the SDEIS presents no plan to refill the inactive
storage.
When the drought relief pumping plant withdraws an additional 200,000 acre-feet from Lake
Kachess, lowering the lake level 80 feet below the gravity spillway, how and when will the
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water be replaced? Lake Kachess normally receives 213,398 acre-feet of water annually from
the catchment basin. (See table 3-1, page 3-8 of the 2012 FPEIS, for the Integrated Plan) This
water is allocated to various water right holders. So when additional water is withdrawn for
9
drought relief, there will be a deficit of much as 413,398 acre-feet. Should the next year be an
average year, there will only be 213,398 acre-feet of precipitation in the catchment basin to
replace the deficit. It will be necessary to run the pumps to deliver most of the normal
allocation from the lake below the level of the gravity spillway. After the drought of 2001 when
Lake Kachess was drawn down to normal low pool at the level of the gravity spillway, it took
eight years to again reach full pool elevation. And that was without drawing down another 80
feet by pumping out 200,000 acre-feet from the inactive storage. Do Reclamation and Ecology
have any plans to managing the water resources in the entire Yakima River Basin to replace
this deficit? The SDEIS doesn’t mention them. Will the junior water right holders be allocated 10
less than 100% of their allocation in order to “repay” the 200,000 acre-feet they borrowed
during the drought? The SDEIS doesn’t say.

D
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The construction plans presented in this SDEIS for both the KKC and KDRPP are rudimentary
and conceptual only. It is therefore impossible to evaluate the environmental impacts that
construction of these projects will have. When withdrawing and rewriting this DEIS please
address the following questions:
x
x

x

x
x
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In the DEIS Section 2.2 Alternatives Development Process on page 2-2 cites feasibility
studies of the KKC & KDRPP projects to be finalized in 2015. Was that study ever
completed? And if so why aren’t it and the conclusions reached cited in the SDEIS?
All the construction alternatives require excavation and disposal of considerable spoil.
A potential disposal area in the old Lake Kachess Reservoir Spillway is identified in
section 2.3.2.8 Temporary Construction Facilities, Spoil Disposal Area on page 2-15,
however no provisions are made for alternate disposal sites should the proposed site be
unusable. A vague statement that an offsite locale will be found somewhere within 12
miles is offered. That’s an area of 450 square miles. This hardly represents an action for
which the impacts can be evaluated. A positive site(s) must be identified along with the
proposed route(s) for transporting the spoil.
If Alternative 2 or 5A, the eastside pumping station is selected, over 70,000 cubic yards
of fill material will be required to bury the 11.33 foot diameter discharge pipe in a ditch
to insure that it doesn’t float, section 2.3.1.3 Pipeline, page 2-10. If the spoil excavated
from this ditch, at the bottom of Lake Kachess, proves to be unsuitable for fill material,
where will suitable material be acquired and how will it be transported to the site?
When will the final location and alignment of the proposed tunnel in the KKC be 15
determined?
In the DEIS, the KKC envisions a discharge structure and energy dissipating spillway
structure on the shore of Lake Kachess. Below the stilling basin there would be a riprap
apron down into the lake. To what elevation will this apron extend? What is the
estimated quantity of riprap required for this apron?

ID
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The cost for construction and 100 years of operation of all six alternatives is given in Tables 25 and 2-6 on pages 2-59 and 2-60. In all cases this amounts to multiple hundreds of millions of
dollars. What are the direct economic benefits of this expenditure of public money?
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In the DEIS in Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences, section 4.3.6.2 Operation [of the KKC
North Tunnel Alignment Facilities] in the section on water supply on page 4-33 states that:
Hydrologic modeling indicates Alternative 3A – KKC North Tunnel Alignment would
provide a very small (less than 1 percent) improvement in water supply for proratable
water users during drought years. Table 4-11 summarizes the expected change in
prorationing percentage. Water supply would remain well below the 70 percent of
entitlement goal. Therefore, KKC would not have a significant benefit to water supply.
It further states on page 4-34 that: Kachess Reservoir levels would remain within current
operating ranges and no significant effect on water resources would occur.

18
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Assuming that this remains true, why should multiple hundreds of millions of dollars be spent on
the KKC for a paltry drop-in-the-bucket of no significant benefit to water supply?

In the DEIS the Bull Trout Enhancement (BTE) projects are appended, Appendix C, to both the
KKC & KDRPP projects and were made integral to those projects. Now the SDEIS proposes a
Volitional Bull Trout Passage. (See Section 1.5.3 Changes to BTE from DEIS, page 1-13.) A
conceptual design and an estimated budget of $23 million is provided, but this project is not
include in the SDEIS Alternatives. Before any pumping plant can operate, drawing the level of
lower Lake Kachess below elevation 2190 feet and exposing the Shelf and the Narrows,
provisions must be made to protect the Bull Trout. The SDEIS does not do that. Who will be
responsible for financing and constructing the Volitional Bull Trout Passage?

D
19

When the KDRPP goes into operation and lowers the pool level in Lake Kachess below
elevation 2190’, the natural spillway elevation, the only outflow from Lake Kachess will be by
water pumped up over the dam. How will anadromous fish be able to migrate up the restored
reservoir fish passage and then down into the lowered lake?

D

Once again I urge you to withdraw this totally inadequate and embarrassingly pitiful SDEIS.
As a tax payer I am incensed that the Bureau and Ecology have taken three years and spent God
knows how much money to produce this sloppy, unprofessional piece of trash! Go back to your
drawing boards and produce a document that meets the statutory requirements of the NEPA and
SEPA to provide reasonable alternatives and more nearly complete construction plans that
allow for a realistic comparison and evaluation.

D

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SDEIS for this project and to make
recommendations for issues to be addressed. Please notify me when a revised DEIS and the
Final EIS are published.
Sincerely,
/S/ Ed Henderson
Edward M. Henderson, Jr.
cc:
North Cascades Conservation Council
WA State Senator, Reuven Carlyle
Sierra Club, David Ortman
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Comment Letter 372
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess and Keechelus DEIS
1 message
Brooke Hendricks <b.hendricks381@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 8:42 PM

Dear Ms. McKinley,
I am writing to express my comments that I oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC
projects. Only Alternative 1, "No action" is acceptable to me.
My family uses this lake recreationally, and the impact is unacceptable for me as a member of the
general public.
Please let me know if you need further information.
Thank you for your consideration.
Brooke Hendricks
25905 NE 27th Dr
Redmond WA 98053
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Comment Letter 373
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Opposition to KDRPP
1 message
jonhowland@gmail.com <jonhowland@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 8:26 AM

Hi there,
About a week ago I learned about the plan to use water in Kachess to supply farms in the Yakima
area.
My hope is that the voices of tribal leaders have been centered in this discussion and that an eye is
kept on doing the most good for species throughout the region. Moreover, before such a drastic plan
goes into effect I would hope that the agricultural interests involved have taken steps to implement
the most water efficient industry practices.

1
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My fear is that the plan is poorly conceived and unfair to many stakeholders.
In addition, I read that this process is several years old now; at the same time I’ve heard from
several people in just the last few days who are just now learning of the plan. For whatever reason,
people who have a stake in this did not know. So, at minimum, extending the comment period
sounds warranted.

Sincerely,
Jon Howland
3021 23rd Ave S Seattle
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 374
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS
1 message
Irinel Susan <irinel_susan@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:14 AM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley:
Please accept my comment regarding the KDRPP SDEIS:
Alternative 1 No Action: I oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC projects. Only
Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.
Thank you,
Irinel Susan
11009 178th CT NE Redmond WA 98052
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Comment Letter 375
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP and KKC 2018 SDEIS feedback
1 message
Brad Jonas <bradjo1@msn.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: Brad Jonas <bradjo1@msn.com>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 1:54 AM

To Candace McKinley,
Please read and respond to my feedback on the Lake Kachess SDEIS.
Thank you,
Brad Jonas
Lake Kachess_ response to SDEIS.docx
30K
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Submitted via email to kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 march Road
Yakima, Wa 98901-2058
RE: Kachess and Keechelus DEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley,
I am writing you to voice my concern with the KDRPP and KKC 2018 SDEIS and get answers to my
questions.
First I want to give you some background on my experience with Lake Kachess. As of today, July 9th
2018 it was exactly 63 years ago when my parents first took me camping to Lake Kachess. I was 2
months old. Since then I have rarely missed a year of camping or picnicking at Lake Kachess. 5
generations of my family have frequently used this spectacular recreational area. We took both our
daughters camping their when they were only a few months old as well and continued through their
childhood. Now that they have children they have also continued the tradition so their kids can grow to
respect the beauty and learning experiences of the outdoors. Over those years I have seen Lake Kachess
at all levels. Multiple times I’ve seen it drained down to its current lowest possible levels where there
was actually a small waterfall at the narrows between the Little and Big lakes. I also know for a fact that
it has taken 3-4 years to refill a couple different times.
For full disclosure; because of our love for this lake and area, in 2007, we purchased property near the
lake (Kachess Village). I’ve spent years building our cabin from the ground up (only family members
contributed to the building of it) with hopes that our family can enjoy the lake for many generations to
come. But with that said; the least of my concern is our property investment.
After reviewing the April 2018 SDEIS and attending multiple meetings I am strongly against any of the
Alternatives except for Alternative #1 – No Action.
The following is a list of my concerns and questions which I would like you and your team to comment
on.
 KDRPP Alternatives 1-5. Lets be real. There are really only two alternatives that the 2018 SDEIS has
considered, not five. The other 3 are just different locations of the pump to make it look like you
have submitted multiple alternatives: The two are do nothing or install pumps on a natural lake to
drain it for the benefit of a just a few irrigators, which have no senior water rights.
Please answer the following questions/concerns:
? Why did it not include any other alternatives such as relining the delivery ditches, building other
reservoirs in vacant valleys near Yakima, and other state of the art alternatives?
? Why was taking water from the Columbia River not considered?
? The original DEIS indicated that the KDRPP and the KKC tunnel project would a single action.
Why did that get eliminated for all but one alternative in the SDEIS?
? Will the KKC be implemented before any pumps are installed on Lake Kachess? If not, WHY? I
think we all know if the pumps get installed first the tunnel will never be built, this is the same
tactic retail stores use to get customers to come into their stores, its called “Lost Leader.“
? Why not just implement the KKC tunnel on its own? To me this would make a lot of sense.
During drought years it would help fill Lake Kachess quicker. I’ve personally seen Lake Kachess
take 3-4 years to refill after drought years or construction drainage. If the KKC tunnel would
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?
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?
?

have been installed back then it could have possibly shorted the fill time of Lake Kachess by a
year. This would have helped the farmers and the counties recreational income, not to mention
make a lot of outdoor recreational folks happy. There would be no impact to Lake Keechelus.
As for Alternative 4, floating pumping plant where is the study results which show the impacts
to fish and other aquatic creatures due to the noise and vibration that will be distributed
through the water?
I don’t see how you even got to this stage without a proper study of noise impacts to the
surrounding wildlife, aquatic creatures and the residences. If there is a completed study please
publish it so we can all understand the impacts.
Why not add an alternative to dredge the Western end of Lake Keechelus? The western end of
the lake is usually dry every year by mid to late August, if not earlier
How will you meet the requirement to consider a range of reasonable alternatives which is
required by NEPA?

 Campground and other recreational activities:
As I stated in my background 5 generations of my family have been camping at Lake Kachess. My
first trip was July 9th 1955. I’ve learned that approximately 25000 people visit the campground every
year due to it being one of the largest and most beautiful campgrounds so close to Seattle. Besides
campers there are thousands of people that visit the lake as a day trip for a picnic, kayaking, boating
( I learned to water ski on this lake), and hiking. They charge you $10 just to use the day use area
and boat launch.
Two things have an impact on the number of campers.
¾ The first is the lake level. When the lake is low not as many campers visit the campground.
¾ The second is outdoor campfires (in the campground fire pits). When the fire hazard is high
they implement a burning ban, even at the campground. Many campers cancel their
reservations if a burning ban goes on. When you draw down the lake another 80’ and it takes
years to refill, if it ever does refill, the fire hazard will be extremely high due to all the
foliage/forests being so dry or dead. Again this will greatly impact the recreational revenue for
Kittitas County.
Please answer the following questions/concerns:
? If you draw the lake down another 80 feet have you studied the impact on the recreational
income of this area? Im not talking just about the first year but it will take at least 8+ years
to refill, if it refills at all. This seems it would be a huge financial impact on the county.
? Is Kittitas county represented in this study and are aware of the lost revenue for potentially
years?
? Will Roza be responsible for this revenue loss or is BOR? It would be their doing.
? Please describe to me how you have contacted the general public as to what the impact will
be to the campground? Will you let them know who will be benefiting from the lake
drainage (a few Roza farmers)?
? I didn’t see any real data in the SDEIS as to what the impact will be to the forests, Please
provide me a document or link of that study.
? Who will be responsible for injuries at the campground/lake area due to the extremely
steep banks/cliffs? The Forest Service or the Bureau of Reclamation?
? Who will be responsible for fencing off the areas of danger during these times?
? What analysis of the lake Geography has been done to suggest extending any boat launches
on Lake Kachess?
I just don’t understand how the Bureau of Reclamation would allow just a few greedy farmers to
impact the lives of thousands of people.
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 Increased forest vulnerability and Fire Hazard. This is one of the most important impacts!
The vegetation and wetlands (Page 2-70) and densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will, according
to the SDEIS suffer with reduced water levels in Lake Kachess. I think we can all agree that
removing hundreds of thousands acres feet of water from a natural lake (yes by then you will be
tapping way into the natural lake) for possibly years or even decades the surrounding forest will be
extremely impacted and very acceptable to fires. Erosion will begin on the mountain sides and
sediment will flow down into the lake eventually partially filling the lake creating less “storage”. The
fresh water clams will disappear (yes there are clams in that lake, I can provide you with pictures),
fish will die, wildlife will leave the area, people will stop paying property taxes and give up their
properties. All of this because a few Roza farmers want to make more money.
The Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility for fire and emergency
medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas. This state agency has repeatedly
raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced capacity to suppress fires (due to
lowering of the lake and removal of a source of water for firefighting), the increased incidence of
accidents and injuries due to construction activity, and need for public education and
communication strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects. Despite numerous and
repeated expressions of concern and requests to meet with the responsible Fire Departments, the
BoR has ignored and rejected these requests. This is a clear violation of the NEPA/SEPA process and
renders the current SDEIS incomplete and unacceptable. We demand that as part of the
NEPA/SEPA process for Lake Keechelus/Lake Kachess project proposals, BoR and other affiliated
entities engage leadership of the Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency and work together to
develop a mutually acceptable plan for mitigating the previously stated concerns. We ask this plan
be developed and included in a subsequent SDEIS, distributed to all stakeholders, and submitted for
public comment prior to any Final DEIS or ROD. Under the guise of addressing the potential of
global warming, this proposal fails to adequately address another element of global warming – that
of added fire risk. In fact, this plan exacerbates that fire risk.
Please answer the following concerns:
? Given that the SDEIS identifies damage to the natural environment will be caused by the
proposed action, what responsibility will those who approve and execute on this plan have for
those ongoing damages?
? If there is a significant wildfire in the area that it exacerbated by a KDRPP-FPP draw down and
cannot be adequately battled due to the unavailability of Kachess water for firefighting, who will
be responsible for the damage and certain public outrage to follow?
? Why have all the meeting requests from the Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency been
ignored?
? Is fire hazard not as important to the BoR as is the Roza farms?
? Do you agree or disagree that destroying our forests for generations to come is less of a
concern as some farmers losing income on their annual crops? Are the forests less valuable
than a farmers crops?
 Water Rights and future grabs: We have senior water rights up at the Kachess Village area. The
Roza farmers have Junior water rights. Please answer the following concerns:
? Please explain to me how an area with Junior water rights (such as the Roza farmers) have the
right to possibly take water from Senior water right areas?
? So this SDEIS basically states that you will be able to buy cheaper land due to Junior rights but
still be able to take water from senior right areas? This is setting precedence.
These Farmers knew what they were buying into when they purchased the land and started farming.
They also should know there are limitations to resources and they need to farm within their means.
Don’t make the general public suffer because of their ignorance and greed.
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What is to stop them from wanting more water in the future?
If Roza and the special interest politicians get their way and drain the lake what is to stop them
from just using the water to expand their farming and not just during droughts?
Would BoR want to move the bump to a deeper part of Lake Kachess?
What is to stop BoR for going after other Mountain lakes such as pumping Snow Lake down into
Keechelus, Rachael Lake into Kachess, or Cooper Lake into Lake Cle Elum? And the list could go
on. You are setting a precedence allowing/helping Roza acquire this water.
Explain to me how you will control Roza’s use of the water and what the consequences are if
they break the rules?

 Impact to Private Wells: Per the SDEIS it states that lowering the lake level will have a negative
impact on private wells. Some wells would be “dewatered”. And your remedy is to monitor and
mitigate. This statement really means you have not done a thorough study and have no idea what
will really happen. If lowering the lake does impact the local aquifers you could impact not only the
Lake Kachess area but also all of the Easton area that rely on these aquifers for their wells. This is
like the Special Odessa Subarea Study that the BOR did back in 2012 which shows the aquifers in the
Odessa area are declining which is putting the farmer’s ability to irrigate at risk.
Please answer the following questions:
? Who will be responsible for the mitigation costs for these private wells? BoR or Roza?
? Who will be responsible for the mitigation costs if drawing down this lake does impact the
aquifers that support the Easton area?
? Where do I find the detailed studies that have been performed and by whom?
? Again explain to me what right does BoR or Roza have to take water from senior water
rights holders?
? Please provide a detailed action plan for the well-dewatering mitigation in a supplemental
SDEIS.
 Lake Refill cycle times: As I have stated I have seen this lake at its lowest at least 3 different times
where it took between 2-4 years to refill. This was back in the 70’s, 80’s, and 90’s prior to all this
“global warming” warnings. Documented in the DEIS and the SDEIS there seems to be a huge
discrepancy. The DEIS states that without the KKC Lake Kachess could take 20 years to refill. This
obviously didn’t bode well with the Roza Farmers and seems to be changed in the SDEIS to reflect a
2-5 year refill process. Seems a bit fishy.
Please answer the following questions/concerns:
? Why is there such a difference between the two reports? Please send me the detailed
studies (Hydrology) that were done for both the 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS.
? How can the public be expected to make informed comments with such seemingly
inconsistent hydrology predictions? Can either report be relied upon?
 Bull Trout; Now this is interesting. Bull trout is on the endangered species list. They are the only
Trout that is native to these lakes. Signs are posted at the Lake Kachess Boat Launches stating that if
you catch one you have to release it because it is on the endangered species list. Yet if this passes
and the lake is drained many or all of the Bull trout could die and eventually be nonexistent in Lake
Kachess.
The SDEIS shows a volitional passage to allow the bull trout to migrate between little and big
Lake Kachess during draw down periods. When the lake is 140 feet down there will be a
significant cliff on the north end of the big lake where the narrows is. I can’t understand how
anyone could build a “fish passage” without significant investment and maintenance.
Please answer the following questions/concerns:
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Can you send me the detailed study on how this “volitional passage” will be constructed
based on the lake being down 140 vertical feet for possibly years at a time?

 Mitigation for reduced property values
? Why does the SDEIS not address any mitigation for reductions in private property values
effected by this proposed action?
? Will mitigation be provided for property owners whose property values are reduced by this
action?
? How will any mitigation be calculated?
? If the parties do not agree on the mitigation amount, how will any disputes be resolved?
? Who will pay any mitigation?
 Drought definition:
? Who determines the definition of a drought?
? Who will manage/monitor the usage of these pumps?
? Will there be a neutral third party to monitor the managers in order to make sure the water isn’t
being pumped out during now drought years and to whom?
? Will there be a penalty for those who abuse the use of these pumps?

 In Conclusion:
It appears that the modeling used or lack of is very inadequate. There are many admissions that
modeling is inaccurate or incomplete.
This SDEIS truly appears to be written with bias in favor of a few special interest groups/politicians
whom are more concerned with their profits than the potential huge environmental impact this will
have. Seems there could be many conflicts of interest to be challenged if this is to move forward.
It just boggles my mind thinking how it has got this far. You are talking about farmers who knew
what they were investing in when they started or purchased their farms. These are farmers with
Junior water rights. Water is a critical resource and should be used wisely. These farmers need to
quit expanding and need to realize there will be years with droughts and they could lose
crops/income. That has always been a risk for farmers. But now they want to destroy one of this
states most beautiful recreational areas used by thousands just to cover their own greed and
ignorance. We need to understand who their customers are (wineries, breweries, etc).
Millions of public dollars have been spent trying to push this forward; the taxpayers need to
understand what they are paying for and what they will get from it.
This is a natural glacial Lake. Only the top 30 feet are manmade according the BoR’s website.
Today’s children have very limited outdoor resources such as Lake Kachess to go explore. I hate to
see one more thing taken away for the youngsters in this great state.
Thank you for your time and I look forward to your responses.
Sincerely,
Brad Jonas
1309 224th PL NE
Sammamish, Wa
98074
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Comment Letter 376
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP & KKC SDEIS Comment
1 message
Jessica Kast <jessicakast01@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 10:17 AM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
KDRPP & KKC SDEIS Comment
The SDEIS makes very clear statements about the devastating impact of this pumping
project and the recommendation of the bureau shows that they are not being open to
data or facts that go against their foregone conclusion that draining Lake Kachess is
the way to solve future droughts.
There are sustainable alternatives that have not been explored in favor of this “easy”
answer of putting a straw into a pristine glacial lake. Not only are these alternatives
sustainable, but more likely to actually solve the problems that we are looking to solve
and better serve everyone that this touches.
We need to work harder and commit to economically viable and ecologically
responsible approaches with ALL stakeholders. The impacts described are severe,
irreversible, and ineffective.
Thank you,
Jessica Kast
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Comment Letter 377
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save Lake Kachess
1 message
Natalie Keilholz <natalie.keilholz@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 7:46 PM

Dear Ms. Candace McKinley,
Please save Lake Kachess, we love the beauty of this lake and hope our boys will be able to enjoy it
for years to come. We'd hate for it to become a mud pit.
I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping plant and/or
pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1, No Action is the only acceptable alternative.
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Comment Letter 378
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
1 message
r1kirkham@aol.com <r1kirkham@aol.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:13 PM

As a small farmer who understood the rosa had secondary water rights, I have based my operation
on the ability to adjust the amount of crops I support depending on the water available. I will be hurt
by more expensive water, and I am opposed to this expansion. I also think it is unfair to the property
owners near the lake as I will lower there property value. If the rosa wants to make a two tier level
for charging for water, those who get the extra water pay extra, and those who accept what
percentage is prorated as in the past pay the base rate, then it would be fair.
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Comment Letter 379
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
1 message
r1kirkham@aol.com <r1kirkham@aol.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:34 PM

Now I take off my small farmer hat and put on my scientist hat.
I am a working scientist with Masters in Soils and PhD in Forestry. This pumping of extra water
from the lake is an old school idea, and does not take into account the new technologies that make
for more cost effective ways to supplement irrigation water.
The water shortage should be addressed with more localized storage of water in the elevated areas
above the canal delivery system. As building dams is not cost effective, the water should be stored
as ice where the water is frozen in the winter when cold
temperatures are available to freeze water, and unused water is flowing in the rivers. The ice is
maintained by large solar panel covers that both shade the ice and provide power as need to keep
the ice frozen. This system becomes a power producer when the
electricity is not need to maintain freezing temperatures under the solar panel structure. The solar
panel field is build provide shade, insulation and to rise and fall as the ice field height changes.
I know this is a simplistic description and the true benefits of this approach can only be explained by
covering a lot of different technological advances in several different energy related fields and
describing the unique environment provided by the Cascade mountains and associated rain
shadow. I am currently working up the methodology and required integration of a multifield
description that will address the methodologies and technologies required to make this work and
turn the investment required to increase irrigation water availability to a less costly or even money
producing endeavor.
Randy Kirkham PhD
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Comment Letter 380
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Lake Drainage Plan Concerns & Questions
1 message
Sarah Kitchell <sckitchell@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 2:00 PM

Hi Candice,
I have some serious concerns about the government's plan to drain the natural Lake Kachess. Most
importantly, if we are willing to continue draining lakes on a practice that has been proven to be
uneconomical and environmentally damaging, how far are we willing to go before we are just out of
water in the cascades? It sounds silly and potentially impossible, but in our world, it also seems
inevitable.

D
1

Why do we NOT expect the corporate farmers in kittitas valley to pay for their increased water
usage during drought while the taxpayers are holding the burden?
How many of the crops grown in the kittitas valley and yakima river basin are drought resistant??
What percentage of the crops grown in the kittitas and yakima valley basin are sold locally in the
United States vs shipped oversees??

2
D

If (WHEN) this plan to supply farms with water from lake Kachess doesn't work, what are the
subsequent lakes that the farming lobby will pursue draining and the government will approve??
Instead of spending taxpayer money on more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water
projects in the Yakima River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State
Department of Ecology should promote water conservation, water efficiencies in farming, and water
markets during drought years.
The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project between Lake
Keechelus and Lake Kachess should not be built.
I look forward to your response.
Best,
Sarah Kitchell
-Sarah Kitchell
206.963.8822
sckitchell@gmail.com
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Comment Letter 381
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save Lake Kachess
1 message
Sandy/Gary Knauft <knauff@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:46 PM

I recently learned Kittitas County is requiring sprinklers in new- build homes on rural wooded lots as
part of the new fire prevention measure. The only way around the install of sprinklers is to ensure
standing trees are a particular distance from the residence and that the trees left standing must
have their branches ten feet from the nearest tree. This is an almost impossibility as Lake Kachess
homes are basically built into the mountains, which would almost certainly cause them to adhere to
installing expensive sprinkler systems. Since this will be the case, if the lake (which is currently
drained more than sixty feet) is drained another 80 feet, where will these new sprinkler installed
homes get their water if there is an encroaching fire in order to save them. Taking additional water
from the lake while this new requirement goes into effect doesn’t make sense to me.
Sandy Knauft
Knauff@comcast.net
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 382
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Billie <billiez1@centurytel.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 9:44 AM

I am writing to you to register my strong concern about —and my opposition to —the plan to drain
Lake Kachess. I urge you to seriously consider the substantial flaws of the plan under
consideration.
Sincerely
Billie Z Lawson Full-time Resident
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Comment Letter 383
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake kachess
1 message
Leanne Lewis <theadventurecontinues@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 11:21 AM

I am writing concerning the proposed plans to take water from Lake kachess. I currently love in
Virginia, but I am originally from the Pacific Northwest. I have been to the Lake Kachess area, and I
am aware of the impact that this would have on the National Forest, the residents, and fish and
wildlife in the area. I am asking that you preserve the lake as it is and not carry out your proposed
plan. I am aware that there are many proposals for conservation, crop selection and other measures
that would preserve the lake and work to meet people's needs. please research and Implement
these other options and do not take water from Lake kachess.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Leanne Lewis

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-679

1
D

Comment Letter 384
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SDEIS comments
1 message
Stacie <sloftus28@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:12 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

The following are comments on the draft supplemental EIS on the
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to
Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. Please include these comments
with responses in any final EIS.
The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed
tunnel project between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest should not be built. Instead,
of spending money on more uneconomical and environmentally
damaging water projects in the Yakima River Basin, the Bureau of
Reclamation and the Washington State Department of Ecology should
promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water markets
during drought years.

Thank you.
March 2019
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Jeff and Stacie Loftus
24815 230th Way SE
Maple Valley, WA 98038
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Comment Letter 385
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Please DO NOT drain Lake Kachess!
1 message
Stacie Loftus <sloftus28@gmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 6:48 AM

Dear Candace,
Our family is in very strong opposition to this proposition. Draining this pristine, Pleistocene era lake
that was formed by glaciers (it is not a reservoir!) would be like killing the goose who lays the golden
eggs. The lake likely would take years, if ever, to refill, and then what? The hugely expensive pump
would sit in a mud puddle, the farmers wouldn’t get the water they were promised and would be
paying an absurd price for in the first place? Please, the only option to consider is NOT going
forward with this project at all. We simply cannot afford it, monetarily, morally and environmentally.
Thank you,
Stacie Loftus
24815 230th Way SE
Maple Valley, WA 98038

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Comment Letter 386
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP & KKC SDEIS Comment
1 message
Andrew Craig Magnuson <acmagnuson@centurylink.net>
To: Candace McKinley <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 10:45 PM

Hello,
I support Alternative 1 - No Action. I think that Lake Kachess should not be drained below the
original natural lake level. I think that would be detrimental to the natural aquatic environment. I think
that water should be pumped from the dammed Columbia River to the nearby Yakima River Basin. I
think that water from the Columbia River should be pumped from behind either Wanapum Dam or
Priest Rapids Dam.
Sincerely,
Andrew Craig Magnuson
P.O. Box 2495
Forks, WA 98331
Home Phone: (360) 374-5468
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Comment Letter 387
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
joe mallory <joe98925@yahoo.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 1:33 PM

Submitted via email to kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

RE: Kachess and Keechelus DEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley:
I am submitting both comments specific to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
(KKC) 2018 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
released on April 13th, 2018 and also those comments by The Alpine Lakes
Protection Society, The Sierra Club, The Wise Use Movement and The North
Cascades Conservation Council which were made about the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance (KKC) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated
January 9, 2015. All comments are submitted under both NEPA and SEPA.

1
D

Comments
1) Alternative 1 No Action We oppose all active alternatives of the
KDRPP and KKC projects. Only
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Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.

2) The Yakima Plan programmatic FEIS failed to provide a range of
alternatives—just the Yakima Basin
Integrated Water Management Plan (YBIP) and No Action. How will this be
rectified?

3) Failure to comply with NEPA requirement for consideration of
alternatives. The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires
consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives that can accomplish the
purpose of the proposed action [40 CFR 1508.18]. Consideration of
“reasonable alternatives” means all state-of-the-art alternatives must be
rigorously explored and properly evaluated, as well as those other alternatives
which are eliminated from detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons
for eliminating them [Section 1502.14]. Of particular concern with regard to the
KDRPP-KKC SDEIS, and its predecessor the KDRPP-KKC DEIS, the
alternatives must not be slanted to favor the interests of a particular party.

The stated purpose of the DEIS was to “provide more reliable and sustainable water resources
for the health of the riverine environmental and for agricultural, municipal, and domesƟc needs.
(Page ES-I,
January 2015). The 2018 Supplemental EIS failed to offer a stated purpose and one
must presume the 2015 DEIS statement of purpose applies to the 2018 document.

The 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS fail to meet the explicit NEPA requirement of
considering a reasonable range of alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the
proposed action. The 2015 DEIS considered only two alternatives: the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) with two locations, and the Keechelus-toKachess Conveyance (KKC) with two locations. In fact, the DEIS stated these
should all be considered part of a single action because they could not be
separated. (That is, Lake Kachess could not be drained without a refill mechanism
from Lake Keechelus.) In reality, therefore, only one action alternative was
considered (pumping plant plus conveyance) vs. no action in the 2015 DEIS.

The 2018 SDEIS continued and compounded this failure. A conveyance tunnel with
two locations was considered, and a pumping plant with three locations. While the
SDEIS goes to great contortions to try to make these appear to be several different
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alternatives, they are in fact one alternative…extracting water from a natural lake to
benefit downstream special interests.

Compliance with NEPA would require consideration of true alternatives to accomplish
the stated purpose of providing more reliable and sustainable water resources. Any
reasonable list of alternatives would include serious consideration of water
conservation methods, water market strategies, crop mix management (e.g.,
fallowing), use of technology (ditch lining, micro-irrigation systems, electronic
monitoring systems, increased security from water theft), and advanced technology
(underground drip systems). In fact, subsequent analysis of YBIP by the Water
Research Center of Washington State University has shown that the purpose of YBIP
can be achieved at lower cost and with greater effect (i.e., greater net increase in
available water) by application of conservation and water market strategies.

We have previously noted this deficiency in the 2015 DEIS, and repeat it for the 2018
SDEIS. Both the DEIS and the SDEIS fail to comply with the NEPA requirement of
considering all reasonable alternatives to achieve the stated purpose. In fact, this
fatal flaw originates from the Programmatic EIS released in 2012, which failed to
consider all reasonable alternatives and entrenched the problem which was carried
forward in the 2015 DEIS and 2018 SDEIS. The 2012 Programmatic Yakima
Plan EIS not only failed to consider a range of alternatives, as required by NEPA, it
failed to follow federal Program Principals and Guidelines (PPG) in accurately
assigning costs and benefits to the arbitrarily narrow list of alternatives. All
subsequent NEPA processes and documents have therefore been legally inadequate
and the SDEIS cannot be "tiered" to an inadequate PEIS. The only way to rectify this
problem is to return to the original Programmatic Yakima Plan EIS and do it correctly.
We ask that the NEPA legal requirements be met by re-issuing a NEPA compliant
Programmatic EIS, follow that with a NEPA compliant Draft EIS, and proceed in a
manner that considers a range of alternatives to the YBIP’s stated purpose.

We ask that water conservation methods, water market strategies, state-of-the-art
water management technologies, and crop management strategies be considered
separately and in combination to achieve the purpose(s) of YBIP, and, as alternatives
to the proposed Kachess Lake pumping plant. It is clear the PEIS, DEIS and SDEIS
have been prepared (in violation of NEPA guidance) “slanted to the interest of special
interest groups”. We ask, as required in the NEPA process, that all alternatives not
considered be listed and a full explanation be given…including data, references, and
review procedures…for excluding each alternative.

The process that generated the DEIS and SDEIS of record cannot be relied upon to
produce a NEPA compliant document that objectively represents all reasonable
alternatives, and we therefore request that an independent, non-biased, nongovernment, academic entity be engaged to conduct these analyses.
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1) Involve all affected native tribes The SDEIS notes the Yakama Nation has
historical ties to the Lake
Kachess area, and documents historical and cultural heritage connections. The
Snoqualmie Tribe also has roots in the Lake Kachess area, and artifacts from that
federally recognized tribe have been found along the shoreline of Lake Kachess.
How will the Snoqualmie Tribe’s historical and cultural standing be recognized in
regard to this project, and they be brought into the discussion? How will the
Snoqualmie Tribe be contacted, the potential impact of this project on their culture be
explained, and will they be given an opportunity to provide comment prior to a Final
DEIS and/or ROD? Also please describe what happens with Native American
artifacts unearthed during construction or following activation of pumps and draining
to / below the natural lake level.

2) Impact on Campers at Lake Kachess The impact on 23,000 annual visitors
and 11,000 annual boaters at
USFS Lake Kachess Campground will be devastating. Page 2-6 indicates the lake
could be drawn down 80 feet “as early as June in severe drought years.” [NOTE:
The campground typically opens on Memorial Day Weekend…June 1st.] In other
words, the campground would not open, possibly for a number of years. To date
there has been no effort at communicating with the individuals, families, and
organizations that use this campground, some with decades of continuous annual
use. The possibility of drastically reduced access to this treasured recreational
facility has never been communicated to its users, let alone the possibility that it
would close and not re-open for a year or more. As noted below with respect to ESxii, we noted the inadequacy of a post hoc communication strategy to inform
recreational users of the impact of KDRPP-FPP. The impact on USFS Lake
Kachess Campground is but one, but a very important example of the need for a
different and better approach. How will the past users of USFS Lake Kachess
Campground be contacted and informed of the potential impact on Lake Kachess,
and will they be provided an opportunity for public comment? It is clear the current
SDEIS has failed to accomplish this essential public information obligation, and that
a subsequent SDEIS and full public disclosure are needed to correct this failure.
Please provide a written plan as to how the past campground users will be contacted
and the timeline for this process.

3) Objectivity vs “Suggestion” Executive Summary, page ES-v The SDEIS
asserts the presence of a
“value analysis study that suggested the feasibility of a floating pumping plant”. The
assertion that a redirection of the previous DEIS, leading to a comprehensive shift in
emphasis and removal of conveyance as practical options, would be driven by a
“suggestion”, brings into question the objectivity and rigor of either previous or
subsequent, or both, analytic methodologies. Please provide full descriptions of the
“suggestions,’ including the methods, data, and conclusions implied by the
inadequate and confusing term “suggestions.”
1) Funding ambiguity
another
-requires
--SDEIS
- Page ES-viii
states the Bureau of
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Reclamation will “fund…some or all, or authorize Roza to fund” the KDRPP-FPP.
This statement inadequately informs Washington citizens…as well as Roza
farmers…of their likely obligations for financial support of the KDRPP-FP. Please
provide the legal, legislative, and/or other basis for stating Bureau of Reclamation
will fund some or all of the project, the conditions under which that funding would
occur, the criteria for obligating Washington citizens to finance this project, how “all
or some” will be determined, and by whom, and the time frame for securing
financing. The issue is further confused in the same page which states the Record
of Decision (ROD) will determine which entity (BoR, Dept. Ecol., Roza, etc.) will be
responsible for what action (fund, design, construct, operate, etc.). These are not
“details” to be clarified at a later time, but substantively important facts that citizens
must know in order to provide informed comment. Please provide all the
information that is promised for a future ROD, but in a subsequent SDEIS that will
be made available to citizens with an appropriate comment period.
2) Change
Scope
Page
ES-viii
- in
-- The SDEIS states that the KDRPP-FPP is
the “proposed action” and
BoR/Dept. Ecology have not identified a “preferred alternative.” This represents a
major departure from the previous DEIS, which indicate a KKC conveyance project
and a KDRPP project must be considered as a “single action and cannot be
separated.” The logic of that position was that emptying Lake Kachess in an
artificial and unprecedented manner, would require a refill mechanism (e.g., KKC).
Apparently that logic was incorrect and has been superseded by new policy. The
SDEIS continues to show substantial impact with long term and irreversible
damage. Please summarize the negative impacts of KDRPP known in 2012, any
differences (positive or negative) in impacts based upon the SDEIS, and explain why
the differences are “acceptable” in 2018. This explanation should also serve to
inform citizens as to why no “preferred alternative” is provided. This explanation is
critical to citizens’ understanding of the project and their potential financial
obligations. It appears, under the meaning of the law, this action essentially
removes KKC options, and thereby changes the scope of the original Programmatic
DEIS to a different Program. BoR must explain how this change in scope of the
program can be accomplished within a no-longer-accurate description of the PDEIS.
3) Impact on private wells Page ES-xi The negative impact of lowering the
water level of Lake
Kachess on private wells (ES-xi) is documented, with the conclusion that significant
numbers of wells will be “dewatered.” It is unacceptable to tell citizens that their
water supply will likely disappear, and then offer a remedy of “monitor and
mitigate.” Well failures (“dewatering”) will likely occur in October/November when
Lake Kachess is at its lowest level, this is also shortly before snow arrives and
access to homesites becomes difficult. The possibility of losing water at this time,
without an in-place action plan for making homeowners whole, is unacceptable. A
comprehensive strategy composed of proven techniques that can be implemented
immediately upon need is required prior to a Final DEIS and/or ROD. We ask that
this comprehensive strategy, its details, costs, and operational features, be
described in detail, and citizens be provided with this information along with an
appropriate comment period, prior to issuing a FDEIS or ROD.
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Some property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for
their wells. According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the lake is pumped
down. How is it possible that prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza
irrigation district can dewater those Kachess wells which have senior water rights?
State specific statutes and other justifications. Also, there is no money for
mitigation for the loss of well water. What is the process for getting a well drilled
deeper, and what is the timeline for getting a well repaired which has run dry?
The hydrology data in the SDEIS does not describe effects on the aquifer below the
lake and into the town of Easton. How will draining the lake affect wells downstream
of the lake? By what criteria, will these effects be calculated.
4) Lack of communication to the affected public Page ES-xiii The DEIS
states the project will
implement a “public communication strategy” to inform recreationists and others of
the impacts of the proposed action(s) on USFS campgrounds, fishing, boating,
hiking and other activities, and to mitigate the impact. Given that a single USFS
campground (Lake Kachess Campground) registers 23,000 people and 11,000 boat
launches annually, it should be obvious that this communication strategy should be
pro-active, and communicated now, not at an unknown time in the future. Citizens
must be informed prior to experiencing impact, in order to understand the potential
impact on individuals and families, and to participate meaningfully in the deliberative
process. Given the SDEIS documentation of negative impact on recreational
activity, and the acknowledgement most affected individuals come from the Seattle
area, it is clear NEPA/SEPA process represented by the SDEIS has failed to involve
and inform affected citizens and organizations as required by law. Please develop,
describe, distribute for comment, and implement a “public communications strategy”
immediately, to reach the thousands of affected parties who have not been
recognized or adequately served by the SDEIS. This strategy should include mass
communications, well-publicized meetings, and other techniques throughout the
Seattle and Puget Sound area.
5) Misrepresentation of Lake Kachess Chapter 1, Section 1.2 The SDEIS
indicates Kachess Reservoir
was constructed over a naturally occurring glacial lake…[joining]…Big Kachess Lake
and Little Kachess Lake. These two lakes, acknowledged to be lakes in the SDEIS,
represent the entirety of all KDRPP options, including the proposed action KDRPP
FPP. Thus, every drop
water to
be pumped
by theKDRPP
will come
Big
-of --from
Kachess Lake. It is a misrepresentation, no doubt intentional, to assert this project
involves Kachess Reservoir. The KDRPP has nothing to do with the reservoir
(stated in page 1-1 to be the water over the natural lake) and exclusively affects the
natural lake, Big Kachess Lake. This attempt to misrepresent a natural, glacialcreated lake as a reservoir has only one purpose, to mislead and confuse the public.
We ask that all representations of this project be corrected, and that inaccurate and
confusing euphemisms such as “dead storage” and “inactive pool” be eliminated.
The correct term should be either “Lake Kachess” or “Big Kachess Lake”. There is a
Kachess Reservoir, the approximately 65 ft. of water currently managed by BoR.
Below that is the natural Lake Kachess, and it is this body of water that is exclusively
the target of, and impacted by, KDRPP. KDRPP has nothing to do with Kachess
Reservoir. We ask that this confusion and misrepresentation stop, and accurate
terminology be used that informs rather than confuses the public. This requires
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modification of language used in the SDEIS and all public communications, including
correction of schematics such as Page 1-7.
6)
Who will be responsible for costs, implementation and operation?
Chapter 1, Table 1-11 on page
1-11 This SDEIS Table indicates roles and responsibilities of participating entities.
Roza Irrigation District will (according to Table 1-1) “Fund, design, construct,
operate…etc.…the selected alternative.” This can only refer to the KDRPP-FPP.
This statement of financial obligation also appears on Page 1-17. Unfortunately,
there is confusion in the public’s mind, largely due to conflicting public comments by
Roza representatives and BoR representatives. It is imperative that this confusion
be removed before any Final DEIS and/or ROD be issued. We ask, therefore, that a
complete and unambiguous statement of financial obligation of KDRPP-FPP be
issued. The statement should make clear that 100% of the costs of implementing
KDRPP-FPP, including all mitigation, litigation, and other assigned costs, will be
borne by Roza Irrigation District or if not Roza, then by which entity/entities.
7) Teanaway Community Forest Chapter 1, Section 1.8.2 on Page 1-18 The
terms and conditions of the purchase of the Teanaway Property (TCF) is
misrepresented with regard to its relationship to KDRPP-FPP and does so in a way
that introduces extreme bias in favor of the project proponents. Page 1-18 indicates
214,000 acre-feet of additional water supply must be in place by 2025, and if not the
Board of Natural Resources is authorized to transfer the TCF to the common school
trust and manage it for the beneficiaries of the trust.
The proponents of KDRPP-FPP make public representations that this means, unless
their project is implemented, the TCF will be sold, clear-cut for timber revenue, and
the property lost forever for recreation purposes. Simply stated, that is not true.
The terms of the TCF do not require the property be reverted to the educational trust;
that is only one alternative provided among many. (See RCW 90.38.130
Authorization to purchase land---management and disposal of land) Other options
include continued management of the property for recreation, maintaining wildlife
habitat, implementing conservation projects, and other beneficial purposes.
In fact, the only obligation is that a report be submitted indicating what progress has
been achieved toward the milestone and requiring submission of a new plan if the
milestone is not achieved. This can continue until the year 2045. It further states
the milestone can be achieved through any of a combination of methods:
conservation, improved management techniques, water marketing strategies,
storage, and others. In fact, the report is required to state how much “net increase
in available water” (the correct term, not “additional water supply” as stated in the
SDEIS which implies all milestone water must be from storage). To date, the SDEIS
claims 124,131 acre-feet of net increase in water due to conservation, and in the
past has claimed as much as 300,000 acre-feet in future conservation savings.
This would more than fulfill the 214,000 acre-feet milestone, were the planned
conservation projects fully implemented.
Finally, if the very unlikely possibility of a reversion to trust fund management and
clearcutting is selectively highlighted in the SDEIS, then the far more likely
alternatives should be given equal space. After a decade of public recreation use,
with untold thousands of new citizen-recreationists advocating for the Teanaway as a
new resource, and an army of volunteer citizens and organizations upgrading the
Teanaway, the public backlash against clearcutting would be overwhelming. With its
misrepresentation of the Teanaway Purchase, the SDEIS has veered into a political
SDEIS
speculation
that is both inappropriate and inaccurate. However, given that
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has now opened the door, in a subsequent SDEIS it must clarify, correct, and
accurately inform the public of what is, and is not, required and implied by the
Teanaway Purchase. We ask that this be done not only in a future SDEIS, but in all
communication about the relationship between Teanaway and KDRPP-FPP, or any
other element of YBIP. In addition, we asked that a notification of clarification be
immediately issued stating that based on current and future water conservation
savings, it is anticipated that the obligations under RCW 90.38.130 will be met with
no additional water needed from the YBIP projects.
8) Accurate Cost Estimate Chapter 2, Sections 2.7 The statement of budget
(Page 2-59) for KDRPP-FPP is incomplete and under-valued. The “estimated costs”
for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are shown, but since Alternative 4 is the “proposed
option” it will be the focus of this comment (however these comments apply equally
to the other alternatives). An “estimate” that has a variance of -30% to +50% is
difficult to interpret, as in the case of the $282,000,000 estimate for KDRPP-FPP.
Because the estimate is not a measure of central tendency (i.e., neither mean,
median, or mode) it appears to be affected by non-measurement bias. Given the
uncertainty surrounding the estimate, it would be far preferable to show the actual
estimates in numerical terms; e.g.
Low Estimate
197,400,000

Projected Estimate
282,000,000

High Estimate
423,000,000

as opposed to showing a single estimate of 282,000,000, without assigning a
probability for variance ranges. That is, without knowing the likelihood of a “low” or
“high” correction, each will be assumed to have equal probability, but clearly, they
have different implications in terms of outcome. Under those circumstances, each
estimate must be assumed to have an equal probability, and the actual numbers
become more important. That would, or at least should, cause the SDEIS to state
numerical estimates in each of the three (low, presented, high) estimates.
Taking that approach and understanding that taxpayers and farmers will be primarily concerned
with their maximum obligaƟon (especially in view of the fact that each opƟon seems to be
approximately equally likely), SDEIS should show KDRPP-FPP the high budget esƟmate. Readers
can decide which one is the most likely and relevant to them. Following the approach of most
readers, the KDRPP-FPP budget should present a $423,000,000 base. In all cases, the
miƟgaƟon costs must be included. For some reason the required Bull Trout VoliƟonal Passage is
stated in the text (Page 2-60) to cost $23,000,000 (preliminary esƟmate) but is not included.
That would bring the cost to $444,000,000. This does not include the large miƟgaƟon costs of
private well failure miƟgaƟon, campground
restoration and mitigation, negative impact on private property values, fire risk hazard
increase, fire suppression cost increase, and many others mentioned in the SDEIS
but not budgeted, and/or raised by citizens but ignored. It is likely the public should
anticipate a financial obligation of closer to $500,000,000 than $282,000,000 for the
KDRPP-FPP.
In summary, the budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, incomplete, and
systematically biased to undervaluation. We request that all budget materials be
revised to provide numerical values for all estimates and high/low ranges, that all
mitigation costs be calculated and included in the budget, and that this be presented
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in a subsequent SDEIS that will allow people to review and comment before a Final
DEIS and/or ROD is released.
1) Accurate view of exposed shoreline Chapter 2, Section 2.10 Regarding
depiction of Lake Kachess after drawdown of 80 ft. The SDEIS (Page 2-66)
indicates the 80 ft. drawdown will expose 628 acres of shoreline. In no place is this
accurately depicted. What profiles are shown continue to show water in the areas
that would become mud or silt. An “imposed line” on the water conceals the true
impact of 628 acres of exposure. We ask that an accurately scaled map be
provided that depicts exposed shoreline in an accurate fashion, neither as
“thatched”, “outlined water” or other techniques, but as mud or silt consistent with
aerial pictures. An additional note; residents know the current drawdown exposes
several large islands, and the drawdown will expand and increase the number of
such exposures. It is inaccurate and deceptive to portray the drawdown without the
exposure of the mud and silt islands. Please correct this misrepresentation.
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2) Bull Trout Chapter 2, Section 2.10 and elsewhere in the SDEIS The Bull
Trout Volitional Passage project is described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9. The “steep
slope conditions” between Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake will occur
when the water level is approximately 2,208 elevation and the pumping operation
begins. These “steep slope” conditions will occur an additional 6,225 days if
KDRPP-FPP is installed, this will mean 34 additional years (out of 90 modeled), and
an average of 183 days a year, when Bull Trout Passage will be completely
dependent on the Volitional Passage.
In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 – 2008) the pump…
and therefore the channel…will be in continuous operation. Eight years of steep
slope conditions, requiring 8 years of Bull Trout dependence on the volitional
passage, represents 2-3 spawning cycles. In other words, the entire population
of Lake Kachess Bull Trout will be destroyed if the volitional passage is not
effective. No evidence is provided that the volitional passage is effective, has been
demonstrated in other Bull Trout population support activities, has completed a
“proof of concept” test, or is in any way assured to be successful to preventing
destruction of the Lake Kachess Bull Trout population. Also, because the volitional
passage is not included in the budget costs, it cannot be assumed to be part of the
project going forward. Another concern is the lack of water flowing into tributaries of
Little Kachess Lake, which will be the water needed to charge the volitional
passage. The SDEIS states the tributary water disappears at the end of the year…
when the water will be needed in the passage. There is no description of the length
of the passage (the length and Southern outlet are never described in text, numeric,
or schematic terms).
Finally, the Bull Trout find their way to spawning tributary by a complex but not-well
understood physiology of chemo and geo receptors. This returns them to the
spawning tributary, and eventually spawning bed, where they started life. Creating a
volitional passage means the Bull Trout will have to find an artificial tributary that did
not exist when they were young and locate it several miles from where the “narrows”
and “steep shelf” originated their life cycle.
For all of these reasons, the public demands more than a “conceptual design” of the
volitional passage. This mitigation must be described in ways that make sure
sufficient water will be available to charge the passage, the length, slope, and other
characteristics of the passage will not deter Bull Trout passage, the returning redds
will be able to find the entry point of the volitional passage, and the passageway to
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Box Creek will be maintained. The current plastic and straw bale approach is
inadequate and has led to further declines of the population.
We ask that the volitional passage design and operation be updated to address all of
these concerns, and that the revised design be available to citizens for review and
comment in a subsequent SDEIS, prior to any Final DEIS or ROD.
Also, the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the population in
Kachess (dredging a channel between big and little Kachess but ignoring the side
stream Box Creek where the trout actually are) but mitigating with improved
populations elsewhere. P1-13 notes “While bull trout enhancement was included in
the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not included in the Proposed Action, therefore
not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.” What fraction of the resident
endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess is estimated will be killed under
the proposed alternative and all the active alternatives? What fraction of loss is
allowable under law and the EPA? How will the active alternatives and the proposed
alternative meet these legal requirements?
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3)
USFWS BiOp It is known that the USFWS is conducting a Biological Opinion
on the existing Yakima watershed with respect to the current operation of existing
dams and irrigation districts. That BiOp is not expected to be published until
sometime in the fall of 2018. We request that another SDEIS be produced after
said BiOp is published as it could impact the entire watershed including the necessity
for the projects named in the current SDEIS for Kachess.
4)
Increased forest vulnerability and Fire Hazard. The vegetation and
wetlands (Page 2-70) and densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will, according to
the SDEIS suffer with reduced water levels in Lake Kachess. This will mean
stressed trees and other foliage in a single drought year, and in multiple years of
pump operation dead trees due to lack of water and insect vulnerability. The
Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility fire and
emergency medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas. This
state agency has repeatedly raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires,
reduced capacity to suppress fires (due to lowering of the lake and removal of a
source of water for firefighting), the increased incidence of accidents and injuries due
to construction activity, and need for public education and communication strategies
necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects. Despite numerous and repeated
expressions of concern and requests to meet with the responsible Fire Departments,
the BoR has ignored and rejected these requests. This is a clear violation of the
NEPA/SEPA process and renders the current SDEIS incomplete and unacceptable.
We demand that as part of the NEPA/SEPA process for Lake Keechelus/Lake
Kachess project proposals, BoR and other affiliated entities engage leadership of the
Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency and work together to develop a mutually
acceptable plan for mitigating the previously stated concerns. We ask this plan be
developed and included in a subsequent SDEIS, distributed to all stakeholders, and
submitted for public comment prior to any Final DEIS or ROD.
private
property
5) Impact
- to
-- The SDEIS consistently under-represents the
impact on private residences and property owners. Page 3-155 refers to “several
private parcels and homes or cabins” that will be affected, but a better description
would be “substantial numbers of private residences…etc.” Lake Kachess Village
HOA has 162 homesites, East Kachess HOA has 70 homesites, Kachess Ridge has
approximately 80 homesites, and East Kachess Ride another 20-30, plus numerous
unaffiliated residences in the area. This easily number 300 homesites, far more
than would be inferred from the term “several.” The systematic bias against
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representing impact on private citizens is displayed on page 4-23, when it excludes
any homesite farther than 0.1 mile from shoreline from negative impact by drawdown
of the lake. We ask for an accurate description, in numerical terms, of individuals
and homesites affected by the Lake Kachess drawdown. As a minimum, this would
include all homesites on Kachess Lake Road, Via Kachess Road, the Kachess Dam
and eastern shoreline road, and private residences within 5.0 miles of the shoreline.
6) Impact to private property BoR commissioned a study by Dean Potter LLC, a
real estate appraisal firm, to determine the negative impact on private properties
resulting from the pumping drawdown. This study showed a negative impact of 5
10%, but even this was an under-estimate. The Potter study imposed a primary
screening criterion that the only value a lake had, was the view it provided to a
homesite. This eliminated 85% of the homesites in the immediate area of the lake,
even though the residents had chosen their homes because of access to the lake.
The Potter LLC study claimed that even though the lake could become inaccessible
for years at a time, people who lived there to enjoy boating, fishing, hiking,
picnicking, and other water-related activities, wouldn’t notice the lake had
disappeared. The only ones who would be adversely affected would be those
people with a view…but not just any view, an “unfiltered view” (no description of
what this might mean). Even this was perverted, to say only people with unfiltered
views within 0.1 mile of the lake would be affected. The study actually claimed that
a view of a full lake within 0.1 miles, and a view of the drawn down lake more than
0.1 miles away, would be equivalent. There is no precedent for such exclusionary
criteria, and there is no justification using standard methods of appraisal. The entire
exercise is a transparent effort to minimize any negative impact. Even so, a 5-10%
negative on impacted properties was reported.
Even though the BoR commissioned this study, and even though the study went to
extraordinary lengths to minimize impact, the BoR declared in the SDEIS there was
“no way to reliably assign or assess impacts…” The only analysis reported was that
conducted by Dean Potter LLC, it used flawed methods that were biased to under
reporting of negative impacts on private property values, but it still reported
significant (5-10%) negative impacts. Yet strangely, even these were rejected,
without providing any data to support the rejection.
Lake Kachess homeowners have repeatedly requested to be involved in designing a
valid and reliable study of the negative impacts on property values of proposed
alternatives. BoR has ignored and rejected all requests, and instead contracted for a
study that (although flawed by its obvious intent to minimize findings of damage) still
showed significant damage to private property caused by the 80 ft. drawdown.
Despite overwhelming evidence to the contrary…and their own analysis…BoR now
claims the study they just completed, in fact can’t be done!
The implications of negative impact on private property values go beyond the
affected citizens. A reduction in property values affects the tax base of the county
and fire departments, and will reduce available resources to provide essential
services. This is acknowledged in SDEIS Page 4-326 as follows: “while effects on
property values would most directly affect property owners, the wider community
would also experience effects.” In other words, private property owners, fire
departments, city and county governments, and others would also be negatively
impacted.
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It is unacceptable to ignore and misrepresent the obvious reality that drawdown of
Lake Kachess will have substantial negative impact on property owners and the
wider community. We demand that the BoR engage the Lake Kachess community
in designing and conducting a valid and reliable study of negative impact on private
property values. This study should be conducted by an independent and nonconflicted expert with the results peer-reviewed according to standard practice. This
study must be conducted and distributed in a subsequent SDEIS, with the public
provided an opportunity to comment before a Final DEIS or ROD is issued.
7)
Impact on Senior Water Rights How will those with senior water rights to the
existing 239,000 acre-ft of water currently stored by Kachess Dam be mitigated when
that water is no longer available once Lake Kachess water level is lowered below the
outlet to its dam? Who will pay to provide senior water rights holders with the water
they have a right to? How will it affect the senior water rights holders’ own farming
operations and/or enjoyment of their property? We request further studies about this
and communication to those senior water rights holders of possible impacts to them
by the SDEIS active alternatives. Then another public comment period be opened
for their comments.
8) Drought Definition Who will define the 70% of prorated water? What
unbiased, non-irrigation district, party will make that determination? Page 2-6 of
the SDEIS says, “Project proponents would use the pumping plant during drought
years and could possibly use it in following years as the reservoir refills to a level
above the existing gravity outlet.” Does this mean the definition of when the pumps
could be used has changed from the prior definition of drought (less than 70% of
prorated water expected to be available)? Why would the pump be used in following
years “as the reservoir refills to a level above the existing gravity outlet?” Would that
not prevent or delay refill?
9) New Water Rights Table 1-2 on p 1-20 notes that ecology will “issue water
rights as necessary.” We’ve been told over and over that no new rights will be
generated from this plan. How will new water rights be issued? To whom?
10) Water Conservation and Market Reallocation Page 1-4 notes that the Yakima
Basin Integrated Plan has 7 components, but several are not included in the KDRPP
EIS (groundwater storage, water conservation, market reallocation). Define the
number of acre-feet saved by water conservation and market reallocation in the
whole Yakima watershed.
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11) Noise Only the preferred alternative has pumps at lake level, exposed to the
environment (all others have pumps at the bottom of a shaft). P2-75 notes the
maximum permissible environmental noise is 55 dBA. What is the expected noise
level in dBA at 100 feet from the pumps? At 1000 feet? Will the pumps be running
24/7 once they start running?
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12) KKC tunnel material 115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel excavated material
comes out on Kachess Lake Road with no mention of where it will be trucked to or
the impact of over 5000 truckloads of material being hauled off. Where will the
115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel material be deposited? What safety measures
and scheduling of hauling equipment will be made during the tunnel construction to
insure the safe and customary use of Lake Kachess County Road by campground
users and local property owners and guests?

D
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13) Turbidity P2-68 notes all action alternatives will result in localized short-term
exceedance of turbidity standard. Define the degree of turbidity exceedance and the
effect it will have on native fish populations
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14) Permanent Habitat Loss P2-71 notes permanent habitat loss with the
preferred alternative. Define the effect of permanent habitat loss on the spotted owl,
bull trout, and other endangered / listed species.
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15) Decreased Recreation Desirability P2-73 notes decreased recreation
desirability and conflict with “established SIL/VOQ” Quantify the economic impact of
the decreased recreation desirability. Under what authority are established SIL/VOQ
permitted to be violated?
16) Purchase
of private
--property
- - P2-76 notes that the parcels north of the existing
beach road on the East side are indeed private and may need to be purchased from
their current owners for the boat ramp and parking lot. There is no money in the
SDEIS for property purchase. How many lots and at what expected price will be
purchased? These additional costs should be included in the SDEIS Alternatives. A
revised SDEIS is warranted.
17) Water Impairment P3-29, 3-45: both Keechelus and Kachess are listed as
“category 5” water impairment because of PCB contamination. In the 2015 DEIS,
only Keechelus was noted to have PCB contamination. Please release the report
which also indicates that Kachess has a similar contamination. Would dredging and
construction activities not stir up sediment containing PCBs? What increase of PCB
levels is expected on the basis of the proposed alternative construction activities?
18) Water Filtering How will the water from Keechelus be moved to Kachess?
What kind of filtration system will be installed to prevent any I-90 pollutants in Lake
Keechelus from being transferred to Lake Kachess? If any hydraulic equipment is
used, how will any PAH be kept from entering Lake Kachess?
19) Lake Drainage during construction The description of the preferred
alternative notes that the lake would need to be drained to allow construction (p2
41ff). Describe the mechanics of draining the lake to allow construction. What
happens to the excess water, and how is the “flip-flop” flow pattern maintained if the
lake is drained early in the season? What is the effect on the Easton reach of the
Yakima river spawning?
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Additionally Please answer the following.

When Senior water users take all their water, then Roza takes the water they are
planning to remove from Lake Kachess during a drought. The data I have seen says it is
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possible it may take years to refill the Lake. What happens when?
1.

There is no water the following year for the senior water rights users?

2.

The Kachess river doesn’t flow due to lake not having enough water?

3.

What is the impact on the Federally protected Bull trout population of this lake?
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4. On a low water year, if they tunnel from Lake Keechelus to Lake Kachess and
remove the water from Lake Keechelus and upper Yakima river goes dry? What
happens to the trout? Salmon?
5. What happens when the Yakima Indian Nations have no water for their hatcheries
due to low water in the river.
6. Will Lake Easton still have water in it in drought years, or years after the drought
when the Lakes in question aren’t refilled?
7.

Will Lake Easton State Park have to close because of lack of water in the lake?

10
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8. Will the National Forest Service Campgrounds on Lake Kachess have to be shut
down?
9. What will be the financial impact of lack of campers and boaters in the Easton/
Kachess areas?

10
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10. What is the economic impact on the upper and lower Kittitas county if the Senior
water rights users don’t have water available because the lake hasn’t refilled? Who is
going to take responsibility for these impacts?
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11. Most of the wells in the upper county will be above the level of the lake once Roza
steals the water, Once these wells go dry including my own who will be held accountable
for hundreds of homes no longer habitable? Who will be held responsible for this?
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12. Who will cover the costs of potentially hundreds of lawsuits when wells go dry and
businesses fail due to empty lakes?
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13. In 2015 when the project was anticipated to cost $58 million and it didn’t make
financial sense and now its estimated to be over $400 million it works? This is a
boonddoggle of the highest kind! Please explain how the everyday small farmers can
afford this expense?
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14. What will be the noise impact of diesel generators on the lake? To the wildlife? To
the residents? To the recreational users?
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15. What will be the ecological impact when diesel spills occur on the lake? Fish wildlife
in the Lake? In the River?
16. With less water in the 2 lakes and realistically in the aquifer the fire danger in the
surrounding areas is very likely to increase. What is the plan to mitigate increased fire
risk/danger?
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Because both the NEPA and SEPA process must be followed, we request that the
Bureau of Reclamation and WA Department of Ecology each provide separate
responses to the above comments.

Please send me a copy of any additional SDEIS, FEIS or Record of Decision that is
released.

Thank you for considering and acting on these comments.

Please Respond with answers back to me at
Joe Mallory
P.O. Box 523
Easton, WA 98925
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Comment Letter 388
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Ash Man <mankusashley@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:51 PM

Hi there,
My family has lived in the upper county including Easton WA for over 4 generations! Draining lake
kachess has never been a topic and seems ridiculous now! How can this be ok!? Having a toxic
diesel pump in the lake is not ok! The fish including silvers, lingcod and more would suffer!
Ecosystems, deer, elk, big horn sheep, ducks, and more would be at stake! How often would the
lake be drained?
2 Where would this pump be located?3 Have you contacted the town of Easton, or
Kittitas county, if this is ok? 4Where is the money coming from to do this? Who is paying for it?5Little
Kachess is a natural lake, would that be destroyed!? Where is the water going?
6Answers will need to be given! A town meeting with your board needs to be scheduled asap!
Warm regards,
Ashley Mankus
Life time resident
EASTON, WA

D
_ _---=:....::==
D

March 2019

0---

SDEIS-CR-699

1
D

Comment Letter 389
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kacheess SEDIS No action is the only Alternative
1 message
Cathie McShane <Cathie.McShane@calaway.net>
To: "Kkbt@usbr.gov" <Kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 8:28 AM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
The following are comments on the draft supplemental EIS on the Kachess
1
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance. Please include these comments with responses in any final EIS.
The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel
project between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the OkanoganWenatchee National Forest should not be built. Instead, of spending money on
more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima
2
River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of
Ecology should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water
markets during drought years.

D
D

Cathie McShane
131 wood house loop
Ellensburg Wa 98926
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Comment Letter 390
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Leave Lake Kachess Alone
1 message
William Misocky <wmisocky@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 7:58 AM

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping plant and/or
pipeline at Lake Kachess. Only the first, No Action alternative is acceptable. Please leave
Lake Kachess alone.
William Misocky
4270 Kachess Lake Rd
Easton, WA 98925
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Comment Letter 391
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS
1 message
Anca Moldoveanu <anca_miti@yahoo.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 7:40 AM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS

Dear Ms. McKinley:

Please accept my comment regarding the KDRPP SDEIS:

Alternative 1 No Action: I oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC projects. Only
Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.

Thank you,
Anca Moldoveanu
2730 232nd St SE
Bothell, WA 98021
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Comment Letter 392
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Lake DEIS
1 message
brian murphy <brianmurphy@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:37 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

We are categorically opposes to pumping Kachess Lake below the natural lake level.

Property values have plummeted since this discussion was announced. Until recently, we owned as
much as 176 acres, comprising approximately 2/3 miles of lakefront. We have lost hundreds of
thousands of dollars in the sale of two parcels on the east side of the lake. We own two more, and
have witnessed a severe decline in interest due to the uncertainty of future lake levels. We own
senior water rights on all properties, these rights date prior to 1890.

We initially purchased our first parcel in 1993, at the time, the B of R assured us the lake would
never drop below the natural lake level. I still have that documentation.

The Final EIS provides no dollar mitigation for land values and wells affected by lowered lake
levels.

How we are to be compensated the financial hit we are taking as a result of this disastrous
plan?

We look forward to your immediate response to this correspondence.
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Brian Murphy
Murphy at Loch Kachess LLC
240 Kachess Lane
PO Box 463
Easton WA 98925

3121 Broadway East
Seattle WA 98102
206.799.2293
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Comment Letter 393
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Amy Ness <zanieone@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 1:48 PM

Via email to: Kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of ReclamaƟon
Columbia- Cascades Area Oﬃce
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
The following are comments on the draŌ supplemental EIS on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. Please include these comments with responses in
any ﬁnal EIS.
The proposed ﬂoaƟng pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project between Lake Keechelus
and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee NaƟonal Forest should not be built. Instead, of spending
money on more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima River Basin, the
Bureau of ReclamaƟon and the Washington State Department of Ecology should promote water
conservaƟon, water eﬃciencies and water markets during drought years.
Thank you.
Amy Stevenson-Ness
Covington, WA

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-705

1
D

2
D

Comment Letter 394
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess Tunnel Project
1 message
Steven Ness <saness1@comcast.net>
To: Kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:49 PM

The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project between Lake
Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest should not be built.
Instead, of spending money on more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects
in the Yakima River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of
Ecology should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water markets during drought
years.
Thank you.
Steven Ness
Covington, WA. 98042
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 395
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Katie Newman <katnew0207@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:21 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

My parents are 50% cabin owners on the east side of Lake Kachess and our family has had this
property for four generations. We hold a senior water right - our cabin is served by a newly
constructed well. Members of my family spend their summers at the cabin, including my in-laws,
aunt and uncle, and cousins. Our property and our quality of life stand to be affected by the plan. I
have a number of concerns and questions about the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
proposals that I would like the agency to address:

1
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1.
How much water would be made available to the downstream farms via the KDRPP,
compared to how much could be available through the adoption of drip irrigation systems and other
water conservation methods?

2
D

2.
What would be the cost of drip irrigation systems sufficient to provide the same amount of
water to the farms as the KDRPP? Please include in this analysis the dollar value of Lake Kachess’
recreational value and the value of the bull trout population.

D

3

3.
How much dust would be generated by wind hitting the dry lakebed when the lake would be
drawn down in drought years? What would be the health effects of that dust to cabin owners? Our
family includes people who suffer from asthma and allergies. Would there be compensation for
medical expenses and nights when we would not be able to stay at the cabin due to dust? If so,
what amount of compensation would be offered for medical expenses and nights when the cabin
was uninhabitable?

4
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4.
What is the explanation for the senior water rights of our family being overruled by the junior
water rights of the interests downstream? Would our family be compensated for the taking of those
rights, and if so, in what amount?
5.

What decibel levels would the pump generate, and for how many hours per drought year?

6.

What protections are contemplated for the fossil bed on the southwestern shore of the lake?

7.
What is the plan for disposal of PCB-contaminated soil from the project, and how much will
that disposal cost?

Our cabin and the lake mean the world to me. I look forward to receiving a response to these
questions.
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Thank you,
Katherine Newman
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter 396
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Destroying Lake Kachess
1 message
Wesley Nye <wesleynye@msn.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 11:40 AM

Ms.McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of ReclamaƟon
Columbia- Cascades Area Oﬃce
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
The following are comments on the draŌ supplemental EIS on the Kachess Drought
1
Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. Please
include these comments with responses in any ﬁnal EIS.
The proposed ﬂoaƟng pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project
between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee NaƟonal
Forest should not be built. Instead of spending money on more uneconomical and
environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima River Basin, the Bureau of
2
ReclamaƟon and the Washington State Department of Ecology should promote water
conservaƟon, water eﬃciencies and water markets during drought years.
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Plus a real concern is the loss of property value associated with this project and how the
property owners will be compensated.
Thank you,
Wes and Debbie Nye
170 Alpine Lane P.O. Box 702
Easton, WA 98925
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Comment Letter 397
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Att: Candice Mckinley regarding Lake Kachess DEIS
1 message
KURT OPEL <sendkurtemail@me.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:31 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: Kachess and Keechelus DEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley:
I am submitting both comments specific to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) 2018
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) released on April 13th, 2018 and
also those comments by The Alpine Lakes Protection Society, The Sierra Club, The Wise Use
Movement and The North Cascades Conservation Council which were made about the Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance (KKC) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated January 9, 2015. All
comments are submitted under both NEPA and SEPA
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I support Alternative 1 with no action and oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC
projects. My reasoning is due to the fact that there were not enough range of alternatives explored
and believe that the Yakima Plan FEIS failed to provide a reasonable amount thereof.
The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires consideration of a reasonable
range of alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action [40 CFR
1508.18]. Consideration of “reasonable alternatives” means all state-of-the-art
alternatives must be rigorously explored and properly evaluated, as well as those other
alternatives which are eliminated from detailed study with a brief discussion of the
reasons for eliminating them [Section 1502.14]. Of particular concern with regard to the
KDRPP-KKC SDEIS, and its predecessor the KDRPP-KKC DEIS, the alternatives must
not be slanted to favor the interests of a particular party.
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Compliance with NEPA would require consideration of true alternatives to accomplish the
stated purpose of providing more reliable and sustainable water resources. Any reasonable
list of alternatives would include serious consideration of water conservation methods, water
market strategies, crop mix management (e.g., fallowing), use of technology (ditch lining,
micro-irrigation systems, electronic monitoring systems, increased security from water theft),
and advanced technology (underground drip systems). In fact, subsequent analysis of YBIP
by the Water Research Center of Washington State University has shown that the purpose of
YBIP can be achieved at lower cost and with greater effect (i.e., greater net increase in
available water) by application of conservation and water market strategies.
I ask that water conservation methods, water market strategies, state-of-the-art water
management technologies, and crop management strategies be considered separately and in
combination to achieve the purpose(s) of YBIP, and, as alternatives to the proposed Kachess
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Lake pumping plant. It is clear the PEIS, DEIS and SDEIS have been prepared (in violation of
NEPA guidance) “slanted to the interest of special interest groups”. I ask, as required in the
NEPA process, that all alternatives not considered be listed and a full explanation be given…
including data, references, and review procedures…for excluding each alternative.
The process that generated the DEIS and SDEIS of record cannot be relied upon to produce a
NEPA compliant document that objectively represents all reasonable alternatives, and I
therefore request that an independent, non-biased, non-government, academic entity be
engaged to conduct these analyses.
The SDEIS notes the Yakama Nation has historical ties to the Lake
Kachess area, and documents historical and cultural heritage connections. The Snoqualmie
Tribe also has roots in the Lake Kachess area, and artifacts from that federally recognized
tribe have been found along the shoreline of Lake Kachess. How will the Snoqualmie
Tribe’s historical and cultural standing be recognized in regard to this project, and why are
they not be brought into the discussion? How will the Snoqualmie Tribe be contacted, the potential
impact of this project on their culture be explained, and will they be given an opportunity to
provide comment prior to a Final DEIS and/or ROD? Also please describe what happens
with Native American artifacts unearthed during construction or following activation of
pumps and draining to / below the natural lake level.
The impact on 23,000 annual visitors and 11,000 annual boaters at
USFS Lake Kachess Campground will be devastating. Page 2-6 indicates the lake could be
drawn down 80 feet “as early as June in severe drought years.” [NOTE: The campground
typically opens on Memorial Day Weekend…June 1st.] In other words, the campground
would not open, possibly for a number of years. To date there has been no effort at
communicating with the individuals, families, and organizations that use this campground,
some with decades of continuous annual use. The possibility of drastically reduced access to
this treasured recreational facility has never been communicated to its users, let alone the
possibility that it would close and not re-open for a year or more. As noted below with
respect to ES-xii, we noted the inadequacy of a post hoc communication strategy to inform
recreational users of the impact of KDRPP-FPP. The impact on USFS Lake Kachess
Campground is but one, but a very important example of the need for a different and better
approach. How will the past users of USFS Lake Kachess Campground be contacted and
informed of the potential impact on Lake Kachess, and will they be provided an opportunity
for public comment? It is clear the current SDEIS has failed to accomplish this essential
public information obligation, and that a subsequent SDEIS and full public disclosure are
needed to correct this failure. Please provide a written plan as to how the past campground
users will be contacted and the timeline for this process.
The SDEIS states the Bureau of Reclamation will “fund…some or all, or authorize Roza to fund” the
KDRPP-FPP.
This statement inadequately informs Washington citizens…as well as Roza farmers…of their
likely obligations for financial support of the KDRPP-FP. Please provide the legal,
legislative, and/or other basis for stating Bureau of Reclamation will fund some or all of the
project, the conditions under which that funding would occur, the criteria for obligating
Washington citizens to finance this project, how “all or some” will be determined, and by
whom, and the time frame for securing financing. The issue is further confused in the same
page which states the Record of Decision (ROD) will determine which entity (BoR, Dept.
Ecol., Roza, etc.) will be responsible for what action (fund, design, construct, operate, etc.).
These are not “details” to be clarified at a later time, but substantively important facts that
citizens must know in order to provide informed comment. Please provide all the
information that is promised for a future ROD, but in a subsequent SDEIS that will be made
available to citizens with an appropriate comment period.
The negative impact of lowering the water level of Lake Kachess on private wells (ES-xi) is documented,
with the conclusion that significant numbers of wells will be “dewatered.” It is unacceptable to tell citizens
that their water
supply will likely disappear, and then offer a remedy of “monitor and mitigate.” Well
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failures (“dewatering”) will likely occur in October/November when Lake Kachess is at its
lowest level, this is also shortly before snow arrives and access to homesites becomes
difficult. The possibility of losing water at this time, without an in-place action plan for
making homeowners whole, is unacceptable. A comprehensive strategy composed of
proven techniques that can be implemented immediately upon need is required prior to a
Final DEIS and/or ROD. I ask that this comprehensive strategy, its details, costs, and
operational features, be described in detail, and citizens be provided with this information
along with an appropriate comment period, prior to issuing a FDEIS or ROD.
Some property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for their
wells. According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the lake is pumped down. How is
it possible that prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza irrigation district can dewater
those Kachess wells which have senior water rights? State specific statutes and other
justifications. Also, there is no money for mitigation for the loss of well water. What is the
process for getting a well drilled deeper, and what is the timeline for getting a well repaired
which has run dry? The hydrology data in the SDEIS does not describe effects on the aquifer below the lake
and
into the town of Easton. How will draining the lake affect wells downstream of the lake?
By what criteria, will these effects be calculated? What accurate and defined methods have been used to
determine loss of property values in the immediate area? How will property owners be compensated for
such a loss?
Misrepresentation of Lake Kachess Chapter 1, Section 1.2 The SDEIS indicates
Kachess Reservoir was constructed over a naturally occurring glacial lake…[joining]…Big Kachess Lake
and
Little Kachess Lake. These two lakes, acknowledged to be lakes in the SDEIS, represent the
entirety of all KDRPP options, including the proposed action KDRPP-FPP. Thus, every drop
of water to be pumped by the KDRPP will come from Big Kachess Lake. It is a
misrepresentation, no doubt intentional, to assert this project involves Kachess Reservoir.
The KDRPP has nothing to do with the reservoir (stated in page 1-1 to be the water over the
natural lake) and exclusively affects the natural lake, Big Kachess Lake. This attempt to
misrepresent a natural, glacial-created lake as a reservoir has only one purpose, to mislead
and confuse the public. We ask that all representations of this project be corrected, and that
inaccurate and confusing euphemisms such as “dead storage” and “inactive pool” be
eliminated. The correct term should be either “Lake Kachess” or “Big Kachess Lake”.
There is a Kachess Reservoir, the approximately 65 ft. of water currently managed by BoR.
Below that is the natural Lake Kachess, and it is this body of water that is exclusively the
target of, and impacted by, KDRPP. KDRPP has nothing to do with Kachess Reservoir. We
ask that this confusion and misrepresentation stop, and accurate terminology be used that
informs rather than confuses the public. This requires modification of language used in the
SDEIS and all public communications, including correction of schematics such as Page 1-7.
When driving either East or West on I-90, the sign states “Lake Kachess” and not “Reservoir Kachess”.
I have a very hard time understanding how this process can be put on the table to benefit private interests at
the expense of others as well as the general public. Therefore, the only rational and fair decision is to
choose no action.
Please send me a copy of any additional SDEIS, FEIS or Record of Decision that is released.
Thank you for considering and acting on these comments.
Sincerely,
Kurt Opel
371 Kachess River RD
Easton, WA 98925
425-678-5800
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Comment Letter 398
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP & KKC SDEIS
1 message
J Owens-Fountain <50centfreedom2@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov, bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 1:29 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost
greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient Kachess Lake and the ecosystem
within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each
year and future generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to wilderness watershed areas
within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before any tax payer money is used.
-Ms JJ Owens-Fountain
50centfreedom2@gmail.com
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Comment Letter 399
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Please do not drain Lake Kachess
1 message
Kathryn Pizzo <katpizzo@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 11:46 AM

Hello,

I am writing to ask you to please stop the process that would lead to the draining of Lake Kachess.
There are so many economic and environmental reasons this is a poor idea. Some specific
questions include:

•
•
•
•

•

In the 2015 DEIS, only Keechelus was noted to have PCB contamination. Please release
the report which also indicates that Kachess has a similar contamination.
As a homeowner on the lake, I’d like to see the plan for buying the currently waterfront
property that will have a severely impacted property resale value. What is the county
prepared to offer to buy the existing land from homeowners?
Loss of habitat for wildlife, including endangered species. What is the detailed plan to
relocate and/or otherwise protect these animals?
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We and our neighbors just spent years and thousands of dollars getting the required permits
and processes to install a shared well. If the water table is lowered, what is the county/state
prepared to offer in mitigations to compensate land owners for loss of use of their wells,
essentially making the homes unlivable with no water? Additionally, I have senior water rights
for my well. According to the SDEIS, my well will run dry if the lake is pumped down. How is
it possible that prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza irrigation district can dewater
my well which has senior water rights?
Lake Kachess is a significant outdoor recreation economic contributor. What is the plan for
recovering this revenue source?

I look forward to these specific answers and improved transparency in the process, along with
additional public meetings for all those affected to be able to be part of the conversation.

Regards,
Kathryn Pizzo
Homeowner on Lake Kachess
March 2019
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Comment Letter 400
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Fwd: KDRPP & KKC SDEIS ( Lake Kachess )
1 message
danplouse@yahoo.com <danplouse@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 3:10 PM

Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:
From: danplouse@yahoo.com
Date: July 11, 2018 at 2:32:51 PM PDT
To: kkbt@usdr.gov
Subject: KDRPP & KKC SDEIS ( Lake Kachess )
Attention, Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager.
Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
This letter is about Kachess Lake and Reservoir. My understanding of the reasoning
behind the proposed pumping and/or piping of the Lake is to gain more access to the
Lake’s water supply. There might be an alternative way to increase the Lake’s water
supply.
Would it be possible to excavate the lower end ( south east end ) of the Lake? During
autumn the lower end of the Lake is a reservoir of stumps, sand, rock and mud, not
much water is left. If the lower end were excavated perhaps the increased water
storage capacity might offset or minimize the need to pump and/or pipe the Lake.
The excavated materials could be used to build up the shoreline and reclaim the old
logging roads on the north side of the Lake. The stumps could be processed in a
stump grinder. New habitat could be installed for the fish.
All the excavating could be “off-road”, eliminating any traffic concerns.
Excavating may be a solution which adequately increases the amount of usable water
in the Lake or Reservoir, enhances the fish habitat and preserves the natural beauty
of the Lake.
Sincerely,
Dan Plouse
Easton, Wa
Sent from my iPad

March 2019
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Comment Letter 401
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] RE: Kachess irrigation - comments
1 message
Baraka Poulin <bpoulin1@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: Bruce Poulin <brucepoulin3@yahoo.com>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:53 PM

Candace,

I request Alternative #1: no action.

It continues to appear that along with many other issues, this project lacks a substantive cost/benefit
analysis and justification for implementation.
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As I have not heard any response or learned further information to affirm why this project makes
sense- I urge the agency to take no action.

Thank you.

Baraka Poulin

From: Baraka Poulin [mailto:bpoulin1@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 4, 2018 4:19 PM
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: 'Bruce Poulin' <brucepoulin3@yahoo.com>
Subject: Kachess irrigation - comments

Hi,

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-717

I reviewed the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant Supplemental Draft Environmental impact
statement dated April 2018 and would like to offer the following questions and observations.
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Observations:

•
•
•

•

Power cost looks like an order of magnitude to low. 260kW average? Are there backup
calculations I could review?
Both the construction and operating CO2 emissions are incredibly large. The EPA’s social
cost of carbon should be applied to this lifetime value (8000 tons/yr * $50/ton) as part of the
life cycle cost. Although below significance thresholds, this is NOT in-line with state goals.
$450M is an tremendously expensive burden for taxpayers to bear with the benefit going to
only a select few individuals during infrequent drought years. This study needs to show the
estimated cost per gallon, the number of people directly impacted, and the alternative cost (ie
not planting year)- I suspect it may be less expensive to leave the field fallow and pay a
distribution to the farmer.
With lake drawdown decreasing rim stability – what is the estimated cost if implementing the
proposed erosion control measures (what are these measures?)

ID
ID
3

4

5
D

ID6

My general concern is lack of cost/benefit quantification and analysis.
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I look forward to your feedback.

Thanks.

Baraka Poulin
WA State Professional Engineer #51231
206.445.2037

March 2019
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Comment Letter 402
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Drainage Project Questions & Concerns
1 message
Sarah Kitchell <kitchellforthequinn@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 2:02 PM

Hi Mrs. McKinley,
I have some questions about the upcoming plans to drain the beautiful natural Lake Kachess. This
is a terrible plan, lacking transparency, and it pains me that such negligence is happening in the
great state of Washington.
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What are the plans to support residents and property owners who have property on lake Kachess if
the natural wells are unable to supply running water to the families living and visiting there?

ID

How do you expect this to impact visitors to the Kachess campground and surrounding hiking trails?
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What is the plan to support the Lake Kachess fire department if the wells aren't supplying running
water?

ID

What research has been completed and shared with the taxpayers that confirms draining the lake
will (1) effectively and long-term support drought prevention for farms in the area and (2) that the
lake will ever recover from being drained past it's natural/original height??
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I look forward to your responses.
Best,
Stuart Quinn & Sarah Kitchell

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-719

2

4

Comment Letter 403
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess coating pump
1 message
Heidi Reeves <reevesh3@gmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:34 PM

Good afternoon,
I am writing today to inform you of my opposition to the proposed floating pump in lake Kachess for
additional drainage of water in times of drought. This plan has many many cons to the small pro of
water shipment, and will devastate the lake and lake environment that exists today. Please take this
into consideration.
-Heidi Huynh

March 2019
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Comment Letter 404
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] SDEIS Response KKC KDRPP John S Reeves
1 message
John Reeves <johnscottreeves@live.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: John Reeves <johnscottreeves@live.com>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:15 PM

Please find attached my response to the SDEIS.

Please confirm receipt of delivery.
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Thanks,

John Reeves

SDEIS Response Final JSR 7.11.18.pdf
1046K
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Comment Letter 404
John Reeves SDEIS Response
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA
Via email:

98901-2058
kkbt@usbr.gov

Re: SUBJECT: Comments submitted in response to Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and
Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC) Projects Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Please accept this comment in response to the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
comment period for the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) Projects. This comment letter is in addition to prior comments and
incorporates the comments of others.
I am OPPOSED to the implementation of any of the alternatives (other than “no action”) under the SDEIS.
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Please consider, although not a legal or environmental expert, I have spent more time at Lake Kachess than any
consultant, any Bureau of Reclamation employee, and any Washington State Department of Ecology Employees. I
make this comment not to discredit work by these people, rather to emphasize my understanding of the intricacies
of Lake Kachess. I apologize in advance of any comments that may be taken personally. This issue is not only a
personal issue to me, it is also a responsibility issue as a Steward of Lake Kachess and its ecosystem. I make these
comments and submissions as an individual and do not represent any group although I will advocate for the
inclusion of certain groups. The work of addressing water needs across various stakeholders is a tough. No
disrespect is intended. I look forward to working with these agencies to develop real solutions to meet needs.
The Bureau of Reclamation and Department of Ecology (the “Agencies”) have failed to adequately comply with
regulatory requirements. It has not disclosed the impacts to affected environments, quantified those impacts or
disclosed any mitigation strategies.
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The Agencies have failed to consider reasonable alternatives and instead have attempted to simply implement a
plan developed by conflicted and interested parties to the exclusion of all others.

ID

The Agencies have not only failed to notify impacted parties, they have failed identify the authority under which
they will take private property in-order to provide private uses to third parties.

ID

The DEIS and SDEIS must either be redrafted and resubmitted with the appropriate research, data and disclosures
or the “no action” alternative selected.
I ask that you acknowledge receipt of these comments at the earliest opportunity. Please enter these comments
and my opposition to the KKC/KDRPP Projects into the public record.

1
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-722

6

7

ID
ID
8

9

John Reeves SDEIS Response
Name:

John Reeves

Address:

PO BOX 33, Fall City, WA 98024

Email:

johnscottreeves@live.com

Phone:

(425) 395-6123

To: (via e-mail)
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
191 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Phone: 509-575-5848, ext. 603
Fax: 509-454-5650
Email: kkbt@usbr.gov

COMMENTS / CONCERNS / QUESTIONS
PROJECT NAME
The name Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant is a misnomer. This is not about drought relief.
Drought Relief is keeping vegetation alive in a drought, Crop Insurance (USDA) and Federal Dust Bowl
Era programs. The title is misleading and meant to distract the public’s understanding. This is about
maintaining agriculture’s profits at the expense of natural resources through a drought period. Water
Districts could build their own in-district water storage facilities.
x
x

Why are options of onsite storage facilities or Water District Reservoirs on their own land that
they can control in times of drought need not addressed?
How will the title Drought Relief be properly addressed in the EIS?

MISSION STATEMENTS
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John Reeves SDEIS Response

Mission Statements
The U.S. Department of the Interior protects America' s natu ral
resources and heritage, honors our cultures and tribal communities,
and supplies the energy to power our future.
The m1ss1on ofthc Bureau of Reclamation 1s to manage, develop,
and protect water and related resources in an environmentally and
economically sound manner in the interest of the American publ ic.

D
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The mission of the Department of Ecology is to protect, preserve
and enhance Washington' s environment, and promote the wise
management of our air, land and water for the benefit of current
and future generations.
The claim is the Yakama Nation is on board. Putting them in a position of having to pick and chose what
they will allow, when they should have all their salmon runs returned to ALL lakes. Other tribal
considerations should be taken in account as well and not force them into a corner and them claim a
plan is integrated.
x
x

How is draining a natural lake honoring the “cultures and tribal communities”?
Is this just another example of government forcing native cultures into a situation where they
have no choice?

14
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“Protect water and related resources in an environmentally and economically sound manner in the
interest of the American Public”
Packaging the KKC and KDRPP with other projects is not an economically sound manner. Alone both
projects have a negative Net Present Value.
x
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How is a pumping a natural alpine lake to expose earth that has never seen the light of day
protecting water resources in an environmentally sound manner?

“enhance Washington’s environment and promote the wise management of our air, land, and water for
the benefit of current and future generations.”
x
x
x
x

Will the emissions from the diesel operated plant be completely calculated and displayed?
Will the Methane Gas release of never exposed lakebed be researched and displayed?
How is draining a naturally formed alpine lake wise management?
Will the negative Net Present Values be clearly explained?

x

Please explain how these and other issues meet the promoted mission statements of the three
departments.
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John Reeves SDEIS Response
NOTIFICATION CONFUSION
It is inherent to notify citizens of projects such as this. The general-public does not clearly understand
the process. I met several citizens in the town of Easton that were confused by the notification process,
what little there was. This is a SUPPLIMENTAL DEIS. Most citizens were of the belief this project went
away. Citizens in general do not clearly understand the DEIS process let alone a supplement. Not only is
it inherent to notify citizens, it is necessary to do so in a manner that citizens can understand. 90-day
notice to respond to a 900-page document is a giant task for most citizens; 60-day notice if they chose
to attend the informational meetings in Cle Elum or Ellensburg. If they attended those meetings they
were greeted with outdated poster boards and representatives from Bureau of Reclamation and Ecology
that were stand offish and defensive of the plan. There was a US BR Kachess Reservoir (Lake) Bull Trout
Passage Report issued in May 2016, so clearly the process continued after the DEIS and Roza backing out
of the Temporary Pumping Plant plan. The SDEIS clearly states Roza Irrigation has remained in direct
contact with BoR and Ecology OCR.
x
x
x
x
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Why were citizens not kept abreast of developments as this process continued behind closed
doors?
Why were stakeholders not contacted with developments prior to release of the SDEIS?
Why were citizens that clearly opposed on record as opposing the DEIS not contacted prior to
the April 2018 release?
How will better communication methods be utilized in future correspondence with citizens?

IRRIGATION SYTEMS AND INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ADDRESSED
There is no mention of the delivery method of this water once it reaches the Water District. Most water
district infrastructure date back to just after the Great Depression and 1950’s.

x

How will conservation of this valuable resource (water) be addressed once it leaves the Natural
Lake? (Water taken below approximately 2200’-2223’ is from the natural lake)

4
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John Reeves SDEIS Response

Capacitors in the irrigation system are not addressed in the SDEIS. Irrigation is most effective in the
early AM, irrigation ditches run 24/7. A properly constructed ditch, with no leaks, and with gates could
house millions of gallons of water to be used in drought relief and allow for water to be better utilized at
the proper time of day.
x
x
x
x
x
x

How will more efficient use of the natural resource water be addressed in the EIS?
Will improvements, redesign and construction of the irrigation system(s) be considered as an
alternative to draining a natural resource?
Will there be requirement for fixing the ditches?
Will gate systems within the ditch be required for better utilizing and storing water?
Will on site mini lakes and small reservoirs within the irrigation districts delivery system be
addressed?
Will utilizing the water for Evaporative Cooling be outlawed for water transmitted from this
project?
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WATER NEEDS IN ACRE FEET / STATED ACCOMPLISHMENTS BY THE OFFICE OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER
The Washington State Department of Ecology is named in the SDEIS. The Office of the Columbia River is
the department named on the SDEIS. In 2005 the OCR was charged with “aggressively seek out new
water supplies.” With a maximum drawdown of 239,000-acre feet and an annual refill average of
210,000-acre feet, Kachess is already a deficit watershed. In the December 3, 2016 “Powers Report” /
“Department of Ecology Office of the Columbia River: The Last Ten Years (Prepared for the Sierra Club),
it is noted the OCR reported it had developed 396,000-acre feet of water. The additional 200,000-acre
feet of Kachess water would be necessary to meet that stated accomplishment.
200,000-acre feet is clearly an arbitrary number. So much so the .75’ adjustment was added to the
schematic profile between the DEIS and SDEIS. This implies the number is driven only by promises made
by OCR and overstatements of “developed water” by OCR. There is no evidence that this is the magical
number that the lake can sustain. The calculations in the 1910-1913 dam construction are more
appropriate of designing a reservoir over a natural lake by having similar numbers of annual refill of
approximately 210,00-acre feet with a reservoir that can produce 239,000-acre feet.
At face value the objective of 200,000AF seems to be clearly a result of stated accomplishments and not
any way related to the best use of resources for citizens of the State of Washington.
x
x
x
x

Why is 200,000-acre feet the amount of water desired for this project?
Does 439,000-acre feet (the additional 200,000-acre feet plus the original 239,000-acre feet)
best suit Kachess Lake water source availability?
How is taking water from a lake well below its natural pre-dam levels finding new water
supplies?
How is pumping water from a lake below it’s ability to recharge ‘developing water’?

5
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John Reeves SDEIS Response
x

x
x

How will the lake re-fill with these numbers? (The SDEIS uses historical numbers to predict future
levels, no account is made for the additional ‘drought relief’/ additional draw by Roza and/or
other Junior Water Rights Holders)
Are there expectations of greater precipitation in climate forecast models?
How can a 439,000-acre foot ‘reservoir’ in a 210,000-acre foot watershed meet the criteria of
sustainability?

This plan depicts “creating” 200,000-acre feet of water. 200,000 additional acre feet will not be
available on a year to year basis. Access to the 200,000-acre feet may develop a greater fudge factor on
a year by year basis, understood.
x
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What is the additional number of acre feet needed for “drought relief” on an annual basis?

Since Roza Irrigation District implies they will fund this project:
x

What is the annual drought relief (with responsible planting) that Roza Irrigation needs?
(This
number would be well below 50,000-acre feet, below 30,000-acre feet per Roza Irrigation’s own
internal documents. *(Water Transfer Market Overview Paper 7-8-16.pdf))
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John Reeves SDEIS Response
CONFUSING DISPLAYS AND LACK OF & INCONSISTENT BATHYMETRY

SDEIS Low Pool Elevation

CleElum Public Meeting Pool Elevation

<

May16
5:34 PM

Edit

There has been little consistency in data presented. The visual in the SDEIS depicts two islands, while
the visual presented at the public meeting in CleElum does not. The Public Meeting Visual is clearly
taken from the DEIS. Many people rely on visual communication as not everyone can read an entire
800+ page document. Lack of consistency in the visuals can only mean incompetence, laziness, or an
outright maneuver to deceive and confuse. Officials perpetuating this plan should notice these
inconsistencies especially if they are chosen to face the public at public meetings and answer questions.
x
x
x
x

Which is correct?
How will consistent data be included in the EIS?
Why was it not important enough to produce an up to date visual for the public?
How can we expect the leaders at a management level of this plan (in it’s various agencies) fully
understand the details if they cannot notice simple inconsistencies such as the displays above?
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John Reeves SDEIS Response
x

Will a new set of DEIS and/or SDEIS be necessary to eliminate the confusion made by continual
presentations of moving targets?

There is no bathymetric data displayed in the SDEIS. The Bureau of Reclamation and Department of
Ecology clearly have access to this data as displayed in the May 2016 “Kachess Reservoir Bull Trout
Appraisal Report”.
x
x
x
x
x
x

Why was full bathymetric data not shared in the DEIS and SDEIS?
Why was Bathymetry used in the May 2016 Bull Trout Appraisal Report and not in the 2018
SDEIS?
Will Bathymetric data be shared in the FEIS?
How will erosion of the islands be addressed in the FEIS?
Are there even islands at the low pool level?
How will intermediate islands (that become peninsulas at lower levels as they are exposed) be
erosion controlled as lake levels drop?

8
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John Reeves SDEIS Response
VARIATIONS IN HYDRAULIC PROFILES:
SDEIS
Schematic Hydraulic Profile Showing Original Natural Lakes,
Existing Kachess Dam and Reservoir, and Proposed KDRPP Drawdown
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John Reeves SDEIS Response

Schematic Hydraulic Profile Showing Inactive Pool, Natural Lakes,
Existing Kachess Dam & Reservoir, and Proposed KDRPP Drawdown
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Figure 9-6. Schematic hydraulic profile showing the inactive pool, natural lakes, existing Kachess Dam and Reservoir, and
the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Power Plant (KDRPP) drawdown_

From Julia Long, USBR via email to Christine Johnson 6/14/18
KACHESS RESERVOIR SCHEMATIC HYDRAULIC PROFILE
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John Reeves SDEIS Response
The least accurate of these profiles is the most recent! Repeat, the least accurate is the most recent in
the SDEIS. Little Lake Kachess has dropped to a level of 2210, a full 10’ below the stated narrows level of
2220’ which may not even be accurate. This high-water mark of Kachess Natural Lake is depicted as
2192.75. Historical records and previous schematic profiles show the height of the original lake 2220’,
2223’ per the DETAIL on the “Julia Long” USBR document. These errors are just one example of many
throughout the document. The use of outdated materials for public meetings only adds an exclamation
point to the confusion.
I have concentrated on this one piece of confusion and it has detracted from time I could have spent on
other sections. I choose these diagrams to show a track record of sloppy work. (Apologies, but it needs
to be said.)
x
x

D

Is this an effort to rush a project and not fully vet the information presented?
Is the public expected to proof-read such an important document?

Dam construction by Bureau of Reclamation began in 1910 and completed in 1912. The lake could not
have reached 2262’ until 1912 or 1913. Calling the lake post 1910 level makes one think the preparers
of this document do not even have a clear understanding of the history of the lake.
x

26
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How can they be expected to produce quality documentation with so little understanding?

The addition of .75’ between the 2015 and 2016 diagrams, while a more precise description (if
accurate), can only be to achieve the 200,000AF above the 2210’ level. It is quite clear 200,000 is the
target number with no regard for the ‘wise use’ of natural resources so long as the arbitrary target is
met. There are numerous other inconsistencies with these and other documents in the SDEIS.
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

How can the public fully digest and respond to this massive project when the target is constantly
moving?
Is it necessary, due to all the errors, to scrap all issued documents and produce a new DEIS the
public can properly respond to?
Why do the diagrams, even though not to scale, over-exaggerate the section of Kachess River
flooded north of Little Kachess in all profiles?
What steps will be taken to make sure document preparers are properly trained and updated on
the history and factual elevations when preparing the FEIS?
How can the writers better understand the lake before preparing the FEIS?
Were these documents outsourced?
If the documents were outsourced who prepared them and how were they funded?

x

Why was it not important enough to produce current visuals directly form the SDEIS for use at
public meetings?

x

Was the use of outdated visuals purposeful or just a mistake?

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
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John Reeves SDEIS Response
The counties of Kittitas, Benton, and Yakima were included in the SDEIS. Many property owners at
Kachess, Easton, Hyak, and Snoqualmie Pass are residents of King, Pierce, Snohomish, and other
counties not included in the SDEIS Environmental Justice. The proof is in the addresses of the few
notification letters that were sent to property owners many if not most were mailed outside of the 3
counties noted in the environmental justice section. I personally have spent much time of every year of
my 49 years of life at Lake Kachess, all as a King County resident, I am not the only one with a similar
story.
x
x

Will King County residents at Snoqualmie Pass be included in Environmental Justice?
Will King, Pierce, Snohomish, and other counties of property owner stakeholders and
campground user stakeholders be included in Environmental Justice?

King County is just to the west of Keechelus and it is quite possible the Snoqualmie Pass Aquifer crosses
the county line of Kittitas and King Counties as it sits below the crest of the Cascade Range at
Snoqualmie Pass. Manipulation of the Keechelus watershed will very likely affect the Snoqualmie Pass
Aquifer.
x
x

Will the Snoqualmie Pass Aquifer / Water Table be addressed in the FEIS?
Will King County be included in Environmental Justice?

29

D

30

D

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS
BULL TROUT – PROTECTED SPECIES
In May 2016 the USBR issued the USBR Bull Trout Appraisal Report. There was no opportunity for
participation by any Kachess stakeholders. There was no opportunity for participation of Easton
residents and outdoors-people. We are the ones that spend the most time at this lake and understand
it’s intricacies the best. We are the people that observe Box Canyon Creek, the Narrows, and the Lake
the most in their various stages year-round. We are left to assume this may have been an effort of
secrecy to keep working the plan without our knowledge. At minimum it was a giant missed
opportunity to develop a better understanding of a lake one can not get from a desk in Ellensburg or
Yakima. The term Bull Trout Enhancement clearly does not apply here. The lake is currently stopped
from being lowered below 2199.5’ due to Bull Trout Passage concerns. Construction of a “roughened
channel” or other ideas below 2199.5’ are clearly about grabbing more water and not about
Enhancement. Construction of such apparatuses can clearly not be done until the lake is lowered and
the damage is done. Any reference to Bull Trout Enhancement or BTE is clearly mis-leading, perhaps
intentionally. There is a lack of Salmon recovery efforts noted in the SDEIS. Salmon frye and juvinille
Salmon are know food sources for Bull Trout.
x
x

How will stakeholders, local-residents, and outdoorspeople be better utilized in the FEIS and
other fish passage studies regarding Bull Trout and other species?
How can lowering the lake below 2199.5’ even be associated with the term Bull Trout
Enhancement?

12
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John Reeves SDEIS Response
x
x
x

Will Salmon recovery for the purpose of Salmon Recovery and Bull Trout food source be
addressed in the FEIS?
Will the term Bull Trout Enhancement be eliminated in future documents regarding the KDRPP?
With a threat of Bull Trout Decimation; will the more appropriate term Bull Trout Mitigation be
used?

FRESHWATER MUSSELS –

Freshwater mussels are an “Species of Greatest Conservation Need” to the Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife. There is much mystery surrounding these creatures and these animals
are ‘very sensitive to environmental changes’. They are transported in host fish, which may possibly
include Bull Trout. Their impact on the overall ecosystem and specifically the Endangered Bull Trout
should not be underestimated as mussels provide many benefits to water quality and other native
species.

72% percent of North American freshwater mussels are either extinct or imperiled, meaning that they
are one of the most at-risk groups of animals in the United States.

Native freshwater mussels have both ecological and cultural significance. Mussels can greatly improve
water quality by filtering out pollutants, to the benefit of both humans and aquatic ecosystems.
Freshwater mussels also provide benefits to native fish by increasing the visibility and availability of food
for fish. These animals can be very sensitive to changes to habitat and water quality and have the
potential for use as water quality indicator species. Freshwater mussels have been historically important
sources of food, tools, and other implements for many Native American tribes in North America.
Mussels have been harvested by Native Americans in the interior Columbia Basin for the last 10,000
years, and mussels are still important to tribes today. ~ https://xerces.org/western-freshwater-mussels/

WESTERN PEARLSHELL (Margaritifera falcata) NEAR THREATENED (IUCN Red List)
The Western Pearlshell has been observed “east of Kachess Lake”. Anything observed east of Kachess
Lake is clearly a tributary to Kachess Lake, because over Kachess Ridge the description would be west of
Lake CleElum or near Cooper Lake. The Western Pearshell is Near Threatened with a decreasing
population trend. It also uses species of salmon and trout as hosts, and it is possible they use the
endangered Bull Trout as a host fish.

x
x
x

Will inclusion of this species be addressed in the FEIS?
Will the Xerces Society who has record of this observation be contacted?
Additional Mussel questions after next section pertinent to this species above

13
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WESTERN FLOATER (Anodonta kennerlyi)
The Western Floater is observed in sand beds of Lake Kachess as the water recedes. Their existence
ends as the sand turns to clay beds as the water continues to recede in its current ‘reservoir’ status
(which is actually below the pre-1903 original crib dam level). Since the Mussels will be decimated as the
water recedes they will no longer play a role in filtering the water in Kachess. Freshwater mussels also
play an important role in the food chain. Because some species of floaters use salmon and trout for host
fish, it is possible they use the endangered Bull Trout as a host fish and that the freshwater mussel in
return plays a part in the food sources and other life features of the Bull Trout. Rotting freshwater
mussels will pose an olfactory nuisance and add to the methane gas release.

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

What mitigation is planned for cleaning up all the dead and rotting freshwater mussels?
How will the decimation of this animal impact the Kachess ecosystem?
How will the methane gas release of rotting mussels be considered, calculated, and mitigated?
What assurances are there that this animal does not play a vital role in the life span of Bull
Trout?
What understanding is there in regard to freshwater mussels on Bull Trout and other species?
Will the massive reduction to extirpation of freshwater mussels be included in the
environmental impact as it pertains to the ecosystem and specific species such as Bull Trout?
Will the Xerces Society, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation, and other freshwater
mussel experts be consulted prior to completion of the FEIS?
Since the species travels in host fish and the Umatilla Nation is downstream of Kachess, will the
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation’s “culture” be “honored” as per the
Department of Interior’s Mission Statement?

SHORLINE EXPOSURE OF ISLANDS AND SHORELINES
Shoreline erosion is more destructive in years of concurrent low pools (never reaching 2262’), shorelines
are clearly affected by historical visual inspection.
x
x
x

Has the erosion effect been adjusted for the known circumstance of concurrent/multiple years
never reaching ‘full pool’?
How will erosion of islands be addressed in the FEIS?
How will property owners by financially supported by further erosion due to subsequent years
of not reaching a full pool?

33

D

VISUAL IMPACT ANSD NOISE OF PUMP AND FACILITIES UNDERSTATED IN THE SDEIS
The sight at certain distance and color is only considered. The shock of such a machine in an otherwise
natural looking environment is understated. There is no reference to the buoy and “do not enter” zone.
Noise generation of pumps only considered with no consideration of power generation noise.
14
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x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

How will the shock value of an industrial machine in a mountain lake environment be
minimized?
What safety zone and buoys will be needed, and will they be addressed as additional visual
pollution?
What no fly zones for drones will be extended?
What additional areas will no longer be available to boaters and other water activities?
How will the noise crested by diesel powered electrical plants be included in the FEIS?
Will power generation Noise be added to pump operation noise?
Will noise and other environmental factors of recurring diesel fuel deliveries be addressed in the
FEIS?
How will noise of fuel deliveries be addressed?
Will the dust suppression of fuel deliveries be addressed?
How will Carbon emissions of diesel exhaust be considered?
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WILDLIFE CONNECTIVITY AND UNKNOWN (NOT OBSERVED) SPECIES
At great extent the Washington State Department of Transportation is constructing Wildlife Overpass on
Interstate 90 (approx. milepost 60-61). The ecosystems of Keechelus and Kachess both stand to be
affected by the proposed KKC and KDRP projects. The KKC seems to pass very near to this obviously
environmentally important piece. Animals will likely be affected by a man made underground
river/tunnel (vibrations, noise) and another construction project just as animals try and learn a new path
to safely improve wildlife habitat connectivity.
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Consideration of other species such as wolves, marmots, wolverines, owls, goats, and other unknown
recovery species. Species have been found to inhabit ecosystems long be for they are ever officially
‘observed’?
x
x

Will every effort been made to assure even unidentified creatures that multiple projects have
tried to enhance habitat for in the Cascade Range be made in the FEIS?
Have non-observed species known or desired to be repopulating the Cascade Range been
considered? How will they be considered?

THE NARROWS
There is a distinct possibility the elevation change at the narrows will greatly change
x
x
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What is being done to mitigate further erosion of the narrows and the subsequent lowering of
Little Kachess Lake’s low pool elevation?
How will all the sediment of this erosion be addressed?

TRAFFIC
x
x

What consideration will be made as to employee, service vehicles, fuel deliveries, etc.
associated with the pumping plant?
How will Kittitas County be compensated for increased traffic on their roads?
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x
x
x

How will the Forest Service be compensated for additional traffic on their roads?
How will dust control be addressed?
How will additional impervious surfaces of new buildings, roads, and parking be addressed?

NATIVE TRIBE CONCERNS
It is my personal belief the Yakama Tribe cannot be happy about this proposed plan and views it as a
compromise at best. Forcing the Yakama Nation to think in terms of the “Greater Good” at the expense
of their heritage is not honoring a native culture. The Confedrated Tribes of The Umatilla Nations
downstream are very concerned about freshwater mussels. Snoqualmie Tribe claims to have “run to
Snoqualmie Pass”. It has come to my attention the has been a promise to return salmon to all the lakes
in the Yakima Reservoir system and a treaty pre-dating the dams assure salmon in the lakes. A treaty
between US Government and Puget Sound Tribes in 1885 protects their right to hunt and gather on
“open and unclaimed lands” of which nearly everyone consider National Forest Land as open Land.
Is this just another compromise by the Yakama Nation?
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How does compromise honor a native culture?
Will concerns other nations / tribes throughout the northwest be addressed and taken into
consideration in the FEIS?
Will other nations / tribes in the Puget Sound Tribal Treaty and Northwest be informed of this project
prior to the FEIS?
Will Northwest Treaty Tribes be informed of further environmental damage to Keechelus and Kachess
ecosystems and public lands?

USE OF PHOTOSHOP AND PURPOSEFUL PHOTOGRAPHIC CONFUSION
The SDEIS includes multiple images manipulated by Photoshop or other editing techniques. The highwater mark (red line) on figure 4-2 is clearly highlighted by extended the brown shoreline of the lake at a
lower level. The brown area has clearly been used to cover existing timber. This makes the look like
something it is not. This brown area treatment was not applied to Upper Lake Kachess. The word
Kachess Lake are still slightly visible with the words Kachess Reservoir have been clearly replaced. Tiny
Swamp Lake has not been edited and is further proof of this manipulation. Upper Lake Kachess is a no
wake zone and considered by many to be an environmentally sensitive area. Its tributaries lead right up
to the protected Alpine Lakes Wilderness area. There are no pictures of upper Lake Kachess in the
SDEIS. There is one small photo of Box Canyon Creek. There a no photos of Lake Kachess looking north
into snowcapped mountains. This is deceiving to the public.
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x
x
x
x
x

Why is it necessary to deceive the public in such an important document?
How will shorelines be properly depicted in the FEIS?
Will documents such as aerial photos and be presented in their original format without the use
of photoshop in the FEIS?
Will there be a balance of photos depicting the entire lake system and not just the dam area
wasteland created by the Bureau of Reclamation 1910-1913?
What assurances will be made to the public that the problems of propaganda and manipulated
images and information when the FEIS is released?

WHO OWNS THE WATER
Lakes in Washington State are owned by the public. Kachess Reservoir was constructed ontop of
Kachess Natural Lake and some are below its natural outlet. All water drawn below 2220-2223’ is from
the original natural lake. Portions of natural lake are already being utilized in the reclamation process.
x
x
x
x
x
x

Who has the right to this water below 2220’/2223’?
Who currently has the right to water below the current 2192.75’ gravity outlet works?
How will rights to water below 2192.75’ be obtained and allocated?
Is there any current dispute over water taken from the levels 2220’ through 2192.75’?
How will future disputes over rights to water at various levels be addressed?
What will be the court setting for such in lake water “ownership” disputes? (in the opinion of
BoR and Ecology separately please)

17
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OVER FARMING
The Roza Water District specifically has irresponsibly replaced crops with drought intolerant crops such
as apples, grapes, and Hops (62% per Roza White Paper document). Most products are not food
sustenance needs. Portraying this project as food needs is inaccurate. An appropriate term might be
Economical Opportunity Agriculture. With natural resources at play the consideration of planting
techniques and choices of a water district should be considered before just giving them more water. The
problem of Drought Relief was self-imposed by the farmers themselves when they chose to plant these
riskier crops that can produce higher profits. This plan seems to reward reckless plant choice.
x
x
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How will plant choices and drought tolerant crop mixes be accounted for in the FEIS?
With so much at stake, should limits be placed on the amount of drought intolerant species
planted in specific water districts?

x
ODD FEDERAL PURCHASES, TRANSFERS, AND CLOSURES
For sale signs still appear on trees at the south end of the lake where property has already been
acquired by the federal government (Forest Service, sub department of USDA). Save Lake Kachess signs
in this area were removed and the ‘for sale’ signs clearly remain. Kittitas County records show that
property has already been purchased by the Forest Service (Federal Government). The State Park was
transferred to the National Forest Service two years ago and failed to be open for Memorial Day
weekend 2018. The park did not open the next weekend as well. As a large park one would think it
would be at the top of the list for tree felling work. This gives the impression proponents consider this a
done deal.

x
x
x
x
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Why is there no disclosure of Federal Ownership of the southeast end property in the SDEIS?
Why was the State Park transferred to the Forest Service?
Why was the state park transferred to the Forest Service in 2018?
Why was the park closed until June 9, 2018?

EVAPORATIVE COOLING
Irrigation is watering of crops. It has come to attention Apple Orchards are using water to temperature
control their crops to keep their fruit below 88 (+\-) degrees by over-spraying entire orchards to drop
the air temperature: Evaporative Cooling.
x
x
x

Will all the water from the KDRPP be used for irrigation (and in-stream flow)?
Will using the natural resource water for purposes of climate control / evaporative cooling be
outlawed in the EIS?
What restrictions will be placed on participating water districts to insure sustainable practices
and responsible planting?
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John Reeves SDEIS Response
SDEIS PROBLEMS
The number of mistakes and lack of information nears egregious and makes it look as if the public is
expected to do the work that a properly written SDEIS should have included. The word Draft may be an
overstatement.
x
x
x
x
x

How was the SDEIS Funded?
Who Funded the SDEIS?
Who wrote the SDEIS?
Please name the Consultants that contributed or wrote in full the SDEIS?
Will a new DEIS and/or SDEIS be required?
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CLOSING COMMENT:
I am opposed to allowing public resources to be given to private individuals in the name of economic
(agriculture) development. Only the alternative NO ACTION is acceptable. Any alternatives other than
NO Action are impractical solutions in today’s modern world.

Under the NEPA and SEP processes I request that the Bureau of Reclamation and WA Department of
Ecology each provide separate responses to the above comments.

I look forward to seeing responses to these comments.

Respectfully,

John Reeves
Citizen of Washington State and Lifelong Steward of Lake Kachess
PO Box 33
Fall City, WA 98024
(425) 395-6123
johnscottreeves@live.com
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Comment Letter 405
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
A Rodstrom <rodstrom.a@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 8:26 AM

Ms. McKinley,
I am writing today to express my opposition to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5);
a pumping plant and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1, No Action is the only acceptable
alternative.
I grew up on Lake Kachess. Our family enjoyed boating, camping and hiking through the nature it
provides. These activities are something that I want my two children be able to experience too. Lake
Kachess is important to me and my family in immeasurable ways. Even taking my family out of the
equation, the potential negative impact on the environment should be a big enough deterrent.
Unnecessarily pulling excessive amounts of water from the lake will negatively impact it in
irreparable ways, especially if dropping it below its historic natural level.
Please take my and many others opposition into consideration. I reiterate, Alternative #1, No Action
is the only acceptable alternative.
Thank you for your time,
Angelina Rodstrom

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-741

1
D

Comment Letter 406
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Inna Roshchuk <sunnyface0214@icloud.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 10:53 PM

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping plant and/or
pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1, No Action is the only acceptable alternative!!!!!!
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Comment Letter 407
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Lake
1 message
delaneybcryan@gmail.com <delaneybcryan@gmail.com>
To: Kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:24 AM

I am a concerned citizen opposed to draining Lake Kachess.
Section 3.9.3 of the KDRPP and KKC SEIS has a short section on bull trout, but virtually no
information on Box Canyon Creek. I have reviewed recent photographic evidence where Box
Canyon Creek disappears into the mud flats created by the existing draw down of Lake Kachess.
This evidence can be made available for your review upon request.
The same evidence also shows efforts by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) to
create an artificial channel from Little Kachess Lake to Box Canyon Creek by the use of plastic and
straw bales, which have been scattered and allowed to enter the water. This would appear to be a
discharge of pollutants (straw and plastic) into Lake Kachess. Did the WDFW obtain a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit or a Department of Ecology 401 Water
Quality Certification, or a Shoreline Management Act Substantial Development Permit for this
project?

Sincerely,
Delaney Ryan

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-743

1
D

2
D

Comment Letter 408
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
C R <sonshinefarm@outlook.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:25 PM

July 10, 2018

Submitted via email to kkbt@usbr.gov

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley:

We are submitting comments on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC)
2018 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) released on
April 13, 2018.

Attached are prior comments by Alpine Lakes Protection Society, Sierra Club,
Wise Use Movement and North Cascades Conservation Council and a letter by
the March
Kittitas
County Fire District #8 about the KDRPP and KKC SDEIS-CR-744
initial Draft
2019

1
D

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated January 9, 2015.
comments and concerns are hereby included in our 2018 comments.

These

All comments are submitted under both NEPA and SEPA.
Comments
1)
Alternative 1 No Action We oppose all active alternatives of the
KDRPP and KKC projects. Only Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.

2) The Yakima Plan programmatic FEIS failed to provide a range of
alternatives. The only alternatives presented were the Yakima Basin
Integrated Water Management Plan (YBIP) and No Action. How will this be
rectified?
3)
Failure to comply with NEPA requirement for consideration of
alternatives. The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires
consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives that can accomplish the
purpose of the proposed action [40 CFR 1508.18].
Consideration of
“reasonable alternatives” means all state-of-the-art alternatives must be
rigorously explored and properly evaluated, as well as those other alternatives
which are eliminated from detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons
for eliminating them [Section 1502.14]. Of particular concern with regard to the
KDRPP-KKC SDEIS, and its predecessor the KDRPP-KKC DEIS, the
alternatives must not be slanted to favor the interests of a particular party.
The stated purpose of the DEIS was to “provide more reliable and sustainable
water resources for the health of the riverine environmental and for
agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs. (Page ES-I, January 2015). The
2018 Supplemental EIS failed to offer a stated purpose and one must presume
the 2015 DEIS statement of purpose applies to the 2018 document.
The 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS fail to meet the explicit NEPA
requirement of considering a reasonable range of alternatives that can
accomplish the purpose of the proposed action. The 2015 DEIS considered
only two alternatives: the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)
with two locations, and the Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC) with two
locations. In fact, the DEIS stated these should all be considered part of a
single
action because they could not be separated. (That is, Lake
Kachess
March 2019
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could not be drained without a refill mechanism from Lake Keechelus.) In
reality, therefore, only one action alternative was considered (pumping plant
plus conveyance) vs. no action in the 2015 DEIS.
The 2018 SDEIS continued and compounded this failure. A conveyance tunnel
with two locations was considered, and a pumping plant with three locations.
While the SDEIS goes to great contortions to try to make these appear to be
several different alternatives, they are in fact one alternative…extracting water
from a natural lake to benefit downstream special interests.
Compliance with NEPA would require consideration of true alternatives to
accomplish the stated purpose of providing more reliable and sustainable
water resources. Any reasonable list of alternatives would include serious
consideration of water conservation methods, water market strategies, crop
mix management (e.g., fallowing), use of technology (ditch lining, microirrigation systems, electronic monitoring systems, increased security from
water theft), and advanced technology (underground drip systems). In fact,
subsequent analysis of YBIP by the Water Research Center of Washington
State University has shown that the purpose of YBIP can be achieved at lower
cost and with greater effect (i.e., greater net increase in available water) by
application of conservation and water market strategies.
We have previously noted this deficiency in the 2015 DEIS, and repeat it for
the 2018 SDEIS. Both the DEIS and the SDEIS fail to comply with the NEPA
requirement of considering all reasonable alternatives to achieve the stated
purpose.
In fact, this fatal flaw originates from the Programmatic EIS
released in 2012, which failed to consider all reasonable alternatives and
entrenched the problem which was carried forward in the 2015 DEIS and 2018
SDEIS. The 2012 Programmatic Yakima Plan EIS not only failed to consider
a range of alternatives, as required by NEPA, it failed to follow
federal Program Principals and Guidelines (PPG) in accurately assigning costs
and benefits to the arbitrarily narrow list of alternatives. All subsequent NEPA
processes and documents have therefore been legally inadequate and the
SDEIS cannot be "tiered" to an inadequate PEIS. The only way to rectify this
problem is to return to the original Programmatic Yakima Plan EIS and do it
correctly. We ask that the NEPA legal requirements be met by re-issuing a
NEPA compliant Programmatic EIS, follow that with a NEPA compliant Draft
EIS, and proceed in a manner that considers a range of alternatives to the
YBIP’s stated purpose.
We ask that water conservation methods, water market strategies, state-of
the-art water management technologies, and crop management strategies be
considered separately and in combination to achieve the purpose(s) of YBIP,
and, as alternatives to the proposed Kachess Lake pumping plant. It is clear
the PEIS, DEIS and SDEIS have been prepared (in violation of NEPA
March 2019
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guidance) “slanted to the interest of special interest groups”. We ask, as
required in the NEPA process, that all alternatives not considered be listed and
a full explanation be given…including data, references, and review
procedures…for excluding each alternative.
The process that generated the DEIS and SDEIS of record cannot be relied
upon to produce a NEPA compliant document that objectively represents all
reasonable alternatives, and we therefore request that an independent, nonbiased, non-government, academic entity be engaged to conduct these
analyses.
4) Involve all affected native tribes The SDEIS notes the Yakama Nation
has historical ties to
the Lake Kachess area, and documents historical and cultural heritage
connections.
The Snoqualmie Tribe also has roots in the Lake Kachess
area, and artifacts from that federally recognized tribe have been found along
the shoreline of Lake Kachess. How will the Snoqualmie Tribe’s historical
and cultural standing be recognized in regard to this project, and they be
brought into the discussion? How will the Snoqualmie Tribe be contacted,
the potential impact of this project on their culture be explained, and will they
be given an opportunity to provide comment prior to a Final EIS and/or ROD?
Also, please describe what happens with Native American artifacts unearthed
during construction or following activation of pumps and draining to / below
the natural lake level.
5) Impact on Campers at Lake Kachess The impact on 23,000 annual
visitors and 11,000
annual boaters at USFS Lake Kachess Campground will be devastating.
Page 2-6 indicates the lake could be drawn down 80 feet “as early as June in
severe drought years.”
[NOTE: The campground typically opens on
Memorial Day Weekend…June 1st.] In other words, the campground would
not open, possibly for a number of years. To date there has been no effort at
communicating with the individuals, families, and organizations that use this
campground, some with decades of continuous annual use. The possibility of
drastically reduced access to this treasured recreational facility has never
been communicated to its users, let alone the possibility that it would close
and not re-open for a year or more. As noted below with respect to ES-xii,
we noted the inadequacy of a post hoc communication strategy to inform
recreational users of the impact of KDRPP-FPP. The impact on USFS Lake
Kachess Campground is but one, but a very important example of the need
for a different and better approach. How will the past users of USFS Lake
Kachess Campground be contacted and informed of the potential impact on
Lake Kachess, and will they be provided an opportunity for public comment?
It is clear the current SDEIS has failed to accomplish this essential public
information obligation, and that a subsequent SDEIS and full public disclosure
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are needed to correct this failure. Please provide a written plan as to how the
past campground users will be contacted and the timeline for this process.
6) Impossible to Evaluate The SDEIS presents four construction projects,
the tunnel and three different pumping plants. The plans shown are very
rudimentary and conceptual only. The locations are only general, indicating
that little or no on-site investigation or detailed design has been carried out.
In these circumstances it is impossible to evaluate what if any environmental
impacts may result from the construction and subsequent operation of the
proposed facilities. Please provide detailed designs for both the KDRPP and
KKC in a subsequent SDEIS.
7) Water Deficit and Water Rights Mitigation When the pumping plant
withdraws an additional 200,000 acre-feet from Lake Kachess, lowering the
lake level 80 feet below the gravity spillway, how and when will the water be
replaced? Lake Kachess normally receives 213,398 acre-feet of water from
the catchment basin. This water is allocated to various water right holders.
So, when additional water is withdrawn for drought relief there will be a deficit
of as much as 413,398 acre-feet. Should the next year be an average year,
there will only be 213,398 acre-feet of precipitation in the catchment basin to
replace the deficit. It will be necessary to run the pumps to deliver most of the
normal allocation from the lake below the level of the gravity spillway. After
the drought of 2001 when Lake Kachess was drawn down to normal low pool
at the level of the gravity spillway, it took eight years to again reach full pool
elevation. And that was without drawing down another 80 feet by pumping
out 200,000 acre-feet from the natural lake (inaccurately named inactive
storage). Do Reclamation and Ecology have any plans on managing the
water resources in the entire Yakima River Basin to replace this deficit? The
SDEIS doesn’t mention them. Will the junior water right holder be allocated
less than 100% of their allocation in order to “repay” the 200,000 acre-feet
they borrowed during the drought? The SDEIS doesn’t say. A subsequent
SDEIS is required to provide detailed answers to these questions.
8) Objectivity vs “Suggestion” Executive Summary, page ES-v The
SDEIS asserts the presence of a “value analysis study that suggested the
feasibility of a floating pumping plant”. The assertion that a redirection of the
previous DEIS, leading to a comprehensive shift in emphasis and removal of
conveyance as practical options, would be driven by a “suggestion”, brings
into question the objectivity and rigor of either previous or subsequent, or
both, analytic methodologies.
Please provide full descriptions of the
“suggestions,’ including the methods, data, and conclusions implied by the
inadequate and confusing term “suggestions.”
9) Funding
ambiguity
requires
another
---SDEIS
- Page ES-viii and Page
1.11
Page 1-11, Table 1-1, indicates the Role and Responsibility
of
March 2019
SDEIS-CR-748

7
D

8
D

9
D

- D
10

the Department of Ecology, as an agency of the State of Washington is to
provide "potential funding of the selected alternatives."
This
apparently refers to the passage of Senate Bill 2SSB(5367) Sec. 11 (1)(a) in
2013 which indicates the State of Washington will pay up to one-half of the
project costs from additional tax or revenue resources that would have to be
identified at a future time. The SDEIS implies the Department of Ecology will
fund the project from its annual budget. That is not correct; it is clear any
funding of the project will require Washington State taxpayers to come up
with not more than 50% of the plan from funds that have neither been
identified or appropriated.
The statement should read “Washington
taxpayers may be required to fund not more than 50% of the plan from funds
not currently available.”
The preface to the SDEIS states the Department’
of Ecology's purpose is to protect and preserve the environment. To suggest
it now has a “purpose” to spend unappropriated funds is hyperbole, at best,
and deception at worst. We ask that the statement be corrected, to indicate
that Washington State taxpayers are not currently obligated to pay for any
part of the plan, but may in the future be obligated to fund up to 50% of the
plan.
Also, the Dept of Ecology has for the past 10 years, continuing in the current
biennial budget, been expending funds for design, review, promotion,
communication, and development of the YBIP, primarily under contract with
BoR. Since 2015, or before, substantial state funds have been expended on
the KDRPP-FPP. We ask that these funds be included in any representation
of the costs of KDRPP-FPP. Any representation of the cost of KDRPP-FPP,
without these tax funds included, understates the true costs of this project to
taxpayers and participating entities.
With regard to funding of the yet-to-be-selected alternative, Table 1-1 further
confuses the matter by indicating it is a Role and Responsibility of the Bureau
of Reclamation to provide potential funding of the selected alternative. There
is no reference to a legislative or executive action that would make this
statement true. If there is a commitment by the federal government, in the
form of either authorized or appropriated funds, to make this statement true,
it must be included in the SDEIS.
We ask that any passed...not
contemplated, pending, or speculative...federal, state, or regulation that
commits federal funding through the Bureau of Reclamation be identified in a
subsequent SDEIS.
To further confuse the matter, Page 1-11 states: "For full implementation of
the selected alternative, Roza proposes to fund, design, construct, operate,
and maintain a pumping plant at Kachess Reservoir." There is no legally
binding legislative, contractual, public statement, or other documentation that
would prove this statement to be true. We ask that whatever obligatory
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documentation from Roza that exists be provided to allow citizens to assess
the legitimacy of this statement, and that this be provided in a future SDEIS.
In summary, the funding of the "selected alternative" is a collection of
speculative obligations that may or may not commit State of Washington
citizens, Roza farmers, and/or U.S. citizens to all or a portion of the selected
alternative. This confusion and obfuscation is unacceptable. We ask that the
actual amounts of funding obligation by all entities be revealed for public
review, and this be provided in a future SDEIS.
10) Change
Scope
Page
ES-viii
- in
-- The SDEIS states that the KDRPP
FPP is the “proposed action” and BoR/Dept. Ecology have not identified a
“preferred alternative.” This represents a major departure from the previous
DEIS, which indicate a KKC conveyance project and a KDRPP project must
be considered as a “single action and cannot be separated.” The logic of
that
position was that emptying Lake Kachess in an artificial and
unprecedented manner, would require a refill mechanism (e.g., KKC).
Apparently that logic was incorrect and has been superseded by new policy.
The SDEIS continues to show substantial impact with long term and
irreversible damage. Please summarize the negative impacts of KDRPP
known in 2012, any differences (positive or negative) in impacts based upon
the SDEIS, and explain why the differences are “acceptable” in 2018. This
explanation should also serve to inform citizens as to why no “preferred
alternative” is provided. This explanation is critical to citizens’ understanding
of the project and their potential financial obligations. It appears, under the
meaning of the law, this action essentially removes KKC options, and thereby
changes the scope of the original Programmatic DEIS to a different
Program. BoR must explain how this change in scope of the program can be
accomplished within a no-longer-accurate description of the PDEIS.
11) Impact on private wells Page ES-xi The negative impact of lowering
the water level of
Lake Kachess on private wells (ES-xi) is documented, with the conclusion
that significant numbers of wells will be “dewatered.” It is unacceptable to
tell citizens that their water supply will likely disappear, and then offer a
remedy of “monitor and mitigate.”
Well failures (“dewatering”) will likely
occur in October/November when Lake Kachess is at its lowest level, this is
also shortly before snow arrives and access to homesites becomes difficult.
The possibility of losing water at this time, without an in-place action plan for
making homeowners whole, is unacceptable. A comprehensive strategy
composed of proven techniques that can be implemented immediately upon
need is required prior to a Final EIS and/or ROD.
We ask that this
comprehensive strategy, its details, costs, and operational features, be
described in detail, and citizens be provided with this information along with
an appropriate comment period, prior to issuing a FEIS or ROD.
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Some property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water
rights for their wells. According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the
lake is pumped down. How is it possible that prorated junior water rights
holders of the Roza irrigation district can dewater those Kachess wells which
have senior water rights? State specific statutes and other justifications.
Also, there is no money for mitigation for the loss of well water. What is the
process for getting a well drilled deeper, and what is the timeline for getting a
well repaired which has run dry?
The hydrology data in the SDEIS does not describe effects on the aquifer
below the lake and into the town of Easton. How will draining the lake affect
wells downstream of the lake?
By what criteria, will these effects be
calculated.
Page ES-xiii The
12) Lack of communication to the affected public
DEIS states the project
will implement a “public communication strategy” to inform recreationists and
others of the impacts of the proposed action(s) on USFS campgrounds,
fishing, boating, hiking and other activities, and to mitigate the impact. Given
that a single USFS campground (Lake Kachess Campground) registers
23,000 people and 11,000 boat launches annually, it should be obvious that
this communication strategy should be pro-active, and communicated now,
not at an unknown time in the future. Citizens must be informed prior to
experiencing impact, in order to understand the potential impact on
individuals and families, and to participate meaningfully in the deliberative
process. Given the SDEIS documentation of negative impact on recreational
activity, and the acknowledgement that most affected individuals come from
the Seattle area, it is clear the NEPA/SEPA process represented by the
SDEIS has failed to involve and inform affected citizens and organizations as
required by law.
A subsequent SDEIS must be published with
accompanying public comment period and the public informed. Please
develop, describe, distribute for comment,
and implement a “public
communications strategy” immediately, to reach the thousands of affected
parties who have not been recognized or adequately served by the SDEIS.
This strategy should include mass communications, well-publicized meetings,
and other techniques throughout the Seattle and Puget Sound area.
13) Misrepresentation of Lake Kachess Chapter 1, Section 1.2 The
SDEIS indicates
Kachess Reservoir was constructed over a naturally occurring glacial lake…
[joining]…Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake. These two lakes,
acknowledged to be lakes in the SDEIS, represent the entirety of all KDRPP
options, including the proposed action KDRPP-FPP. Thus, every drop of
water to be pumped by the KDRPP will come from Big Kachess Lake. It is a
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misrepresentation, no doubt intentional, to assert this project involves
Kachess Reservoir. The KDRPP has nothing to do with the reservoir (stated
in page 1-1 to be the water over the natural lake) and exclusively affects the
natural lake, Big Kachess Lake. This attempt to misrepresent a natural,
glacial-created lake as a reservoir has only one purpose, to mislead and
confuse the public. We ask that all representations of this project be
corrected, and that inaccurate and confusing euphemisms such as “dead
storage” and “inactive pool” be eliminated. The correct term should be either
“Lake Kachess” or “Big Kachess Lake”. There is a Kachess Reservoir, the
approximately 65 ft. of water currently managed by BoR. Below that is the
natural Lake Kachess, and it is this body of water that is exclusively the target
of, and impacted by, KDRPP.
KDRPP has nothing to do with Kachess
Reservoir.
We ask that this confusion and misrepresentation stop, and
accurate terminology be used that informs rather than confuses the public.
This requires modification of language used in the SDEIS and all public
communications, including correction of schematics such as Page 1-7.
14) Who will be responsible for costs, implementation and operation?
Chapter 1, Table 11 on page 1-11
This SDEIS Table indicates roles and responsibilities of
participating entities. Roza Irrigation District will (according to Table 1-1)
“Fund, design, construct, operate…etc.…the selected alternative.” This can
only refer to the KDRPP-FPP. This statement of financial obligation also
appears on Page 1-17.
Unfortunately, there is confusion in the public’s
mind, largely due to conflicting public comments by Roza representatives and
BoR representatives. It is imperative that this confusion be removed before
any Final EIS and/or ROD be issued. We ask, therefore, that a complete and
unambiguous statement of financial obligation of KDRPP-FPP be issued.
The statement should make clear that 100% of the costs of implementing
KDRPP-FPP, including all mitigation, litigation, and other assigned costs, will
be borne by Roza Irrigation District or if not Roza, then by which
entity/entities.
15) Misrepresentation
about
the Teanaway
Chapter
---Community
- - Forest
-1, Section 1.8.2 on Page 1-18 The terms and conditions of the purchase
of the Teanaway Property (TCF) is misrepresented with regard to its
relationship to KDRPP-FPP and does so in a way that introduces extreme
bias in favor of the project proponents. Page 1-18 indicates 214,000 acrefeet of additional water supply must be in place by 2025, and if not the Board
of Natural Resources is authorized to transfer the TCF to the common school
trust and manage it for the beneficiaries of the trust.
The proponents of KDRPP-FPP make public representations that this means,
unless their project is implemented, the TCF will be sold, clear-cut for timber
revenue, and the property lost forever for recreation purposes. Simply stated,
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that is not true. The terms of the TCF do not require the property be reverted
to the educational trust; that is only one alternative provided among many.
(See RCW 90.38.130 Authorization to purchase land---management and
disposal of land) Other options include continued management of the
property for recreation, maintaining wildlife habitat, implementing
conservation projects, and other beneficial purposes.
In fact, the only obligation is that a report be submitted indicating what
progress has been achieved toward the milestone and requiring submission
of a new plan if the milestone is not achieved. This can continue until the
year 2045. It further states the milestone can be achieved through any of a
combination of methods: conservation, improved management techniques,
water marketing strategies, storage, and others.
In fact, the report is
required to state how much “net increase in available water” (the correct term,
not “additional water supply” as stated in the SDEIS which implies all
milestone water must be from storage). To date, the SDEIS claims 124,131
acre-feet of net increase in water due to conservation, and in the past has
claimed as much as 300,000 acre-feet in future conservation savings. This
would more than fulfill the 214,000 acre-feet milestone, were the planned
conservation projects fully implemented.
Finally, if the very unlikely possibility of a reversion to trust fund management
and clearcutting is selectively highlighted in the SDEIS, then the far more
likely alternatives should be given equal space. After a decade of public
recreation use, with untold thousands of new citizen-recreationists advocating
for the Teanaway as a new resource, and an army of volunteer citizens and
organizations upgrading the Teanaway, the public backlash against
clearcutting would be overwhelming. With its misrepresentation of the
Teanaway Purchase, the SDEIS has veered into a political speculation that is
both inappropriate and inaccurate. However, given that SDEIS has now
opened the door, in a subsequent SDEIS it must clarify, correct, and
accurately inform the public of what is, and is not, required and implied by the
Teanaway Purchase. We ask that this be done not only in a future SDEIS,
but in all communication about the relationship between Teanaway and
KDRPP-FPP, or any other element of YBIP. In addition, we asked that a
notification of clarification be immediately issued stating that based on current
and future water conservation savings, it is anticipated that the obligations
under RCW 90.38.130 will be met with no additional water needed from the
YBIP projects.
16) Accurate Cost Estimate Chapter 2, Sections 2.7 The statement of
budget (Page 2-59) for KDRPP-FPP is incomplete and under-valued. The
“estimated costs” for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are shown, but since Alternative
4 is the “proposed option” it will be the focus of this comment (however these
comments apply equally to the other alternatives). An “estimate” that has a
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variance of -30% to +50% is difficult to interpret, as in the case of the
$282,000,000 estimate for KDRPP-FPP. Because the estimate is not a
measure of central tendency (i.e., neither mean, median, or mode) it appears
to be affected by non-measurement bias. Given the uncertainty surrounding
the estimate, it would be far preferable to show the actual estimates in
numerical terms; e.g.
Low Estimate
197,400,000

Projected Estimate
282,000,000

High Estimate
423,000,000

as opposed to showing a single estimate of 282,000,000, without assigning a
probability for variance ranges. That is, without knowing the likelihood of a
“low” or “high” correction, each will be assumed to have equal probability, but
clearly, they have different implications in terms of outcome. Under those
circumstances, each estimate must be assumed to have an equal probability,
and the actual numbers become more important. That would, or at least
should, cause the SDEIS to state numerical estimates in each of the three
(low, presented, high) estimates.
Taking that approach and understanding that taxpayers and farmers will be
primarily concerned with their maximum obligation (especially in view of the
fact that each option seems to be approximately equally likely), SDEIS should
show KDRPP-FPP the high budget estimate. Readers can decide which one
is the most likely and relevant to them. Following the approach of most
readers, the KDRPP-FPP budget should present a $423,000,000 base.
In
all cases, the mitigation costs must be included. For some reason the
required Bull Trout Volitional Passage is stated in the text (Page 2-60) to cost
$23,000,000 (preliminary estimate) but is not included. That would bring the
cost to $444,000,000.
This does not include the large mitigation costs of
private well failure mitigation, campground restoration and mitigation, negative
impact on private property values, fire risk hazard increase, fire suppression
cost increase, and many others mentioned in the SDEIS but not budgeted,
and/or raised by citizens but ignored. It is likely the public should anticipate a
financial obligation of closer to $500,000,000 than $282,000,000 for the
KDRPP-FPP.
In summary, the budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, incomplete,
and systematically biased to undervaluation.
We request that all budget
materials be revised to provide numerical values for all estimates and high/low
ranges, that all mitigation costs be calculated and included in the budget, and
that this be presented in a subsequent SDEIS that will allow people to review
and comment before a Final EIS and/or ROD is released.
17) Accurate view of exposed shoreline Chapter 2, Section 2.10
Regarding depiction of Lake Kachess after drawdown of 80 ft. The SDEIS
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(Page 2-66) indicates the 80 ft. drawdown will expose 628 acres of
shoreline. In no place is this accurately depicted. What profiles are shown
continue to show water in the areas that would become mud or silt. An
“imposed line” on the water conceals the true impact of 628 acres of
exposure. We ask that an accurately scaled map be provided that depicts
exposed shoreline in an accurate fashion, neither as “thatched”, “outlined
water” or other techniques, but as mud or silt consistent with aerial pictures.
An additional note; residents know the current drawdown exposes several
large islands, and the drawdown will expand and increase the number of such
exposures. It is inaccurate and deceptive to portray the drawdown without
the exposure of the mud and silt islands.
Please correct this
misrepresentation.
18) Fish Passage The Yakima Plan envisions seven components for
improvements in the Yakima River basin. The SDEIS ignores two very
relevant ones: Reservoir Fish Passage and Enhanced Water Conservation.
The initial DEIS in 2015 recognized that anadromous fish (salmon) were
present in natural glacial lakes Keechelus and Kachess prior to construction
of irrigation control structures, dams and spillways, in the early twentieth
century. Why aren’t there any plans for enhanced fish passage at either Lake
Kachess or Lake Keechelus included in either the DEIS or the SDEIS?
When Fish Passage is finally provided for Lake Kachess and the inactive
storage water is pumped out, lowering the lake level behind the dam, how will
the migrating salmon coming up the fish passage get down to the lower lake
level?
19) Bull Trout Chapter 2, Section 2.10 and elsewhere in the SDEIS The
Bull Trout Volitional Passage project is described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9.
The “steep slope conditions” between Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess
Lake will occur when the water level is approximately 2,208 elevation and the
pumping operation begins. These “steep slope” conditions will occur an
additional 6,225 days if KDRPP-FPP is installed, this will mean 34 additional
years (out of 90 modeled), and an average of 183 days a year, when Bull
Trout Passage will be completely dependent on the Volitional Passage.
In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 – 2008) the
pump…and therefore the channel…will be in continuous operation. Eight
years of steep slope conditions, requiring 8 years of Bull Trout dependence
on the volitional passage, represents 2-3 spawning cycles. In other words,
the entire population of Lake Kachess Bull Trout will be destroyed if the
volitional passage is not effective. No evidence is provided that the
volitional passage is effective, has been demonstrated in other Bull Trout
population support activities, has completed a “proof of concept” test, or is in
any way assured to be successful to preventing destruction of the Lake
Kachess Bull Trout population. Also, because the volitional passage is not
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included in the budget costs, it cannot be assumed to be part of the project
going forward. Another concern is the lack of water flowing into tributaries of
Little Kachess Lake, which will be the water needed to charge the volitional
passage. The SDEIS states the tributary water disappears at the end of the
year…when the water will be needed in the passage. There is no description
of the length of the passage (the length and southern outlet are never
described in text, numeric, or schematic terms).
Finally, the Bull Trout find their way to spawning tributary by a complex but
not-well-understood physiology of chemo and geo receptors. This returns
them to the spawning tributary, and eventually spawning bed, where they
started life. Creating a volitional passage means the Bull Trout will have to
find an artificial tributary that did not exist when they were young and locate it
several miles from where the “narrows” and “steep shelf” originated their life
cycle.
For all of these reasons, the public demands more than a “conceptual design”
of the volitional passage. This mitigation must be described in ways that
make sure sufficient water will be available to charge the passage, the length,
slope, and other characteristics of the passage will not deter Bull Trout
passage, the returning redds will be able to find the entry point of the
volitional passage, and the passageway to Box Creek will be maintained.
The current plastic and straw bale approach is inadequate and has led to
further declines of the population.
We ask that the volitional passage design and operation be updated to
address all of these concerns, and that the revised design be available to
citizens for review and comment in a subsequent SDEIS, prior to any Final
EIS or ROD.
Also, the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the population in
Kachess (dredging a channel between big and little Kachess but ignoring the
side stream Box Creek where the trout actually are) but mitigating with
improved populations elsewhere. P1-13 notes “While bull trout enhancement
was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not included in the
Proposed Action, therefore not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.” What
fraction of the resident endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess is
estimated will be killed under the proposed alternative and all the active
alternatives? What fraction of loss is allowable under law and the EPA? How
will the active alternatives and the proposed alternative meet these legal
requirements?
20) USFWS BiOp It is known that the USFWS is conducting a Biological
Opinion on the existing Yakima watershed with respect to the current
operation of existing dams and irrigation districts. That BiOp is not expected
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to be published until sometime in the fall of 2018. We request that another
SDEIS be produced after said BiOp is published as it could impact the entire
watershed including the necessity for the projects named in the current
SDEIS for Kachess.
21) Increased forest vulnerability and Fire Hazard. The vegetation and
wetlands (Page 2-70) and densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will,
according to the SDEIS suffer with reduced water levels in Lake Kachess.
This will mean stressed trees and other foliage in a single drought year, and in
multiple years of pump operation dead trees due to lack of water and insect
vulnerability. The Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary
responsibility for fire and emergency medical services in the Lake Kachess
and Lake Keechelus areas. This state agency has repeatedly raised
concerns about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced capacity to suppress
fires (due to lowering of the lake and removal of a source of water for
firefighting), the increased incidence of accidents and injuries due to
construction activity, and need for public education and communication
strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects. Despite numerous and
repeated expressions of concern and requests to meet with the responsible
Fire Departments, the BoR has ignored and rejected these requests. This is
a clear violation of the NEPA/SEPA process and renders the current SDEIS
incomplete and unacceptable. We demand that as part of the NEPA/SEPA
process for Lake Keechelus/Lake Kachess project proposals, BoR and other
affiliated entities engage leadership of the Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue
agency and work together to develop a mutually acceptable plan for mitigating
the previously stated concerns. We ask this plan be developed and included
in a subsequent SDEIS, distributed to all stakeholders, and submitted for
public comment prior to any Final EIS or ROD.
22) Impact
private
property
- to
-- The SDEIS consistently under-represents
the impact on private residences and property owners. Page 3-155 refers to
“several private parcels and homes or cabins” that will be affected, but a
better description would be “substantial numbers of private residences…
etc.”
Lake Kachess Village HOA has 162 homesites, East Kachess HOA
has 70 homesites, Kachess Ridge has approximately 80 homesites, and East
Kachess Ride another 20-30, plus numerous unaffiliated residences in the
area. This easily numbers 300 homesites, far more than would be inferred
from the term “several.” The systematic bias against representing impact on
private citizens is displayed on page 4-23, when it excludes any homesite
farther than 0.1 mile from shoreline from negative impact by drawdown of the
lake. We ask for an accurate description, in numerical terms, of individuals
and homesites affected by the Lake Kachess drawdown. As a minimum, this
would include all homesites on Kachess Lake Road, Via Kachess Road, the
Kachess Dam and eastern shoreline road, and private residences within 5.0
miles of the shoreline.
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-757

21
D

D
22

23) Impact
private
property
- to
-- BoR commissioned a study by Dean Potter
LLC, a real estate appraisal firm, to determine the negative impact on private
properties resulting from the pumping drawdown.
This study showed a
negative impact of 5-10%, but even this was an under-estimate. The Potter
study imposed a primary screening criterion that the only value a lake had,
was the view it provided to a homesite.
This eliminated 85% of the
homesites in the immediate area of the lake, even though the residents had
chosen their homes because of access to the lake. The Potter LLC study
claimed that even though the lake could become inaccessible for years at a
time, people who lived there to enjoy boating, fishing, hiking, picnicking, and
other water-related activities, wouldn’t notice the lake had disappeared. The
only ones who would be adversely affected would be those people with a
view…but not just any view, an “unfiltered view” (no description of what this
might mean). Even this was perverted, to say only people with unfiltered
views within 0.1 mile of the lake would be affected. The study actually
claimed that a view of a full lake within 0.1 miles, and a view of the drawn
down lake more than 0.1 miles away, would be equivalent. There is no
precedent for such exclusionary criteria, and there is no justification using
standard methods of appraisal. The entire exercise is a transparent effort to
minimize any negative impact. Even so, a 5-10% negative on impacted
properties was reported.
Even though the BoR commissioned this study, and even though the study
went to extraordinary lengths to minimize impact, the BoR declared in the
SDEIS there was “no way to reliably assign or assess impacts…” The only
analysis reported was that conducted by Dean Potter LLC, it used flawed
methods that were biased to under-reporting of negative impacts on private
property values, but it still reported significant (5-10%) negative impacts. Yet
strangely, even these were rejected, without providing any data to support the
rejection.
Lake Kachess homeowners have repeatedly requested to be involved in
designing a valid and reliable study of the negative impacts on property
values of proposed alternatives. BoR has ignored and rejected all requests,
and instead contracted for a study that (although flawed by its obvious intent
to minimize findings of damage) still showed significant damage to private
property caused by the 80 ft. drawdown. Despite overwhelming evidence to
the contrary…and their own analysis…BoR now claims the study they just
completed, in fact can’t be done!
The implications of negative impact on private property values go beyond the
affected citizens. A reduction in property values affects the tax base of the
county and fire departments, and will reduce available resources to provide
essential services. This is acknowledged in SDEIS Page 4-326 as follows:
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“while effects on property values would most directly affect property owners,
the wider community would also experience effects.” In other words, private
property owners, fire departments, city and county governments, and others
would also be negatively impacted.
It is unacceptable to ignore and misrepresent the obvious reality that
drawdown of Lake Kachess will have substantial negative impact on property
owners and the wider community. We demand that the BoR engage the
Lake Kachess community in designing and conducting a valid and reliable
study of negative impact on private property values. This study should be
conducted by an independent and non-conflicted expert with the results peerreviewed according to standard practice. This study must be conducted and
distributed in a subsequent SDEIS, with the public provided an opportunity to
comment before a Final EIS or ROD is issued.
24) Impact on Senior Water Rights How will those with senior water rights
to the existing 239,000 acre-ft of water currently stored by Kachess Dam be
mitigated when that water is no longer available once Lake Kachess water
level is lowered below the outlet to its dam? Who will pay to provide senior
water rights holders with the water they have a right to? How will it affect the
senior water rights holders’ own farming operations and/or enjoyment of their
property? We request further studies about this and communication to those
senior water rights holders of possible impacts to them by the SDEIS active
alternatives. Then another public comment period be opened for their
comments.
25) Drought Definition Who will define the 70% of prorated water? What
unbiased, independent, non-irrigation-district expert or organization will make
that determination? Page 2-6 of the SDEIS says, “Project proponents would
use the pumping plant during drought years and could possibly use it in
following years as the reservoir refills to a level above the existing gravity
outlet.” Does this mean the definition of when the pumps could be used has
changed from the prior definition of drought (less than 70% of prorated water
expected to be available)? Why would the pump be used in following years
“as the reservoir refills to a level above the existing gravity outlet?” Would
that not prevent or delay refill?
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26) New Water Rights Table 1-2 on p 1-20 notes that ecology will “issue
water rights as necessary.” We’ve been told over and over that no new rights
will be generated from this plan. How will new water rights be issued? To
whom?

D

27) Water Conservation and Market Reallocation Page 1-4 notes that the
Yakima Basin Integrated Plan has 7 components, but several are not included
in the KDRPP EIS (groundwater storage, water conservation, market

26
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reallocation). Define the number of acre-feet saved by water conservation
and market reallocation in the whole Yakima watershed.
28) Noise Only the preferred alternative has pumps at lake level, exposed to
the environment (all others have pumps at the bottom of a shaft). P2-75
notes the maximum permissible environmental noise is 55 dBA. What is the
expected noise level in dBA at 100 feet from the pumps? At 1000 feet? Will
the pumps be running 24/7 once they start running?
29) KKC tunnel material 115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel excavated
material comes out on Kachess Lake Road with no mention of where it will be
trucked to or the impact of over 5000 truckloads of material being hauled off.
Where will the 115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel material be deposited?
What safety measures and scheduling of hauling equipment will be made
during the tunnel construction to insure the safe and customary use of Lake
Kachess County Road by campground users and local property owners and
guests?

27
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30) Turbidity P2-68 notes all action alternatives will result in localized shortterm exceedance of turbidity standard. Define the degree of turbidity
exceedance and the effect it will have on native fish populations

D

31) Permanent Habitat Loss P2-71 notes permanent habitat loss with the
preferred alternative. Define the effect of permanent habitat loss on the
spotted owl, bull trout, and other endangered / listed species.

D

32) Decreased Recreation Desirability P2-73 notes decreased recreation
desirability and conflict with “established SIL/VOQ” Quantify the economic
impact of the decreased recreation desirability. Under what authority are
established SIL/VOQ permitted to be violated?

31
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33) Purchase
of private
--property
- - P2-76 notes that the parcels north of the
existing beach road on the East side are indeed private and may need to be
purchased from their current owners for the boat ramp and parking lot. There
is no money in the SDEIS for property purchase. How many lots and at what
expected price will be purchased? These additional costs should be included
in the SDEIS Alternatives. A revised SDEIS is warranted.
34) Water Impairment P3-29, 3-45: both Keechelus and Kachess are listed
as “category 5” water impairment because of PCB contamination. In the 2015
DEIS, only Keechelus was noted to have PCB contamination. Please release
the report which also indicates that Kachess has a similar contamination.
Would dredging and construction activities not stir up sediment containing
PCBs? What increase of PCB levels is expected on the basis of the
proposed alternative construction activities?
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35) Water Filtering
How will the water from Keechelus be moved to
Kachess? What kind of filtration system will be installed to prevent any I-90 34
pollutants in Lake Keechelus from being transferred to Lake Kachess? If any
hydraulic equipment is used, how will any PAH be kept from entering Lake
Kachess?

D

36) Lake Drainage during construction The description of the preferred
alternative notes that the lake would need to be drained to allow construction
(p2-41ff). Describe the mechanics of draining the lake to allow construction.
What happens to the excess water, and how is the “flip-flop” flow pattern
maintained if the lake is drained early in the season? What is the effect on
the Easton reach of the Yakima river spawning?
Because both the NEPA and SEPA process must be followed, we request that
the Bureau of Reclamation and WA Department of Ecology each provide
separate responses to the above comments.
Please send us a copy of any additional SDEIS, FEIS or Record of Decision that
is released.
Thank you for considering and acting on these comments.
Sincerely,
Kachess Community Association
Christine Johnson, President
Christine@WREServices.com
40 Mountain View Lane
Easton, WA 98925
East Kachess Homeowner’s Association
Gordon Brandt, President
6100 Kachess Dam Road
Easton WA 98925
Kachess Ridge Maintenance Association
Terry Montoya, President
terry.montoya@comcast.net
PO Box 93
Easton WA 98925
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Friends of Bumping Lake
Chris Maykut, President
chris@friendsofbumpinglake.org
North Cascades Conservation Council
Tom Hammond, President
ncccinfo@northcascades.org
Alpine Lakes Protection Society
Rick McGuire, President
alpinelakes.info@gmail.com
Center for Environmental Law & Policy (CELP)
Trish Rolfe, Executor Director,
trolfe@celp.org
85 S Washington St., Suite 301
Seattle, WA 98104
Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue,
Board of Commissioners
William J. Powers, President
bpowers@snoqualmiepassfirerescue.org
1211 State Route 906
Snoqualmie Pass, Kittitas County, WA 98068-0099
Yakima Coalition
Co-Chairs Ann Lewis, Bill Campbell, and Chris Maykut
Ann Lewis, roniaspamonia@gmail.com
86-157th Ave SE, Bellevue, WA 98008
Bill Campbell, bill_campbell@unc.edu
31 Brookside Ct., Easton, WA 98925
Chris Maykut,
chris@friendsofbumpinglake.org
Cindy and Dan Ryynanen
42 Mountain View Lane
Easton, WA 98925
Attachments
cc: elected officials
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Comment Letter 409
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Kaitlyn Seguin <knseguin@gmail.com>
To: Kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 3:50 PM

The amount of environmental problems that WILL. Not may... will come out of draining this lake is
extensive. Not to mention the minor effects it has on every homeowner in this area economically.
Having a lake access home myself that is a major role in having this place. Now I understand this is
a small lake but the whole point people are fighting draining the lake even more is because there is
no natural counterbalance for the lakes water levels. This lake is enjoyed by many people every
summer by people and animals alike. Without the lake there will be no habitat left for the fish that
inhabit it currently. Now of course there’s that tube system that has been proposed in the past but to
put it bluntly is the worst option there is. These fish have been living here for years. There are other
methods that are easily applicable for the farmers that need this water. For example, watering at
night instead of in the heat of the day or using drip irrigation instead of those other systems that are
horribly inefficient. Or here’s the real kicker.... not try growing crops where they can’t natually be
sustained like in a desert.... I know, crazy right? Not growing plants that need excessive amounts of
water in the middle of a desert.... who would’ve thought? The point is there are many other options
besides destroying the beautiful ecosystem that has thrived here for centuries. Protect these
beautiful pieces of nature that we can live in harmony with instead of leaving it a wasteland as soon
as you pump the lake the proposed additional amount. Maybe instead of looking at the profit of what
the pumping system will get you this year get outside and come down and look at what you will
destroy if this goes through which I pray will never happen.
Regards,
Kaitlyn Seguin
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Comment Letter 410
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake
1 message
Kaitlyn Seguin <knseguin@gmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 3:33 PM

RE: Kachess and Keechelus DEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley:
We are submitting both comments specific to the KachessDrought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)
and KeechelusReservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) 2018 Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) released on April 13th, 2018 and also those comments
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by The Alpine Lakes Protection Society, The Sierra Club, The Wise Use Movement and The North
Cascades Conservation Council which were made about the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated January 9, 2015. All comments are submitted
under both NEPA and SEPA.
Comments
1. Alternative 1 No Action We oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC projects.
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Only
Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.
2. The Yakima Plan programmatic FEIS failed to provide a range of alternatives—just the
Yakima Basin
Integrated Water Management Plan (YBIP) and No Action. How will this be rectified?

3
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3. Failure to comply with NEPA requirement for consideration of alternatives. The National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives
that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action [40 CFR 1508.18].

Consideration of

“reasonable alternatives” means all state-of-the-art alternatives must be rigorously explored and
properly evaluated, as well as those other alternatives which are eliminated from detailed study with
a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them [Section 1502.14]. Of particular concern with
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regard to the KDRPP-KKC SDEIS, and its predecessor the KDRPP-KKC DEIS, the alternatives
must not be slanted to favor the interests of a particular party.

5

The stated purpose of the DEIS was to “provide more reliable and sustainable water resources

D

for the health of the riverine environmental and for agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs.
(Page ES-I, January 2015). The 2018 Supplemental EIS failed to offer a stated purpose and one
must presume the 2015 DEIS statement of purpose applies to the 2018 document.
The 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS fail to meet the explicit NEPA requirement of considering a
reasonable range of alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action. The
2015 DEIS considered only two alternatives: the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) with two locations, and the Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC) with two
locations. In fact, the DEIS stated these should all be considered part of a single action because
they could not be separated. (That is, Lake Kachess could not be drained without a refill
mechanism from Lake Keechelus.) In reality, therefore, only one action alternative was
considered (pumping plant plus conveyance) vs. no action in the 2015 DEIS.
The 2018 SDEIS continued and compounded this failure. A conveyance tunnel with two locations
was considered, and a pumping plant with three locations. While the SDEIS goes to great
contortions to try to make these appear to be several different alternatives, they are in fact one
alternative…extracting water from a natural lake to benefit downstream special interests.
Compliance with NEPA would require consideration of true alternatives to accomplish the stated
purpose of providing more reliable and sustainable water resources. Any reasonable list of
alternatives would include serious consideration of water conservation methods, water market
strategies, crop mix management (e.g., fallowing), use of technology (ditch lining, micro-irrigation
systems, electronic monitoring systems, increased security from water theft), and advanced
technology (underground drip systems). In fact, subsequent analysis of YBIP by the Water
Research Center of Washington State University has shown that the purpose of YBIP can be
achieved at lower cost and with greater effect (i.e., greater net increase in available water) by
application of conservation and water market strategies.
We have previously noted this deficiency in the 2015 DEIS, and repeat it for the 2018 SDEIS.
Both the DEIS and the SDEIS fail to comply with the NEPA requirement of considering all
reasonable alternatives to achieve the stated purpose. In fact, this fatal flaw originates from the
Programmatic EIS released in 2012, which failed to consider all reasonable alternatives and
entrenched the problem which was carried forward in the 2015 DEIS and 2018 SDEIS. The
2012 Programmatic Yakima Plan EIS not only failed to consider a range of alternatives, as
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required by NEPA, it failed to follow federal Program Principals and Guidelines (PPG) in
accurately assigning costs and benefits to the arbitrarily narrow list of alternatives. All subsequent
NEPA processes and documents have therefore been legally inadequate and the SDEIS cannot
be "tiered" to an inadequate PEIS. The only way to rectify this problem is to return to the original
Programmatic Yakima Plan EIS and do it correctly. We ask that the NEPA legal requirements be
met by re-issuing a NEPA compliant Programmatic EIS, follow that with a NEPA compliant Draft
EIS, and proceed in a manner that considers a range of alternatives to the YBIP’s stated
purpose.

D
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We ask that water conservation methods, water market strategies, state-of-the-art water
management technologies, and crop management strategies be considered separately and in
combination to achieve the purpose(s) of YBIP, and, as alternatives to the
proposed Kachess Lake pumping plant. It is clear the PEIS, DEIS and SDEIS have been
prepared (in violation of NEPA guidance) “slanted to the interest of special interest groups”. We
ask, as required in the NEPA process, that all alternatives not considered be listed and a full
explanation be given…including data, references, and review procedures…for excluding each
alternative.
The process that generated the DEIS and SDEIS of record cannot be relied upon to produce a
NEPA compliant document that objectively represents all reasonable alternatives, and we
therefore request that an independent, non-biased, non-government, academic entity be
engaged to conduct these analyses.
4. Involve all affected native tribes The SDEIS notes the Yakama Nation has historical ties to the
Lake
Kachess area, and documents historical and cultural heritage connections.

The Snoqualmie

Tribe also has roots in the Lake Kachess area, and artifacts from that federally recognized tribe
have been found along the shoreline of Lake Kachess. How will the Snoqualmie Tribe’s
historical and cultural standing be recognized in regard to this project, and they be brought into

D
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the discussion? How will the Snoqualmie Tribe be contacted, the potential impact of this project
on their culture be explained, and will they be given an opportunity to provide comment prior to a
Final DEIS and/or ROD? Also please describe what happens with Native American artifacts
unearthed during construction or following activation of pumps and draining to / below the natural
lake level.
5. Impact on Campers at Lake Kachess The impact on 23,000 annual visitors and 11,000 annual
boaters at
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USFS Lake Kachess Campground will be devastating. Page 2-6 indicates the lake could be
drawn down 80 feet “as early as June in severe drought years.” [NOTE: The campground
typically opens on Memorial Day Weekend…June 1st.] In other words, the campground would
not open,
for a number
of years.
-possibly
--

To date there has been no effort at communicating

with the individuals, families, and organizations that use this campground, some with decades of
continuous annual use. The possibility of drastically reduced access to this
treasured recreational facility has never been communicated to its users, let alone the possibility

8

D

that it would close and not re-open for a year or more. As noted below with respect to ESxii, we noted the inadequacy of a post hoc communication strategy to inform recreational users
of the impact of KDRPP-FPP. The impact on USFS Lake Kachess Campground is but one, but
a very important example of the need for a different and better approach. How will the past
users of USFS Lake Kachess Campground be contacted and informed of the potential impact on
Lake Kachess, and will they be provided an opportunity for public comment? It is clear the
current SDEIS has failed to accomplish this essential public information obligation, and that a
subsequent SDEIS and full public disclosure are needed to correct this failure. Please provide a
written plan as to how the past campground users will be contacted and the timeline for this
process.

6. Objectivity vs “Suggestion”

Executive Summary, page ES-v

The SDEIS asserts the

presence of a
“value analysis study that suggested the feasibility of a floating pumping plant”. The assertion
that a redirection of the previous DEIS, leading to a comprehensive shift in emphasis and
removal of conveyance as practical options, would be driven by a “suggestion”, brings into
question the objectivity and rigor of either previous or subsequent, or both, analytic
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methodologies. Please provide full descriptions of the “suggestions,’ including the methods,
data, and conclusions implied by the inadequate and confusing term “suggestions.”
7. Funding
ambiguity
requires
-another
- SDEIS
- Page ES-viii

The SDEIS states the Bureau of

Reclamation will “fund…some or all, or authorize Roza to fund” the KDRPP-FPP. This
statement inadequately informs Washington citizens…as well as Roza farmers…of their likely
obligations for financial support of the KDRPP-FP. Please provide the legal, legislative, and/or
other basis for stating Bureau of Reclamation will fund some or all of the project, the conditions
under which that funding would occur, the criteria for obligating Washington citizens to finance
this project, how “all or some” will be determined, and by whom, and the time frame for securing
financing.

The issue is further confused in the same page which states the Record of Decision

(ROD) will determine which entity (BoR, Dept. Ecol., Roza, etc.) will be responsible for what
action (fund, design, construct, operate, etc.). These are not “details” to be clarified at a later
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time, but substantively important facts that citizens must know in order to provide informed
comment. Please provide all the information that is promised for a future ROD, but in a
subsequent SDEIS that will be made available to citizens with an appropriate comment period.
8. Change in Scope Page ES-viii
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The SDEIS states that the KDRPP-FPP is the “proposed

action” and
BoR/Dept. Ecology have not identified a “preferred alternative.” This represents a major
departure from the previous DEIS, which indicate a KKC conveyance project and a KDRPP
project must be considered as a “single action and cannot be separated.” The logic of that
position was that emptying Lake Kachess in an artificial and unprecedented manner, would
require a refill mechanism (e.g., KKC). Apparently that logic was incorrect and has been
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superseded by new policy. The SDEIS continues to show substantial impact with long term and
irreversible damage. Please summarize the negative impacts of KDRPP known in 2012, any
differences (positive or negative) in impacts based upon the SDEIS, and explain why the
differences are “acceptable” in 2018. This explanation should also serve to inform citizens as to
why no “preferred alternative” is provided. This explanation is critical to citizens’ understanding
of the project and their potential financial obligations. It appears, under the meaning of the law,
this action essentially removes KKC options, and thereby changes the scope of the original
Programmatic DEIS to a different Program. BoR must explain how this change in scope of the
program can be accomplished within a no-longer-accurate description of the PDEIS.
9. Impact on private wells Page ES-xi

The negative impact of lowering the water level of Lake

Kachess on private wells (ES-xi) is documented, with the conclusion that significant numbers of
wells will be “dewatered.” It is unacceptable to tell citizens that their water supply will likely
disappear, and then offer a remedy of “monitor and mitigate.” Well failures (“dewatering”) will
likely occur in October/November when Lake Kachess is at its lowest level, this is also shortly
before snow arrives and access to homesites becomes difficult. The possibility of losing
water at this time, without an in-place action plan for making homeowners whole, is
unacceptable. A comprehensive strategy composed of proven techniques that can be
implemented immediately upon need is required prior to a Final DEIS and/or ROD. We ask that
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this comprehensive strategy, its details, costs, and operational features, be described in detail,
and citizens be provided with this information along with an appropriate comment period, prior to
issuing a FDEIS or ROD.
Some property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for their wells.
According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the lake is pumped down. How is it possible
that prorated junior water rights holders of the Rozairrigation district can dewater
those Kachess wells which have senior water rights? State specific statutes and other
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justifications. Also, there is no money for mitigation for the loss of well water. What is the
process for getting a well drilled deeper, and what is the timeline for getting a well repaired which
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has run dry?
The hydrology data in the SDEIS does not describe effects on the aquifer below the lake and into
the town of Easton. How will draining the lake affect wells downstream of the lake? By what
criteria, will these effects be calculated.
10. Lack of communication to the affected public

D
14

Page ES-xiii The DEIS states the project

will
implement a “public communication strategy” to inform recreationists and others of the impacts
of the proposed action(s) on USFS campgrounds, fishing, boating, hiking and other activities,
and to mitigate the impact. Given that a single USFS campground
(Lake Kachess Campground) registers 23,000 people and 11,000 boat launches annually, it
should be obvious that this communication strategy should be pro-active, and communicated
now, not at an unknown time in the future. Citizens must be informed prior to experiencing
impact, in order to understand the potentialimpact on individuals and families, and to participate
meaningfully in the deliberative process. Given the SDEIS documentation of negative impact on
recreational activity, and the acknowledgement most affected individuals come from the Seattle
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area, it is clear NEPA/SEPA process represented by the SDEIS has failed to involve and inform
affected citizens and organizations as required by law. Please develop, describe, distribute
for comment, and implement a “public communications strategy” immediately, to reach the
thousands of affected parties who have not been recognized or adequately served by the
SDEIS. This strategy should include mass communications, well-publicized meetings, and
other techniques throughout the Seattle and Puget Sound area.
11. Misrepresentation
Lake Kachess
Chapter
Section1.2
- - of-1,- The SDEIS
indicates Kachess Reservoir

was constructed over a naturally occurring glacial lake…[joining]…Big Kachess Lake and
Little Kachess Lake. These two lakes, acknowledged to be lakes in the SDEIS, represent the
entirety of all KDRPP options, including the proposed action KDRPP-FPP. Thus, every drop of
water to be pumped
by theKDRPPwill come
from Big
Kachess
Lake.
-

It is a misrepresentation,

no doubt intentional, to assert this project involves Kachess Reservoir. The KDRPP has nothing
to do with the reservoir (stated in page 1-1 to be the water over the natural lake) and exclusively
affects the natural lake, Big Kachess Lake. This attempt to misrepresent a natural, glacialcreated lake as a reservoir has only one purpose, to mislead and confuse the public. We ask
that all representations of this project be corrected, and that inaccurate and confusing
euphemisms such as “dead storage” and “inactive pool” be eliminated. The correct term should
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be either “Lake Kachess” or “Big Kachess Lake”. There is a KachessReservoir, the
approximately 65 ft. of water currently managed by BoR. Below that is the natural
Lake Kachess, and it is this body of water that is exclusively the target of, and impacted by,
KDRPP. KDRPP has nothing to do with Kachess Reservoir. We ask that this confusion and
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misrepresentation stop, and accurate terminology be used that informs rather than confuses the
public. This requires modification of language used in the SDEIS and all public communications,
including correction of schematics such as Page 1-7.
12.

Who will be responsible for costs, implementation
andoperation?
Chapter
1, Table
1- -

11 on page
1-11

This SDEIS Table indicates roles and responsibilities of participating

entities. Roza Irrigation District will (according to Table 1-1) “Fund, design, construct, operate…
etc.…the selected alternative.” This can only refer to the KDRPP-FPP. This statement of
financial obligation also appears on Page 1-17.

Unfortunately, there is confusion in the public’s

mind, largely due to conflicting public comments by Roza representatives
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and BoR representatives. It is imperative that this confusion be removed before any Final DEIS
and/or ROD be issued. We ask, therefore, that a complete and unambiguous statement of
financial obligation of KDRPP-FPP be issued. The statement should make clear that 100% of
the costs of implementing KDRPP-FPP, including all mitigation, litigation, and other assigned
costs, will be borne by Roza Irrigation District or if not Roza, then by which entity/entities.
13. Teanaway
Community
1, Section
1.8.2on Page
1-18 The terms and
- Forest
- Chapter
- conditions of the purchase of the Teanaway Property (TCF) is misrepresented with regard to its
relationship to KDRPP-FPP and does so in a way that introduces extreme bias in favor of the
project proponents. Page 1-18 indicates 214,000 acre-feet of additional water supply must be in
place by 2025, and if not the Board of Natural Resources is authorized to transfer the TCF to the
common school trust and manage it for the beneficiaries of the trust.
The proponents of KDRPP-FPP make public representations that this means, unless their project
is implemented, the TCF will be sold, clear-cut for timber revenue, and the property lost forever
for recreation purposes. Simply stated, that is not true. The terms of the TCF do not require the
property be reverted to the educational trust; that is only one alternative provided among many.
(See RCW 90.38.130 Authorization to purchase land---management and disposal of land)
Otheroptions include continued management of the property for recreation, maintaining wildlife
habitat, implementing conservation projects, and other beneficial purposes.
In fact, the only obligation is that a report be submitted indicating what progress has been
achieved toward the milestone and requiring submission of a new plan if the milestone is not
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achieved. This can continue until the year 2045. It further states the milestone can be achieved
through any of a combination of methods: conservation, improved management techniques,
water marketing strategies, storage, and others. In fact, the report is required to state how much
“net increase in available water” (the correct term, not “additional water supply” as stated in the
SDEIS which implies all milestone water must be from storage). To date, the SDEIS claims
124,131 acre-feet of net increase in water due to conservation, and in the past has claimed as
much as 300,000 acre-feet in future conservation savings.

This would more than fulfill the

214,000 acre-feet milestone, were the planned conservation projects fully implemented.
Finally, if the very unlikely possibility of a reversion to trust fund management and clearcutting is
selectively highlighted in the SDEIS, then the far more likely alternatives should be given equal
space. After a decade of public recreation use, with untold thousands of new citizen
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recreationists advocating for the Teanaway as a new resource, and an army of volunteer citizens
and organizations upgrading the Teanaway, the public backlash against clearcutting would be
overwhelming. With its misrepresentation of the TeanawayPurchase, the SDEIS has veered into
a political speculation that is both inappropriate and inaccurate. However, given that SDEIS has
now opened the door, in a subsequent SDEIS it must clarify, correct, and accurately inform the
public of what is, and is not, required and implied by the TeanawayPurchase. We ask that this
be done not only in a future SDEIS, but in all communication about the relationship
between Teanaway and KDRPP-FPP, or any other element of YBIP. In addition, we asked that a
notification of clarification be immediately issued stating that based on current and future water
conservation savings, it is anticipated that the obligations under RCW 90.38.130 will be met with
no additional water needed from the YBIP projects.
14. Accurate
CostEstimate
Chapter
Sections
2.7 The statement of budget (Page 2-59) for
-2, KDRPP-FPP is incomplete and under-valued. The “estimated costs” for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are
shown, but since Alternative 4 is the “proposed option” it will be the focus of this comment (however
these comments apply equally to the other alternatives). An “estimate” that has a variance of -30%
to +50% is difficult to interpret, as in the case of the $282,000,000 estimate for KDRPP-FPP.
Because the estimate is not a measure of central tendency (i.e., neither mean, median, or mode) it
appears to be affected by non-measurement bias.

Given the uncertainty surrounding the estimate,

it would be far preferable to show the actual estimates in numerical terms; e.g.
Low Estimate
197,400,000

Projected Estimate HighEstimate
282,000,000

423,000,000

as opposed to showing a single estimate of 282,000,000, without assigning a probability for
variance ranges. That is, without knowing the likelihood of a “low” or “high” correction, each will
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be assumed to have equal probability, but clearly, they have different implications in terms of
outcome. Under those circumstances, each estimate must be assumed to have an equal
probability, and the actual numbers become more important. That would, or at least should,
cause the SDEIS to state numerical estimates in each of the three (low, presented, high)
estimates.
Taking that approach and understanding that taxpayers and farmers will be primarily concerned
with their maximum obligation (especially in view of the fact that each option seems to be
approximately equally likely), SDEIS should show KDRPP-FPP the high budget estimate.
Readers can decide which one is the most likely and relevant to them. Following the approach
of most readers, the KDRPP-FPP budget should present a $423,000,000 base.

In all cases,
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the mitigation costs must be included. For some reason the required Bull Trout Volitional
Passage is stated in the text (Page 2-60) to cost $23,000,000 (preliminary estimate) but is not
included.

That would bring the cost to $444,000,000.

This does not include the large

mitigation costs of private well failure mitigation, campground restoration and mitigation, negative
impact on private property values, fire risk hazard increase, fire suppression cost increase, and
many others mentioned in the SDEIS but not budgeted, and/or raised by citizens but ignored. It
is likely the public should anticipate a financial obligation of closer to
$500,000,000 than $282,000,000 for the KDRPP-FPP.
In summary, the budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, incomplete, and systematically
biased to undervaluation. We request that all budget materials be revised to provide numerical
values for all estimates and high/low ranges, that all mitigation costs be calculated and included
in the budget, and that this be presented in a subsequent SDEIS that will allow people to review
and comment before a Final DEIS and/or ROD is released.
15. Accurate view of exposed shoreline Chapter 2, Section 2.10 Regarding depiction of
Lake Kachess after drawdown of 80 ft. The SDEIS (Page 2-66) indicates the 80 ft. drawdown will
expose 628 acres of shoreline. In no place is this accurately depicted. What profiles are shown
continue to show water in the areas that would become mud or silt. An “imposed line” on the water
conceals the true impact of 628 acres of exposure.

We ask that an accurately scaled map

be provided that depicts exposed shoreline in an accurate fashion, neither as “thatched”, “outlined
water” or other techniques, but as mud or silt consistent with aerial pictures. An additional note;
residents know the current drawdown exposes several large islands, and the drawdown will expand
and increase the number of such exposures. It is inaccurate and deceptive to portray the
drawdown without the exposure of the mud and silt islands. Please correct this misrepresentation.
Sincerely,
Kaitlyn Seguin
March 2019
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Comment Letter 411
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Response to K Projects SDEIS
1 message
Jeanne Sheldon <JeanneS@outlook.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: Jeanne Sheldon <jeannes@outlook.com>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:30 PM

Ms. McKinley:

1
D

Attached please find my comments on the SDEIS for the Kachess Drought Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance.

Thank you,
Jeanne Sheldon

425.869-1945
18810 NE 150th Ct
Woodinville WA 98072

Response to K Projects SDEIS.pdf
135K
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Comment Letter 411

Jeanne Sheldon
18810 NE 150th Court
Woodinville, WA 98072
Phone: (425) 869-1945

` Ms, Candace McKinley

Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades
Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
(509) 575-5848

Subject: Response to Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Dear Ms. McKinley
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Figure 1: 1905 Yakima Herald Wedding Announcement

Introduction: Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the 2018 K Projects DEIS. My remarks
below do not pretend to be comprehensive, but it covers several potential environmental impacts I consider
serious. Thank you also for your commitment to ensure that the spirit of the federal and state laws designed to
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protect people, wildlife, property and the environment from the impact of deleterious side effects of ill-conceived

2 cont projects is met with full fidelity.
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One thing that I’ve been able to learn as I’ve discussed the proposed plan for the lake with many people, both local
and distant is that responses are both visceral and horrified. The devastation that would cause to the ancient
natural lake is clear. This is not about a few hundred landowners who are “concerned about their view” as some
have characterized it, it is about people feeling appalled by the lack of will to sustain a beautiful natural lake for the
enjoyment of our children and their children. The second thing that I’ve learned is that just about no one who has
a recreational interest in the lake or the outdoor recreation economy it provides for, knows about the K Projects.
People from Seattle, Bellevue, Redmond, Issaquah, Snoqualmie, Easton and Cle Elum who are emotionally and
often economically attached to the lake (and have been for generations), have never heard about the plan. The
reaction is often disbelief: it is too outrageous to be possible.
I don’t think that the people that have been working through the plan for decades are bad or evil people. I think
they have just been so immersed in viewing the lake as nothing more than a vast pool of inactive storage that
needs to be converted that they have forgotten to really look hard at the natural beauty and rich, varied habitat of
the lake. They’ve stopped listening to the concerns as more than just a nuisance and an obstacle to fight their way
through. Others, from the Yakama Nation, to a variety of small environmental groups, probably winced at some
point, then decided that the lake was a sacrifice that they had to do to get some of the other important and
valuable wins in the plans. Everyone needs to stop and realize that if this is actual implemented, there is no going
back or pretending that any sustainable good will come out of it. The only supportable option in the SDEIS is
Alternative 1 – No Action. The profound risk of irreversible damage to the human and natural community that
surround the lake, the stunning lack of genuine mitigation in the SDEIS – including no real cost analysis of
mitigations – and the lack of consideration or serious investment in the options presented by the Water Research
Council in their scathing analysis of the YBIP make the other options unacceptable.
The official name is “Kachess Lake”: That name was decided upon by the Board on Geographic Names in
1893 and reaffirmed in 1964. It is inappropriate for a government agency to use a different name than the official
USGS appellation. It suggests an ulterior motive, which is to obfuscate the plan to remove natural lake water to be
wastefully transported in open rivers and often unlined canals to a different part of the state over 100 miles away.
A reservoir comprises water impounded by a dam. The entire Kachess reservoir which sits on top of Kachess Lake
impounds more natural lake water as well as the pool raise from the dam. Kachess Reservoir is already made
available for irrigation in its entirety!
Destruction of one of the most popular campgrounds in the state: On the occasion of the 1984 opening
of the new Lake Kachess boat ramp, Roger Skistad of the Cle Elum Forest Ranger District told the Ellensburg Daily
Record that the boat ramp was expected to make the park even more popular (it was already one of the most
heavily used Forest Service campsites in the Northwest) because the ramp could be used even when the lake is at
its lowest level and that, “If the lake can be lowered even more, the Forest Service hopes to install concrete planks
to extend the launching facility even farther into the water.” Please advise, if this mitigation is still under
consideration, what are the associated costs and risks. Is it even remotely feasible? And does it save any
recreational use if only Little Kachess is available from the campground? Construction of an east shore boat ramp
is poorly defined. There will need to be substantial parking on location, too – the map look inadequate (11,000
boaters a year?). Will there need to be more imminent domain land acquisition? For a boat ramp and required
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parking? There is no discussion of the construction impact of that boat launch but grading to a ramp of less than 15
degrees, wide enough to keep driving a vehicle and trailer in reverse safe for the entire length of the drawdown
(plus 4 or 5 feet) on the steepest side of the lake is non-trivial. How will that be maintained and stabilized? What
about mitigation of the private boat ramps and the docks left floating on long stretches of mud flats?
In the same newspaper article, Skistad also described the selective cutting of hollowed out trees to preserve “the
character of the area”. Given the likelihood of tree loss from dewatering and disease and the Forest Service’s
commitment at the time to keeping the character of the area, has the Forest Service simply abandon any hope of
that goal? If they have, where do they expect that high volume of campers to go instead? What preparations are
being made for those properties? What is the anticipated economic effect of that dislocation? Mitigation? Why
have the plans never been communicated to the millions of people who have camped and boated on Lake Kachess.
What plans are there to correct that oversight while there is still opportunity for feedback? Why is notification of
the campers planned for far too late to participate in the process?
Earlier engineering study found the floating pump option to be impractical: The floating pump option was “deemed
to be an impractical alternative for Lake Kachess” in an earlier engineering study prepared by HDR Engineering,
Inc. in March 2011 (USBR, Yakima River Basin Study: Lake Kachess Inactive Storage Technical Memorandum).
What caused the attempt to fail on Cle Elum Lake and what suddenly made it a preferred choice? What is the
fallback when it fails in operation? Because construction will be draining of the lake to prepare for the system,
environment damage will occur regardless of whether it is available for Roza farmers. Who pays for correcting that
and where is the plan for that?

10
D

Volitional bull trout channel: While it is of entertaining to talk about fish volition, a subject not covered in my
biology classes, why is this mitigation planned for the years after completing the works. Wouldn’t you want to have
it when the drawdown begins? And if there is any expectation at all this would do any good, why is the bull trout
enhancement programs elsewhere in Yakima Valley even included in this report? It is not acceptable mitigation to
extirpate one community of an endangered species by augmented with a genetically distinct other community of
the same species in another location. This is no more than expedient sleight of hand.

11
D

Socio-economic impacts discussion does not include outdoor recreation economy: Anecdotally, I’ve
learned that the tourism/outdoor recreation that comes into Easton and Cle Elum is an import factor in the local
economy. The impact of similar tradeoffs in areas such as Bear’s Ear show that it has been consistently
undervalued and misunderstood by the government agencies involved. What are the impacts of substantial losses
in recreation opportunities in the county?

12
D

Recreational use of the lake and surrounds would not only be limited by less boating opportunity.
Tree loss would make the campsites less attractive and less shaded. It is not just “some seasons” that the camping
opportunities would be diminished. Hiking, which is very popular on both sides of the lake could become less safe,
particularly on the east side of the lake, where, in many places, the very steep sides of the exposed lake bed would
increase risk of falls, or rock instability. Are trails going to be examined? Reworked? What about roads and even
driveways?

D

Property value impacts are not unknowable: There have been at least two sets of opinions provided (though

13 one is flawed by artificial limits set of what could be considered). This is absolutely knowable and a study with

agreed-upon, commonly accepted methods must be a part of any such study. The text suggests that the issues are
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entirely around view and ability to reach the water for recreation (again, undervalued in the discussion), but do not
include the impact to property values when wells are dewatered, surrounding trees and wildlife are lost and fire
fighting capabilities have been severely compromised. Since this involves a fundamental constitutional issue around
taking property from a private citizen or concern to benefit another private citizen or concern, it deserves a far
more studied answer.

14
D

Impacts of turbidity caused by pumping: the surface quality is discussed and that government standards
would be exceeded on a fairly regular basis. What are all the effects of that turbidity? Will the dam outlet and
channel need more frequent clearing because the pumping needs to be occurring right until the point when the
water reaches the outlet? Would that increase dependence on pumping?

15
D

Mitigations common to all alternatives: Most mitigations as described are wholly unacceptable! “Using best
practices” as mitigation?? Come on, as if not using them was really an option? “Monitor and mitigate” – I don’t
even know what that means since you have attached no agencies, roles, schedules or costs to it. These do not
meet SEPA or NEPA standards. And are there not things you would cause that are unmitigable? The lake geology
is exceptionally varied because of earthquake folding, volcanic activities and the impact of glaciers. Are you really
going to catch a rockslide or avalanche before it happens, including ones that could affect safety both on the lake
and downstream from it? Those are entirely too hand-wavy to have any meaning.

16
D
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D

The most serious flaw in all but the no action alternative: In multiple places, the document refers to “the
need for action” because of changing climate conditions. The entire program has been sold on the premise that the
available water will not meet the needs of the existing water rights holders in the Yakima Basin under future
climate conditions. That means that all the analyses of drawdown years and forecasting of the frequency that the
pump would be needed are fundamentally flawed because they are based on select ranges of historical data. Surely
you have realized already that the proposed actions could easily yield far less benefit and with losses far greater
than forecasted within your documents. When you say that action is necessary because of climate change, but do
not account for climate change in your modeling, that is called, “Talking out of both sides of your mouth.” You
must fix that. Such circumstances could well create risks for even the most senior water rights holders and
financial risk for Roza which have, as proratable water right holders undeservedly taken water they were not
entitled to. Action that leads to disaster, both environmental and financial is far worse than no action. This is a
very costly mistake. Farmers may recover, but the lake – yes lake, not reservoir - never will. Your reservoir is
working fine and already yielding 239,000 acre-feet of water in the worst years. Do the fish passage and
restoration work – that is a debt you’ve long owed – but leave the ancient and beautiful lake alone.
Learning from history: When engineers planned for the dam, they calculated the dam height and the lowest
level below the dam they could build it and dredge out a channel to the outlet. They had two criteria: the
engineering complexity and the available water run-off from the 63 square mile watershed, which averaged 209,000
acre-feet per year in the preceding few years. Accordingly, they constructed it precisely to yield 210,000 acre-feet
of active storage. In 1936, that yield was increased to 236,000 acre-feet by raising the spillway for flood control,
which allowed the capture of more water in very wet years. That science has not changed in the past 110 years,
but the climate is changing, so somehow someone thinks that it is a very good idea to take 439,000 acre-feet
because there is less water available.
Those ancestors also developed an approach that allowed farmers to plan appropriately by knowing that their
water supply was proratable. That system needs updating to improve barrier-free transfers and exchanges and,
` Page 4
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absolutely, the water containment and irrigation practices continue to be updated, but please engage the
engineering and science know-how that was well understood and applied in 1909 and stop encouraging people to
imagining there is magic water available. It won’t be there when the dependence is most established, and you will
be in the center of that controversy.

Respectfully yours,

Jeanne Sheldon
7/11/2018
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Comment Letter 412
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save Lake Kachess
1 message
Jessica Siegel <jls1212@hotmail.com>
To: "Kkbt@usbr.gov" <Kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:39 PM

Dear Ms. McKinely,
1

D

My family's place away from home is Lake Kachess and I have been going to this
beauƟful lake for over 30 years. It breaks my heart to think that it could possibly be
drained beyond recogniƟon.

2
D

SecƟon 3.9.3 of the KDRPP and KKC SEIS has a short secƟon on bull trout, but virtually no
informaƟon on Box Canyon Creek. AƩached is a photo taken on October 18, 2018,
where Box Canyon Creek disappears into the mud ﬂats created by the exisƟng draw
down of Lake Kachess.

3
D

It also shows eﬀorts by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) to create
an arƟﬁcial channel from LiƩle Kachess Lake to Box Canyon Creek by the use of plasƟc
and straw bales, which have been scaƩered and allowed to enter the water.
This would appear to be a discharge of pollutants (straw and plasƟc) into Lake Kachess.
Did the WDFW obtain a NaƟonal Pollutant Discharge EliminaƟon System (NPDES) permit
or a Department of Ecology 401 Water Quality CerƟﬁcaƟon, or a Shoreline Management
Act SubstanƟal Development Permit for this project?
Thanks in advance for your aƩenƟon to this.
Jessica Siegel
1628 9th Ave W.
Seattle, WA 98119

P1090293.jpg
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Comment Letter 413
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP
1 message
Stephen Simmons <simmons@myself.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:38 PM

Dear Ms. McKinley,

1
D

At this time I, as a concerned taxpayer, cannot support the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant. As outlined in my
attached comments the data does not support spending $500 million in taxpayer dollars for such an insignificant
benefit.
Please consider these comments on any future decisions for this project.
Regards,
Stephen

KDRPP public comments - Stephen Simmons.pdf
350K
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Comment Letter 413
Stephen Simmons
23402 NE 29th PL
Sammamish WA 98074
July 11, 2018
Bureau of Reclamation, Columbia-Cascades Area Office
Attention: Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Submitted by email to kkbt@usbr.gov
Dear Ms. McKinley,
The Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) is not a public benefit and must not be enacted,
either by the Bureau of Reclamation and Department of Ecology, or by the Proratable Entities interested
in implementing it. It is inconsistent with adopted plans, does not comply with NEPA requirements, the
analysis is based on missing data and questionable assumptions, proposed mitigation is lacking,
groundwater impacts could be detrimental to property owners and public recreationists, there are
insignificant agricultural impacts given the negative recreation and environmental impacts, lake habitat
for fish is negatively impacted, and it could potentially increase the fire susceptibility of the area while
decreasing the ability of emergency responders to fight fires. It also radically changes the use of the
Yakima Project, which has been managed for over 100 years as a system for all users and instead
essentially earmarks one reservoir for one irrigation district.

2

Inconsistency with Mission and Adopted Plans

3

Comprehensive planning within the State of Washington requires that all plans and projects be
consistent with adopted policies; KDRPP does not appear to meet that test in several regards, including
contrasting with the mission of the proposing agencies.
The opening page of the DSEIS cites the missions of the US Department of the Interior, the Bureau of
Reclamation, and the state Department of Ecology. While all agencies have mission facets that can
compete with one another, making mission-project consistency a balancing act, this project does not fit
with the adopted missions more than it does.
x

Though the US Department of the Interior is directed to “supply the energy to power our future,”
this part of the mission is tertiary to protecting natural resources, which KDRPP does not do.
Instead, it denigrates a natural environment in order to provide economic benefit to a small group.

x

Reclamation is directed to “manage, develop and protect water” and clearly KDRPP fits within that
purview. However, Reclamation must also do this work “in an environmentally and economically
sound manner,” which is not descriptive of the proposed project.

4
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This project is most inconsistent with the state Department of Ecology’s mission to “protect,
preserve and enhance Washington’s environment, and promote the wise management of our air,
land and water for the benefit of current and future generations.” Undertaking KDRPP has
significant negative environmental and recreational impacts which are not consistent with Ecology’s
mission.

The DSEIS states in Section 4.3.3 that “Alternative 1 No Action does not meet the purposes of the
Proposed Action because it does not address water supply for proratable irrigators or instream flow
conditions in the upper Yakima River basin” (pg 4-21). Later, in Section 4.24 (pg 4-349) the DSEIS
suggests that the proposed project meets several of the Integrated Plan’s goals when, in fact, it does
not. The noted goals include:
x

7
D

Provide opportunities for comprehensive watershed protection, ecological restoration and
enhancement, addressing instream flows, aquatic habitat, and fish passage
This plan does not provide “comprehensive watershed protection” and instead increases the
vulnerability of an entire watershed to wildfire risks by lowering groundwater levels and reducing
access to surface water for emergency responders. No ecological restoration or enhancement is
provided other than improving a minority of instream flows analyzed; negative impacts are
projected for aquatic habitat in the lakes and for fish passage as well.

x

Improve water supply reliability during drought years for agricultural and municipal needs
While KDRPP does provide some benefit in drought years, it is insignificant when the adverse
climate change scenario is modeled. A 3% gain in water is hardly worth the monetary costs, nor the
negative environmental and recreational impacts that could permanently occur.

8
D

x

9
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Improve the ability of water managers to respond and adapt to potential climate change effects
As noted above, potential climate change effects would severely limit the benefit provided by
KDRPP.

x

Contribute to the vitality of the regional economy and sustain the riverine environment
Again, while there are some instream flow objectives that would be met, not all flow targets would
benefit and some are projected to worsen. KDRPP does not meet the established economic
indicator threshold of 1% and ignores the negative impacts to what is likely a large sector of the
economy: recreation.

10

D

Further, KDRPP is inconsistent with several adopted plans at both the County and Federal levels.

11
D

x

Kittitas County Shoreline Master Program (SMP): Lakes Keechelus and Kachess are designated as
lakes of statewide significance under the State Shoreline Management Act. The Kittitas County SMP
designates the shoreline of both lakes as “conservancy shoreline environment,” which requires
“maintaining the natural character of the shoreline area” (Section 3.15, pg 3-161). The development
of any of the pumping facilities would be in conflict with this requirement as they would significantly
alter the character of Lake Kachess.
2
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Section 3.15 further goes on to state: “Under the draft SMP, the majority of both lakes would be
designated as rural conservancy. The purpose of the rural conservancy environment is to protect
ecological functions, natural resources, and valuable historic and cultural areas in order to provide
for sustained resource use, natural flood plain processes, and recreational activities.” All of these
elements of the Lake to be protected would be negatively impacted by KDRPP.

11 cont

x

Ecology Upper Kittitas County Groundwater Rule (WAC 173-529A): Section 3.5.1 notes that Ecology
in 2011 placed a moratorium on the development of new unmitigated groundwater withdrawals in
upper areas of Kittitas County (pg 3-53). On its face, it does not seem that a project that could
further deplete groundwater resources in this area could possibly be consistent with this rule. How
is KDRPP compatible with this rule?

x

Forest Service Criteria, 1990 Wenatchee National Land and Resource Management Plan for Lake
Kachess: The USFS has designated Lake Kachess as land allocation Developed Recreation (RE-1)
Retention VQO, Scenic Travel 1 and 2 Retention VQO, and Partial Retention VQO. As stated in
section 3.10.4, “The USFS considers visual quality to be one of the most important resources to be
protected under this land allocation” (pg 3-127). Due to the changes in pool levels that would make
the lake a less dominant element on the landscape, the proposed project is not consistent with
these Forest Service criteria.

12
D
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Failure to Comply with NEPA Requirements

14
D

D
15

16
D

The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires consideration of a reasonable range of
alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action [40 CFR 1508.18]. Consideration
of “reasonable alternatives” means all state-of-the-art alternatives must be rigorously explored and
properly evaluated, and those other alternatives which are eliminated from detailed study must be
described with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them [Section 1502.14]. Of particular
concern with regard to the KDRPP-KKC SDEIS, and its predecessor the KDRPP-KKC DEIS, the alternatives
must not be slanted to favor the interests of a particular party.
The stated purpose of the DEIS was to “provide more reliable and sustainable water resources for the
health of the riverine environmental and for agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs. (Page ES-I,
January 2015). The 2018 DSEIS failed to offer a stated purpose and one must presume the 2015 DEIS
statement of purpose applies to the 2018 document.
The 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS fail to meet the explicit NEPA requirement of considering a
reasonable range of alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action. The 2015
DEIS considered only two alternatives: the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) with two
locations, and the Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC) with two locations. In fact, the DEIS stated
these should all be considered part of a single action because they could not be separated. (That is,
Lake Kachess could not be drained without a refill mechanism from Lake Keechelus.) In reality,
therefore, only one action alternative was considered (pumping plant plus conveyance) vs. no action in
the 2015 DEIS.

3
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The 2018 SDEIS continued and compounded this failure. A conveyance tunnel with two locations was
considered, and a pumping plant with three locations. While the SDEIS goes to great contortions to try
to make these appear to be several different alternatives, they are in fact one alternative: extracting
water from a natural lake to benefit downstream special interests.
Compliance with NEPA would require consideration of true alternatives to accomplish the stated
purpose of providing more reliable and sustainable water resources. Any reasonable list of alternatives
would include serious consideration of water conservation methods, water market strategies, crop mix
management (e.g., fallowing), use of technology (ditch lining, micro-irrigation systems, electronic
monitoring systems, increased security from water theft), and advanced technology (underground drip
systems). In fact, subsequent analysis of YBIP by the Water Research Center of Washington State
University has shown that the purpose of YBIP can be achieved at lower cost and with greater effect
(i.e., greater net increase in available water) by application of conservation and water market strategies.
This fatal flaw originates from the Programmatic EIS released in 2012, which failed to consider all
reasonable alternatives and entrenched the problem which was carried forward in the 2015 DEIS and
2018 SDEIS. The 2012 Yakima Plan Programmatic EIS not only failed to consider a range of alternatives,
as required by NEPA, it failed to follow federal Program Principals and Guidelines (PPG) in accurately
assigning costs and benefits to the arbitrarily narrow list of alternatives. All subsequent NEPA processes
and documents have therefore been legally inadequate and the SDEIS cannot be "tiered" to an
inadequate PEIS. The only way to rectify this problem is to return to the original Yakima Plan
Programmatic EIS and do it correctly. I ask that the NEPA legal requirements be met by re-issuing a NEPA
compliant Programmatic EIS, follow that with a NEPA compliant Draft EIS, and proceed in a manner that
considers a range of alternatives to the YBIP’s stated purpose.
I ask that water conservation methods, water market strategies, state-of-the-art water management
technologies, and crop management strategies be considered separately and in combination to achieve
the purpose(s) of YBIP, and, as alternatives to the proposed Lake Kachess pumping plant. It is clear the
PEIS, DEIS and SDEIS have been prepared (in violation of NEPA guidance) “slanted to the interest of
special interest groups.” I ask, as required in the NEPA process, that all alternatives not considered be
listed and a full explanation be given – including data, references, and review procedures – for excluding
each alternative. The process that generated the DEIS and SDEIS of record cannot be relied upon to
produce a NEPA compliant document that objectively represents all reasonable alternatives, and I
therefore request that an independent, non-biased, non-government, academic entity be engaged to
conduct these analyses.
In addition, it is clear NEPA/SEPA process represented by the SDEIS has failed to involve and inform
affected citizens and organizations as required by law. The DEIS states the project will implement a
“public communication strategy” to inform recreationists and others of the impacts of the proposed
action(s) on USFS campgrounds, fishing, boating, hiking and other activities, and to mitigate the impact.
Given that a single USFS campground (Lake Kachess Campground) registers 23,000 people and 11,000
boat launches annually, it should be obvious that this communication strategy should be pro-active, and
communicated now, not at an unknown time in the future. Citizens must be informed prior to
experiencing impact, in order to understand the potential impact on individuals and families, and to
participate meaningfully in the deliberative process. The SDEIS documents negative impact on
4
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recreational activity and acknowledges most affected individuals come from the Seattle area. Please
develop, describe, distribute for comment, and implement a “public communications strategy”
immediately, to reach the thousands of affected parties who have not been recognized or adequately
served by the SDEIS. This strategy should include mass communications, well-publicized meetings, and
other techniques throughout the Seattle and Puget Sound area.
In all subsequent communications with the public, the misrepresentation of Lake Kachess must be
corrected. The SDEIS indicates Kachess Reservoir was constructed over a naturally occurring glacial lake
[joining] Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake. These two lakes, acknowledged to be lakes in the
SDEIS, represent the entirety of all KDRPP options, as the reservoir water (stated on page 1-1 to be the
water over the natural lake) is already spoken for. Thus, every drop of water to be pumped by KDRPP
will come from the natural lake, Big Kachess Lake. It is a misrepresentation, no doubt intentional, to
assert this project involves Kachess Reservoir. This attempt to misrepresent a natural, glacial-created
lake as a reservoir has only one purpose, to mislead and confuse the public. I ask that all
representations of this project be corrected, and that inaccurate and confusing euphemisms such as
“dead storage” and “inactive pool” be eliminated. The correct term should be either “Lake Kachess” or
“Big Kachess Lake”. There is a Kachess Reservoir, the approximately 65 ft. of water currently managed
by Reclamation; below that is the natural Lake Kachess, and it is this body of water that is exclusively the
target of, and impacted by, KDRPP. I ask that this confusion and misrepresentation stop, and accurate
terminology be used that informs, rather than confuses, the public. This requires modification of
language used in the SDEIS and all public communications, including correction of schematics such as on
Page 1-7.

Modeling/Data Analysis Questions

D

A number of admissions within the DSEIS cast doubt on the accuracy and usefulness of the modeling
used in the analysis and even note aspects of the project that were not included in modeling or
evaluation. Data and analysis that are outright missing from this document include:

DI

x

Section 3.7: no formal wetland delineations or plant surveys were conducted for this analysis.
Please explain why these were not conducted.

x

Section 4.4.2 (pg 4-81): “Lake Keechelus was not included in drought operations surface
temperature modeling completed by PSU” and “Extended or multi-year drought, or refill conditions
were not included in the PSU water temperature model and potential effects of these conditions are
not quantified.” Please explain why these aspects were not modeled and what the implication is on
the modeling that was completed.

x

Section 4.4.7.2 (pg 4-98): water temperature effects and their impacts on the Little Kachess basin
from the inflow from Keechelus (through KKC) are unknown, indicating that this aspect of the
project was also not modeled. Please explain why this was not modeled.

x

Section 4.6.4 (Pg 4-129): “Additional hydrodynamic modeling is needed to precisely estimate
reductions in zooplankton abundance…” Please explain why this study was not completed.

23

24
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25

D
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27
D
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x

Section 4.10: SketchUp (or similar) renderings of all proposed facilities to aid in adequate visual
quality analyses are absent. Enough details are provided regarding building mass and location, and
amount and location of vegetation to be cleared to provide these basic models as evidence in this
document. Please explain why these models were not developed, or if developed not shared with
the public.

x

Section 4.21: The socioeconomic analysis does not analyze the No Action alternative for economic
impacts. This glaring lack of data makes it impossible to compare the predicted economic impacts of
the alternatives. Please explain why not all alternatives were modeled with IMPLAN software and
how the public is expected to make sufficient comparisons between the alternatives without this
analysis.

x

Section 4.21: The socioeconomic analysis also does not describe the impacts of the project to the
recreation economy of the four-county region. Despite noting in Section 3.14 that “visitors to the
lakes are an important part of the economy of upper Kittitas County” (pg 3-147), the economic
analysis does not account for the recreation industry or even describe it as a piece of the whole 4
county regional economy. Please explain why this economic sector is missing from the analysis, or
which sector it is a part of if it is considered part of a larger sector, and how the public is expected to
fully understand the economic impacts of the project without an analysis of this sector.

28
D

D
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31
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One of the fish habitat “benefits” noted in the DSEIS is reduced water temperature in Lake Kachess due
to reduced shallow water areas that would be warmed along the shoreline. The acknowledgement that
modeling of prolonged droughts that could result in multiyear drawdowns of the Lake raises questions
about the accuracy of this identified “benefit” and is among other questions raised by admissions within
the DSEIS:
x

Section 4.3.7 (pg 4-60) discusses differences that are “likely due to reservoir balancing in the
modeling that may not occur during actual operation” but no explanation is given about how actual
operation may differ from what is reflected in the modeling. Are these differences based on
assumptions built into the model that are not accurate or is “reservoir balancing” too complex to
accurately capture in a model? Please better explain this statement to either acknowledge
deficiencies in the model or the highly variable nature of reservoir operation.

x

Water temperature in Lake Kachess is predicted to decrease with drawdowns, but Section 4.6.4
notes “there is uncertainty around whether prolonged droughts… could cause warming.” Is this
uncertainty related to the fact that multi-year and prolonged droughts were not modeled? What is
the level of uncertainty? Why were prolonged droughts not included in the modeling?

x

A discrepancy is found in Section 4.7.4 (pg 4-156) which states that it could take 2-8 years for Lake
Kachess to return to normal operating levels, as opposed to all other sections of the document
which refer to a 2-5 year refill period. Why are two refill periods identified, and which is more
accurate? With the predicted increase in frequency of droughts, how was the refill period
determined?

32
D

D
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34
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DI
35

In addition, there are some aspects of the analysis which are not explained adequately, such as:
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D
37

x

How is target pool elevation determined? If Keechelus does not meet its “target pool elevation” in
some years following drought pumping of Kachess, how much longer would it take for Kachess to
refill, assuming KKC is implemented?

x

Construction methods and plans are fairly detailed for all aspects of the proposed project except for
the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements. Why is there no detailed construction data for this
element of the project?

x

KDRPP was originally proposed to allow pumping of 50,000 acre-feet of water from Lake Kachess but
this number has increased to 200,000 acre-feet. What instigated this significant change in the
amount of water to be pumped?

x

The SDEIS asserts the presence of a "value analysis study that suggested the feasibility of a floating
pumping plant." The assertion that a redirection of the previous DEIS, leading to a comprehensive
shift in emphasis and removal of conveyance as practical options, would be driven by a
"suggestion," brings into question the objectivity and rigor of either previous or subsequent, or
both, analytic methodologies. Please provide full descriptions of the "suggestions,” including the
methods, data, and conclusions implied by the inadequate and confusing term "suggestions."

x

The SDEIS states Reclamation will "fund… some or all, or authorize Roza to fund" the KDRPP. This
statement inadequately informs Washington citizens, as well as Roza farmers, of their likely
obligations for financial support of KDRPP. Please provide the legal, legislative, and/or other basis
for stating that Reclamation will fund some or all of the project, the conditions under which that
funding would occur, the criteria for obligating Washington citizens to finance this project, how "all
or some" will be determined, and by whom, and the time frame for securing financing. The issue is
further confused in the same page which states the Record of Decision (ROD) will determine which
entity (Reclamation, Ecology, Roza, or other) will be responsible for what action (fund, design,
construct, operate, etc.). These are not "details" to be clarified at a later time, but substantively
important facts that citizens must know in order to provide informed comment. Please provide all
the information that is promised for a future ROD, but in a subsequent SDEIS that will be made
available to citizens with an appropriate comment period.

38
D
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SDEIS Table 1-1 (pg 1-11) indicates roles and responsibilities of participating entities. Roza Irrigation
District will (according to Table 1-1) “Fund, design, construct, operate… etc.… the selected
alternative.” This statement of financial obligation also appears on Page 1-17. Unfortunately,
there is confusion in the public’s mind, largely due to conflicting public comments by Roza
representatives and Reclamation representatives. It is imperative that this confusion be removed
before any Final DEIS and/or ROD be issued. I ask, therefore, that a complete and unambiguous
statement of financial obligation of KDRPP be issued. The statement should make clear that 100%
of the costs of implementing KDRPP, including all mitigation, litigation, and other assigned costs, will
be borne by Roza Irrigation District or if not Roza, then by which entity/entities.

40
D

D
41

x

The SDEIS states that the KDRPP-FPP is the "proposed action" and that Reclamation and Ecology
have not identified a "preferred alternative." This represents a major departure from the previous
7
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42
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43
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44
D

DEIS, which indicate a KKC conveyance project and a KDRPP project must be considered as a "single
action and cannot be separated." The logic of that position was that emptying Lake Kachess in an
artificial and unprecedented manner would require a refill mechanism (e.g., KKC). Apparently that
logic was incorrect and has been superseded by new policy. The SDEIS continues to show
substantial impact with long term and irreversible damage. Please summarize the negative impacts
of KDRPP known in 2012, any differences (positive or negative) in impacts based upon the SDEIS,
and explain why the differences are "acceptable" in 2018. This explanation should also serve to
inform citizens as to why no "preferred alternative" is provided. This explanation is critical to
citizens' understanding of the project and their potential financial obligations. It appears, under the
meaning of the law, this action essentially removes KKC options, and thereby changes the scope of
the original Programmatic DEIS to a different Program. Reclamation must explain how this change
in scope of the program can be accomplished within a no-longer-accurate description of the PDEIS.
The statement of budget (Pg 2-59) for KDRPP is incomplete and under-valued. The "estimated
costs" for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are shown, but since Alternative 4 is the "proposed option" it will
be the focus of this comment (however these comments apply equally to the other alternatives).
An "estimate" that has a variance of -30% to +50% is difficult to interpret, as in the case of the
$282,000,000 estimate for Alternative 4. Because the estimate is not a measure of central tendency
(i.e., neither mean, median, nor mode) it appears to be affected by non-measurement bias. Given
the uncertainty surrounding the estimate, it would be far preferable to show the actual estimates in
numerical terms; as opposed to showing a single estimate of $282,000,000, without assigning a
probability for variance ranges. That is, without knowing the likelihood of a "low" or "high"
correction, each will be assumed to have equal probability, but clearly, they have different
implications in terms of outcome. Under those circumstances, each estimate must be assumed to
have an equal probability, and the actual numbers become more important. That would, or at least
should, cause the SDEIS to state numerical estimates in each of the three (low, presented, high)
estimates.
Taking that approach and understanding that taxpayers and farmers will be primarily concerned
with their maximum obligation (especially in view of the fact that each option seems to be
approximately equally likely), SDEIS should show the high budget estimate. Readers can decide
which one is the most likely and relevant to them. Following the approach of most readers, the
Alternative 4 budget should present a $423,000,000 base.
In all cases, the mitigation costs must be included. For some reason, the required Bull Trout
Volitional Passage is stated in the text (Pg 2-60) to cost $23,000,000 (preliminary estimate) but is not
included in the stated project costs. That would bring the cost to $444,000,000. This does not
include the large mitigation costs of private well failure mitigation, campground restoration and
mitigation, negative impact on private property values, fire risk hazard increase, fire suppression
cost increase, and many others mentioned in the SDEIS but not budgeted, and/or raised by citizens
but ignored. It is likely the public should anticipate a financial obligation of closer to $500,000,000
than $282,000,000 for Alternative 4.
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x

Section 4.13.4.2 notes that noise from operation of the pumping plant is “anticipated” to fall within
a certain range. The construction noise analysis is relatively detailed compared to the analysis of
operations. Why is noise data from similar projects not cited or used as a proxy for this analysis?
Additionally, the noise analysis notes that the closest noise sensitive receptors would not be
affected but does not detail what these receptors are. What are the closest noise sensitive
receptors, and where are they located?

x

Section 4.15 notes that KDRPP would “not increase the amount of irrigated land, but would help to
maintain current levels of production while not ensuring them.” What regulatory guarantees are in
place to ensure that no additional agricultural uses or intensifications are allowed after this project
is constructed? This is a relevant question given the fact that the original 1902 legislation
authorized the Tieton and Sunnyside divisions of the Yakima Basin (Section 1.8.1), but others have
been added over time. How will Reclamation prevent other new agricultural uses from demanding
additional water from this project which were not originally intended?

46
D

47
D

Further, it is not even clear that limiting agriculture to existing uses is truly intended. Table 1-2 (pg
1-20) notes that Ecology will “issue water rights as necessary.” How will new water rights be issued
and to whom? How is this in keeping with “not increase(ing) the amount of irrigated land?” Section
4.21 notes that the model allows for identification of agricultural activity that “could” occur (pg 4
319), which seems to allow the door to be open for more or intensified agricultural uses.

D
48

D
49

D
50

51
D

In summary, the budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, incomplete, and systematically
biased to undervaluation. I request that all budget materials be revised to provide numerical values
for all estimates and high/low ranges, that all mitigation costs be calculated and included in the
budget, and that this be presented in a subsequent SDEIS that will allow people to review and
comment before a Final DEIS and/or ROD is released.

x

Section 4.21 suggests that the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements are expected to have
positive economic benefits (pg 4-324). In what way would these improvements have economic
impacts? What additional detail is needed about these improvements to estimate their economic
impact?

Completely missing from the SDEIS (perhaps best located in Section 4.23 Health and Safety) is an
analysis of the impact of the project on the fire susceptibility of the surrounding area and the ability of
emergency responders to utilize water from Lake Kachess to fight fires that occur. Local fire
departments make use of water from Lake Kachess to fight fires in the area; how have these
organizations been involved in this process and what mitigation is proposed to address this potential
issue?
Finally, the depiction of Lake Kachess after drawdown of 80’ is inaccurate. The SDEIS (Pg 2-66) indicates
the 80’ drawdown will expose 628 acres of shoreline. In no place is this accurately depicted. What
profiles are shown continue to show water in the areas that would become mud or silt. An “imposed
line” on the water conceals the true impact of 628 acres of exposure. I ask that an accurately scaled
map be provided that depicts exposed shoreline in an accurate fashion, neither as “thatched,” “outlined
water” or other techniques, but as mud or silt consistent with aerial pictures. An additional note;
9
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residents know the current drawdown exposes several large islands, and the drawdown will expand and
increase the number of such exposures. It is inaccurate and deceptive to portray the drawdown
without the exposure of the mud and silt islands. Please correct this misrepresentation.

Mitigation

52
D

Mitigation measures proposed in the SDEIS are severely lacking. While detailed mitigation methods are
proposed related to the construction of the proposed facilities, few definitive mitigation methods are
proposed for the negative impacts stemming from the operation of the proposed facilities. Those
sections missing proposed operational mitigation methods include:
x

4.2.5.2: (pg. 4-9) Erosion control measures would be implemented prior to implementation of
the project “if erosion is identified as a problem.” Isn’t an EIS the opportunity to identify erosion
as a problem? If not identified as a problem at this stage, when would it be identified prior to
implementation of the project? What types of erosion control measures would be
implemented?

x

4.5.4: (pg 4-106) A well monitoring program is proposed to be implemented to analyze
groundwater levels associated with drawdown but no “appropriate mitigation strategies” are
identified for implementation. A comprehensive strategy composed of proven techniques that
can be implemented immediately upon need is required prior to a Final DEIS and/or ROD. I ask
that this comprehensive strategy, its details, costs, and operational features, be described in
detail, and citizens be provided with this information along with an appropriate comment
period, prior to issuing a FDEIS or ROD.

x

4.6.10: (pg 4-148) A water quality monitoring program is proposed to be implemented to
document changes in water temperature but no subsequent mitigation is proposed to address
water quality impacts to fish. Please explain how this monitoring program would be
implemented and how Ecology would address impacts to fish based on the data collected.

x

4.13: Noise mitigation only addresses construction, not operation of the project. Please explain
what types of noise mitigation would be implemented to address noise from the operation of
KDRPP.

x

4.14: A myriad of negative impacts on recreation are identified but no mitigation is proposed,
other than a boat launch on the opposite end of the lake from the campground. Will alternative
recreation sites for activities other than boating or fishing be provided elsewhere? How else will
recreation impacts be mitigated?

53
D
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At the very least, mitigation strategies utilized by other agencies on similar projects with similar effects
could be listed as examples of what Reclamation and Ecology might implement, should any future
negative effects occur.
As detailed above, Section 4.15 notes that the project would “not increase the amount of irrigated land,
but would help to maintain current levels of production while not ensuring them.” I ask that specific
regulatory restrictions be put in place as mitigation for this project to ensure that no additional
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agricultural uses or intensifications are allowed after this project is constructed. Without these
measures, Reclamation could not prevent other new, or intensifications of existing, agricultural uses
from demanding additional water from this project. Please describe the regulations that would be
enacted and include the specific codes to be amended.
Section 4.23 notes steep slopes would be a potential safety hazard to the public and proposes a
communication strategy with the public and lake users regarding the hazards and safety measures. Who
is liable for injuries sustained by users due to the steep slopes caused by operation of KDRPP? Further,
Section 4.2.4.2 notes that slope instability could result “where relatively steep or unstable areas are
exposed” (pg 4-7) and that instability could be caused by “rapid drawdown, heavy or steady rain, a rainon-snow event, and earthquake shaking.” While Reclamation proposes to refrain from rapid
drawdowns, it is noted that rain-on-snow events could become more common in the future thus
increasing the risk of exposed slope stability. How will this negative impact be mitigated?

Groundwater Impacts

59
D

60

D
61

D
62

Impacts to groundwater in the area could be severe to private property owners, public recreation sites,
and wildlife and vegetation. Only 6 of the approximately 107 wells in the area were monitored; please
describe how this number and their location is representative. The fact that the only 2 privately owned
wells to be monitored were added after the 2015 EIS was published suggests that groundwater analysis
is lacking.
Some property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for their wells.
According to the SDEIS, these wells could run dry if the lake is pumped down. How is it possible that
prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza Irrigation District can dewater those Kachess wells
which have senior water rights? State specific statutes and other justifications. Also, there is no
money for mitigation for the loss of well water. What is the process for getting a well drilled deeper,
and what is the timeline for getting a well repaired which has run dry?
Both sections 3.5 and 4.5 indicate that “groundwater levels near the lake are influenced by lake
elevations, especially during the dry time of the year when very little recharge is occurring and
groundwater elevations are dropping because of discharge from the aquifer” (pg 3-57). Section 4.5.2
notes that well operations could be interrupted due to additional drawdowns, including the well
supporting the USFS Kachess Campground (pg. 4-105/6). What the document does not indicate is the
effect of lowered groundwater levels on vegetation in the area. Lowered groundwater levels would
presumably dry out significant amounts of vegetation, further increasing wildfire risks in the area.
Wildfire risks have increased significantly in all Western states over the last decade, and the costs—both
to fight the fires and the economic costs incurred by those damaged by fires—have significantly
increased as well. To undertake a public works project that increases those risks is negligent.
The vegetation and wetlands (pg 2-70) and densely forested watershed (pg 3-98) will, according to the
SDEIS, suffer with reduced water levels in Lake Kachess. This will mean stressed trees and other foliage
in a single drought year, and in multiple years of pump operation dead trees due to lack of water and
insect vulnerability. The Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility for fire
and emergency medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas. This state agency has
repeatedly raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced capacity to suppress fires (due
11
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to lowering of the lake and removal of a source of water for firefighting), the increased incidence of

62 cont accidents and injuries due to construction activity, and need for public education and communication
strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects. Despite numerous and repeated expressions of
concern and requests to meet with the responsible Fire Departments, Reclamation has ignored and
rejected these requests. This is a clear violation of the NEPA/SEPA process and renders the current
SDEIS incomplete and unacceptable. I demand that as part of the NEPA/SEPA process for Lake
Keechelus/Lake Kachess project proposals, Reclamation and other affiliated entities engage leadership
of the Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency and work together to develop a mutually acceptable
plan for mitigating the previously stated concerns. I ask that this plan be developed and included in a
subsequent SDEIS, distributed to all stakeholders, and submitted for public comment prior to any Final
DEIS or ROD.

D
63

The hydrology data in the SDEIS does not describe effects on the aquifer below the lake and into the
town of Easton. How will draining the lake affect wells downstream of the lake? By what criteria will
these effects be calculated?

Insignificant Agricultural Benefits

D
64

For the overall cost of the project and the number and degree of negative impacts to the environment,
wildlife and recreation, KDRPP does not even appear to address the need of Roza district water users to
a significant degree. Under Alternative 1: No Action, proration occurs in 15 out of 90 years; under any of
the action alternatives, proration occurs in 13 out of 90 years, a benefit of only 2 years. The document
suggests that completing multiple additional projects would necessary to provide a meaningful
improvement to proratable water users (Section 4.3.2, pg 4-19). The likelihood of securing permits and
funding for the full list of projects needed to provide meaningful improvement is extremely low given
the state of state and federal budgets. Undertaking KDRPP, and risking permanent drawdown of this
lake, is not in the public’s best interest or the best use of taxpayer money.
At best, under the historical modeling, the action alternatives would “improve water supply to
proratable water users by up to 22 percentage points in the worst single-drought years” (Section 4.3.2,
pg 4-19). However, agricultural demand for irrigation water is projected to increase due to climate
change, at the same time that “natural runoff and streamflow in the system would decrease by 50% or
more in some months when compared with the historic scenario; therefore irrigation demands and
instream flow targets would have to be met by releasing larger amounts of water from the existing
lakes. Currently, there are many years when the lakes are not capable of meeting these demands”
(Section 3.12.3.4 Climate Change, Changes in Water Supply, pg. 3-138). Additionally, prolonged or
multi-year droughts are expected to occur more frequently in the future (odds of a drought increase
from 17% to 49% in any given year, according to Section 4.21.4, pg 4-329), and modeling under the
adverse climate change scenario shows only a 3% improvement in proratable water delivery (pg 4-251).
Further, the analysis finds that “the improvement under (the Action Alternatives) would be less in the
third year of a multiyear drought because some of the inactive storage in Lake Kachess would be used in
the first one or two years of drought, leaving less for a third year of drought” (Section 4.3.2, pg 4-19).
Section 3.21 notes that “agriculture is the third largest sector at the four-county scale” and accounts for
approximately 11% of the four-county economy. No analysis is provided of the economic impact of the
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No Action alternative, only the conjecture that the impact of reduced prorationed water supplies “could
be greater than 1 percent of the agricultural sector output” (pg 4-323). Without this information, it is
difficult to make a meaningful comparison between the economic impacts of the No Action and action
alternatives. However, a comparison is not necessarily valuable given that Section 4.21.4 states that
“the average annual impacts during operation on output, personal income, and employment are well
below the 1 percent threshold for the impact indicators at the four-county regional level” (pg 4-325). If
the economic benefit is projected to not meet the identified threshold of significance, why are
Reclamation and Ecology considering implementing a project that could cost over $225M to construct
(including interest, for the preferred alternative, though costs increase to $675M should another
alternative be chosen) and $25M a year to operate, not accounting for potential cost increases of 30-50
percent?
In addition to providing only a negligible improvement in water deliveries under the adverse scenario
(3% improvement), permanent risks to the lake and the surrounding wildlife and vegetation significantly
worsen: “The predicted changes in snowpack and runoff associated with climate change would alter
KDRPP operations by producing larger and more frequent drawdowns, and would more frequently
result in years when Lake Kachess fails to refill” (Section 4.12.3, pg 4-238). “Compared with Alternative
1 under the adverse scenario, the mean lake level would be approximately 42’ lower over the period of
record, and 20-90’ lower in drought years” (Section 4.12.5, pg 4-248). This is a significant difference that
could lead to long-term impacts to groundwater levels, recreation opportunities, fish and wildlife
habitat, and fire susceptibility of the region.

Recreation Impacts

66
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Recreation was specifically authorized as an additional purpose of the Yakima Project in Section 1205 of
YRBWEP in 1994, but it does not appear that any recreation organizations have been involved in the
development of this plan, other than USFS. What outreach was made to recreation organizations, or
users (such as the estimated 23,000 annual users of the Lake Kachess Campground), to provide notice of
this proposal? The DSEIS notes that a communication strategy related to the project is called for in the
future, but why has one not been undertaken to educate and seek input on the project during the
development stage? The impact on USFS Lake Kachess Campground is but one, but a very important
example of the need for a different and better approach. How will the past users of USFS Lake Kachess
Campground be contacted and informed of the potential impact on Lake Kachess, and will they be
provided an opportunity for public comment? It is clear the current SDEIS has failed to accomplish this
essential public information obligation, and that a subsequent SDEIS and full public disclosure are
needed to correct this failure. Please provide a written plan as to how the past campground users,
many with families that have been camping there for generations (such as my own), will be contacted
and the timeline for this process.
Due to its proximity to the greater Seattle area, Lake Kachess is an invaluable recreation location; 3.61
million people in the Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue Metropolitan Statistical Area are within a roughly one-to
two hour drive of the camping, hiking, boating, fishing and other general opportunities to appreciate
nature offered at this lake. Section 3.14 notes that “population increases have increased demand for
recreation and the campground is routinely full… Kachess has a higher number of recreational visitors
than Keechelus or Cle Elum Lakes… (pg 3-147) The Cle Elum Ranger District is the busiest in the area and
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its campgrounds tend to be completely booked on summer weekends… The Kachess Campground is the
most popular in the district… (pg 3-149).” In addition, this section notes that dispersed recreation at
informal camp locations along the lake is common in the summer when the campground is full.
Despite this increasing need, and the positive economic benefit it has for Kittitas County, this project
could reduce recreation opportunities in the area by:

68
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x

Potentially impacting well operations at the campground and privately owned residences along the
lake to a degree that these sites are unusable;

x

Increasing the distance from the campground and residential areas along the west shore to the
water line from 400’ at the current maximum drawdown to 1,500’ (over ¼ mile) at the proposed
maximum drawdown. Section 4.10.4.2 (pg 4-215) notes that “In most areas, the reservoir pool
would recede approximately 200 additional feet under the maximum drawdown condition…”;

x

In addition to increasing the distance between users and the shoreline, the slope of the shoreline
near some recreation areas would be hazardous to humans (and presumably animals attempting to
access the lake for water) at 20-30 degrees near the campground and private development on the
west side of the lake, and 20-40 or 40-60 degrees on the east side. These steep slopes also pose
risks to boaters using the lake (Section 4.23, pg 4-343); and

x

These reductions in recreation opportunities would then increase pressure at other nearby
recreation sites such as Lake Cle Elum or Lake Easton.

Section 4.14 Recreation identifies two impact indicators for recreation: “loss of fishing access or
reduction of fishing opportunities that exceeds current seasonal loss of use due to existing drawdown
conditions; reduction of usability of recreation due to construction activities or the receding of the
shoreline more than 100’ from the recreation site or with a slope greater than 20 degrees” (pg 4-275).
The action alternatives have “major impacts on recreation” (pg 4-277) when evaluated by these
indicators. Mitigation proposed for the first impact indicator is a new boat launch on the East shore,
which could be usable at all lake levels; no mitigation is proposed for the second impact indicator. This
boat launch would be on the opposite shore (east vs. west) and lake end (south vs. north) of the lake
from the campground: what is the drive distance and time from the campground to the proposed boat
launch? How is this acceptable mitigation for campers? Would it really even be usable by them, or only
by day visitors intending solely on boating? Due to the steep slopes, how would any boaters access
developed recreation sites? What mitigation is offered for the “reduction of usability of recreation?”
Assuming that recreation (including camping, hiking, fishing, boating, day trips and the presence of
secondary homeowners who conduct personal business in the area) is as negatively impacted as noted
in the DSEIS, what are the economic impacts to Kittitas County and the four-county region as a whole?
Section 3.21 notes that “the service industry is responsible for the most employment at the state and
four-county scales and is roughly double the next largest sector” (pg 3-178); is recreation included as
part of the service industry or does it stand on its own? State wide, outdoor recreation is a $26.2B
industry, which provides for 201,000 jobs, generates $7.6B in wages and salaries, and produces $2.3B
annually in state and local tax revenue; surely a fair share of that is going to this four-county region. This
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69 cont part of the economy is ignored in Section 4.21 Socioeconomics but deserves consideration or, at the
very least, acknowledgement.

Negative Fish Impacts
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While there are some positive benefits to KDRPP and KKC related to meeting desirable stream flows on
certain river reaches during some parts of the year, the overall impact to stream flow is not positive.
Further, the DSEIS notes that fish would need ten consecutive years of positive conditions in these
reaches in order to boost their numbers to those projected in Section 4.6.7 (pg 4-147); given the climate
predictions for the future, achieving ten consecutive years of positive conditions is highly unlikely,
especially given that winter and spring flows are unlikely to meet targets, so the benefits of KDRPP for
stream flows are even less significant. Section 4.6.2 notes that under all Action Alternatives, “increases
in annual instream flows, and in July-August instream flows during drought years in the Easton Reach,
would decrease the quantity of rearing habitat available to spring Chinook and rainbow trout
subyearlings, resulting in a negative impact to these species during drought years” (pg 4-117). So
although the same section notes that instream flows would be benefited in the spring, flows later in the
year would be negatively impacted, which may negate the earlier benefits. The same situation is
described for the Keechelus Reach: that instream summer flows are projected to be met more often, but
winter and spring flows are negatively impacted; without meeting instream flows throughout the year,
what benefit is it to these fish populations to meet flow targets only occasionally, and particularly when
so many additional negative impacts would occur for these species in Lake Kachess?
Fish, including Bull Trout and salmon in Lake Kachess would be negatively impacted by all Action
Alternatives in several ways, including increased turbidity (pg 4-117), decreased hydraulic residence
time, lower minimum lake levels, reduction of shoreline vegetation, degraded thermal refugia for
predator and prey species (pg 4-116), disturbances to fish near the pumps, and increased risk of
entrainment in the facility (Table 4-79, pg 4-115). As noted above, the water temperature modeling is
inadequate, so the potential benefit of lowered water temperature is questionable, as the DSEIS notes
in several sections that water temperatures may increase due to prolonged or multi-year droughts.
Taken together, these impacts result in a reduction of available prey within the lake, more overlap
between predator and prey species, reduced feeding efficiency of predators that visually locate prey,
and reduction in habitat complexity. Section 3.6.2.1 notes that “Kokanee in Lake Kachess exhibit slow
growth and small size at age compared to other lake populations and the population is at risk of a feed
and growth bottleneck in summer” (pg 3-74); KDRPP puts this population at further risk. Prior to the
construction of the Kachess Dam, Lake Kachess supported a variety of anadromous species that no
longer have access to the lake (pg 3-66); KDRPP would put those species left in the lake at further risk of
survival.
Section 3.2.3 notes that “around the rim of Lake Kachess, 31 creeks flow into the lake from the uplands.
Twenty-two creeks flow into the Little Kachess basin” (pg 3-7). Section 4.3.10 (pg 4-77) specifically notes
that bull trout would be adversely affected by the loss of access to upstream tributaries. How will
connectivity to these creeks be mitigated when the lake is 80’ lower and up to 1,500’ farther away from
their current connection points?
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The only negative impact that is proposed to be mitigated by this project is the loss of connection
between Little and Big Kachess Lakes: the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvement would be
constructed. The “steep slope conditions” between Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake will occur
when the water level is approximately 2,208 elevation and the pumping operation begins. These “steep
slope” conditions will occur an additional 6,225 days if KDRPP-FPP is installed; this will mean 34
additional years (out of 90 modeled), and an average of 183 days a year, when Bull Trout Passage will be
completely dependent on the Volitional Passage. Purporting that this “improves surface water
connectivity” is a misstatement – it replaces a naturally functioning connection that this project
completely destroys. No evidence is provided that the volitional passage is effective, has been
demonstrated in other Bull Trout population support activities, has completed a “proof of concept” test,
or is in any way assured to be successful to preventing destruction of the Lake Kachess Bull Trout
population. Also, because the volitional passage is not included in the budget costs, it cannot be
assumed to be part of the project going forward. Further, there is no description of the length of the
passage (the length and Southern outlet are never described in text, numeric, or schematic terms).
Finally, the Bull Trout find their way to spawning tributary by a complex but not-well-understood
physiology of chemo- and geo-receptors. This returns them to the spawning tributary, and eventually
spawning bed, where they started life. Creating a volitional passage means the Bull Trout will have to
find an artificial tributary that did not exist when they were young and locate it several miles from
where the “narrows” and “steep shelf” originated their life cycle.
For all of these reasons, the public demands more than a “conceptual design” of the volitional passage.
This mitigation must be described in ways that make sure sufficient water will be available to charge the
passage; the length, slope, and other characteristics of the passage will not deter Bull Trout passage; the
returning redds will be able to find the entry point of the volitional passage; and the passageway to Box
Creek will be maintained. The current plastic and straw bale approach is inadequate and has led to
further declines of the population. I ask that the volitional passage design and operation be updated to
address all of these concerns, and that the revised design be available to citizens for review and
comment in a subsequent SDEIS, prior to any Final DEIS or ROD.
Also, the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the population in Kachess (dredging a
channel between big and little Kachess but ignoring the side stream Box Creek where the trout actually
are), and mitigating with improved populations elsewhere. Page 1-13 notes “While bull trout
enhancement was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not included in the Proposed Action,
therefore not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.” What fraction of the resident endangered Bull
Trout population in Lake Kachess is estimated will be killed under the active alternatives? What fraction
of loss is allowable under law and the EPA? How will the active alternatives meet these legal
requirements?

Yakima Project is a System

76
D

The Yakima Project includes five major storage reservoirs that provide irrigation water to six districts, as
well as flood control, instream flow requirements, and municipal uses. As is clearly stated in Section
1.2.1 Yakima Project (emphasis added): “Reclamation manages these storage reservoirs as a system, and
does not designate any one reservoir or storage space to a specific irrigation district.” How does
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allowing one particular district to build and operate this project on one particular reservoir meet the
objective of managing these reservoirs as a system? To a taxpaying, recreating citizen, it appears to be a
taking of a public good for the economic development of private entities, which undertook a risky
business venture attempting to start or maintain a farm in a district without Senior water rights.
How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000 acre-feet of water currently stored by
Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer available once Lake Kachess water level is
lowered below the outlet to its dam? Who will pay to provide senior water rights holders with the
water they have a right to? How will it affect the senior water rights holders’ own farming operations
and/or enjoyment of their property? I request this be further studied, possible impacts of the SDEIS
action alternatives communicated to those senior water rights holders, and another public comment
period opened for their comments.
Besides not providing a significant amount of water in drought years, this water is likely to be wasted
due to the condition of the irrigation canals used by Roza. The district’s canal system is 97 miles long,
and 67 miles of these canals are unlined, open air, earthen ditches built in the Yakima desert. In a 2016
Capital Press article, Roza representatives state that water seepage in these earthen ditches “is lessened
by fast flowing water creating a hard pan of silt on the canal bottom.” However, during drought, when
the water has slowed considerably, this layer of silt is broken up and dispersed, causing the canals to
leak. Before undertaking any projects that would take additional water from reservoirs, all of these
canals must be improved with concrete or plastic liners to prevent water waste. I ask that the
efficiencies gained by improving these canals be analyzed, and the results shared with the public for
review and comment.
The fact that only one of the six irrigation districts has expressed genuine interest in this project
suggests that it is for the benefit of the few and not the whole. Rather than implement a costly public
works project with significant negative environmental and public impacts, perhaps a more systemic
solution could be found that creates appropriate incentives for all water users to use water sustainably.
Section 1.2.3 notes that a Market Reallocation effort is a part of the Integrated Plan. This would
reallocate “water resources through a ‘water market’ or ‘water bank’ where water rights would be
bought, sold or leased on a temporary or permanent basis to improve water supply and instream flow
conditions.” Such a solution would create incentives for all water districts, not just those that are
proratable users, to invest in water conservation methods that allow water to be used more wisely.
Given the fact that KDRPP cannot meet the projected need (and falls far short of meeting that need
given climate change assumptions), implementing a water market reallocation first makes much more
sense. If such a reallocation were highly successful, it might negate the “need” for KDRPP or any of the
other public works projects proposed as part of the Integrated Plan.
Additional storage for water that is currently “wasted” could also be effective in meeting some of the
need without causing permanent, or long-term, negative environmental and recreational impacts.
Section 4.3.7 notes that “in most years, Reclamation spills water from Lake Keechelus because it cannot
store all of the runoff from its watershed” (pg 4-49). Section 3.12.2.1 notes that “snowpack is
considered the ‘sixth reservoir’ in the Yakima River basin… (but that) only about 30% of the average
annual total natural runoff above the Parker stream gage can be stored in the current Yakima River
basin reservoirs” (pg 3-134). Winter flows in the Yakima River area high and are projected to increase.
Are there alternative storage options for this water that is currently not put to use later in the season
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when demand is high? Aside from an additional reservoir, could water be stored on farms in cisterns for
use on demand? Are there other out of the box ideas that could be considered that might offer greater
flexibility with less cost? Please explain how these alternatives have been considered in this process,
the degree to which they meet the need of project proponents, their cost, and why they are not
included as alternatives in this document.

Cumulative Impacts

81
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After reading the entirety of this DSEIS, it is extremely difficult to understand how the project
proponents can assert that there would be “ongoing beneficial effect” for vegetation, and “no
cumulative impacts” to surface water, reservoir elevation, ESA-listed fish, or land use. The following are
excerpts from the DSEIS describing the level of Lake Kachess under Alternative 2 (which is representative
of all Action Alternatives) as compared to Alternative 1, emphasis added (Section 4.3.4, pg 4-23 and 4
25):
x

...levels would be lower than those under Alternative 1 in 44 years out of 90 years modeled. In 31 of
the 44 years, Alternative 2 had a lower Lake Kachess level than Alternative 1 for every day of the
year… both when Reclamation operates KDRPP in drought years and in years following droughts
when the lake is refilling to its normal operating levels.

x

Lake Kachess would be below the level at which the two lake basins become separated (elevation
2,220) in 76 out of 90 years modeled, and increase of 3 years from Alternative 1. The mean duration
would be 154 days per year, an increase of 76 days per year compared with Alternative 1. … The
duration would increase during all months under Alternative 2; under Alternative 1, the separation
of the lake basins occurs from Sept to March.

The DSEIS claims, almost consistently, that Lake Kachess would refill in 2-5 years following a drought,
however, this is based on “the historical record of droughts.” Even without accounting for the adverse
climate change scenario, more recent historical records suggest that it is unlikely the lake would refill
within 2-5 years (emphasis added):
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During multiyear drought conditions such as those in 1992-1994, Reclamation would draw the lake
down as much as 80’ below the existing outlet elevation. Following a multiyear drought comparable
to that of 1992-1994, lake levels would recover to normal operating levels 2 years later when
followed by a wet year such as 1996. In a single-year drought, such as occurred in 2001, the lake
would be drawn down to 50’ below the existing outlet elevation. Full recovery would not have been
achieved until 2008, because of a series of dry years (2003 & 2004) and a subsequent drought (in
2005). During the 2005 drought year, the lake level would be 40’ below the existing outlet
elevation. (pg 4-25)
Given that the adverse climate change scenario predicts that droughts are nearly three times more likely
in any given year, it is reasonable to conclude that following a significant drawdown, Lake Kachess might
never refill completely. This is most certainly a “cumulative impact,” not only to surface water, reservoir
elevation, fish, and land use, but more generally to the recreating public or those that value the
environment in its own right. Please explain how the conclusion of “no cumulative impact” was
reached.
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Beyond the environmental and recreational impacts of concern above, the construction, maintenance
and operating costs are also a significant cumulative impact to the public. Although the Proratable
Entities claim to intend to undertake and pay for the project themselves, there is dissention among their
ranks with some members foreseeing an inability to pay for the water resulting from the project, and
presumably all of the associated project construction and operating costs. As disclosed in the DSEIS,
construction costs could range from $225M-$675M (depending on the selected alternative) and
operating costs could be as high as $25M annually. Construction cost estimates for the project
alternatives could increase by 30-50% (depending on project alternative), and inflation is not accounted
for in the annual maintenance and operation estimates. This is an unacceptable cost to add to taxpayer
burden at the same time that recreation opportunities are taken from the public.
Overall, the benefits associated with the small amount of water provided do not outweigh the
significant negative environmental and recreational impacts. I oppose all active alternatives of the
KDRPP and KKC projects. Only Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.
Please send me a copy of any additional SDEIS, FEIS or Record of Decision that is released.

84
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Thank you for considering and acting on these comments.
Respectfully Submitted,

Stephen Simmons
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Comment Letter 414
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Comments re: Kachess and Keechelus DEIS - Attn: Ms.
Candace McKinley
1 message
Kelly Snow <kelsnow@hotmail.com>
Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:07 PM
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: Kelly Snow <kelsnow@hotmail.com>, "koleasnow@hotmail.com" <koleasnow@hotmail.com>

D
1

Ms. McKinley - Please ﬁnd aƩached my comments regarding the Kachess and Keechelus
SDEIS. I would appreciate it if you would acknowledge receipt.
Regards.
Kelly Snow
SDEIS comment letter (Kelly Snow).pdf
104K
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6XEPLWWHGYLDHPDLOWRkkbt@usbr.gov

0V&DQGDFH0F.LQOH\
(QYLURQPHQWDO3URJUDP0DQDJHU
%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQ&ROXPELD&DVFDGHV$UHD2IILFH
0DUFK5RDG
<DNLPD:$


5(.DFKHVVDQG.HHFKHOXV'(,6

'HDU0V0F.LQOH\

,DPVXEPLWWLQJERWKFRPPHQWVVSHFLILFWRWKH.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQW .'533 
DQG.HHFKHOXV5HVHUYRLUWR.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU&RQYH\DQFH ..& 6XSSOHPHQWDO'UDIW
(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW 6'(,6 UHOHDVHGRQ$SULOWK$OOFRPPHQWVDUH
VXEPLWWHGXQGHUERWK1(3$DQG6(3$

&RPPHQWV

$OWHUQDWLYH1R$FWLRQ,RSSRVHDOODFWLYHDOWHUQDWLYHVRIWKH.'533DQG..&SURMHFWV
2QO\$OWHUQDWLYH³1R$FWLRQ´LVDFFHSWDEOH
,PSDFWWRSULYDWHSURSHUW\&RPPHQWVSURYLGHGE\P\VHOIDQGRWKHUVWRWKHSULRU'(,6
H[SUHVVHGVHULRXVFRQFHUQVUHJDUGLQJWKHOLNHO\LPSDFWRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWRQRXUSURSHUW\
YDOXHV,ZDVYHU\GLVDSSRLQWHGWRVHHWKDWWKRVHFRQFHUQVZHUHQRWVXEVWDQWLYHO\DGGUHVVHGLQ
WKHXSGDWHG6'(,6ZKLFKH[SUHVVO\VWDWHVLWVLQWHQWWRUHVSRQGWRWKHVHFRQFHUQV7KH6'(,6
FRQVLVWHQWO\XQGHUUHSUHVHQWVWKHLPSDFWRQSULYDWHUHVLGHQFHVDQGSURSHUW\RZQHUV3DJH
UHIHUVWR³VHYHUDOSULYDWHSDUFHOVDQGKRPHVRUFDELQV´WKDWZLOOEHDIIHFWHG³6HYHUDO´VHHPVWR
EHDSXUSRVHIXOPLVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQWRXQGHUVWDWHWKHH[WHQWRIWKHQXPEHURISURSHUWLHVWKDWZRXOG
EHLPSDFWHGDQGLVLQGHHGPLVOHDGLQJWRDQ\UHDGHURIWKLVVWXG\ZKHQWU\LQJWRHYDOXDWHWKH
LPSDFWRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFW/DNH.DFKHVV9LOODJH+2$KDVKRPHVLWHV(DVW.DFKHVV
+2$KDVKRPHVLWHV.DFKHVV5LGJHKDVDSSUR[LPDWHO\KRPHVLWHVDQG(DVW.DFKHVV5LGH
DQRWKHUSOXVQXPHURXVXQDIILOLDWHGUHVLGHQFHVLQWKHDUHD7KLVDPRXQWVWR
DSSUR[LPDWHO\KRPHVLWHV±QRERG\ZRXOGHTXDWHWKLVWR³VHYHUDO´7KHV\VWHPDWLFELDVLQWKH
SUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHLPSDFWRQSULYDWHFLWL]HQVLVGLVSOD\HGRQSDJHZKHQLWH[FOXGHVDQ\
KRPHVLWHIDUWKHUWKDQPLOHIURPVKRUHOLQHIURPQHJDWLYHLPSDFWE\GUDZGRZQRIWKHODNH,
DVNIRUDQDFFXUDWHGHVFULSWLRQLQQXPHULFDOWHUPVRILQGLYLGXDOVDQGKRPHVLWHVDIIHFWHGE\WKH
/DNH.DFKHVVGUDZGRZQ$VDPLQLPXPWKLVZRXOGLQFOXGHDOOKRPHVLWHVRQ.DFKHVV/DNH
5RDG9LD.DFKHVV5RDGWKH.DFKHVV'DP5RDGDQGHDVWHUQVKRUHOLQHURDGDQGSULYDWH
UHVLGHQFHVZLWKLQPLOHVRIWKHVKRUHOLQH

4XDQWLILFDWLRQRIWKHLPSDFWWRSULYDWHSURSHUW\YDOXHV7KH6'(,6PDNHVDQXQVXSSRUWHG
UHIHUHQFHWRDVWXG\WKDWVKRZHGDQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRIRQSULYDWHSURSHUWLHV+RZHYHUWKH
GRFXPHQWGRHVQRWLQFOXGHWKHVWXG\DQGWKHUHIRUHGRHVQRWDOORZDUHDGHUWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHNH\
DVVXPSWLRQVVFRSHRUPHWKRGV7KLVLVXQDFFHSWDEOHDQGFRPSOHWHO\LQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH
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SXUSRVHRIWKLVDQDO\VLV7RPLQLPL]HWKHH[SHFWHGLPSDFWZLWKRXWVXSSRUWLVDJDLQDFOHDUELDV
LQWKHSUHSDUDWLRQRIWKLVGRFXPHQW

(YHQWKLVXQVXSSRUWHGQXPEHUDSSHDUVWREHDJURVVXQGHUVWDWHPHQWRIWKHH[SHFWHGLPSDFWRQ
YDOXDWLRQ7KHKRPHVDQGFRPPXQLWLHVDURXQG/DNH.DFKHVVDUHQRWEXLOWWKHUHDUELWUDULO\±
WKH\ZHUHEXLOWWKHUHEHFDXVHRIWKHODNH7KLVLVUHIOHFWHGLQKLJKHUFXUUHQWYDOXHVDVQRWHGLQ
WKLV6'(,6:KLOHODNHYLHZV ZKLFKZLOOEHVHYHUHO\LPSDFWHGE\WKLVSURSRVDO FHUWDLQO\
LPSDFWKRPHYDOXHVSUR[LPLW\WRWKHODNH HYHQIRUWKRVHSURSHUWLHVZLWKRXWYLHZ DOVR
VLJQLILFDQWO\HQKDQFHVKRPHYDOXHVDVVXFKSUR[LPLW\SURYLGHVDFFHVVWRERDWLQJILVKLQJKLNLQJ
SLFQLFNLQJDQGRWKHUZDWHUUHODWHGDFWLYLWLHV±DOORIZKLFKZLOOEHVLJQLILFDQWO\FXUWDLOHGRU
HOLPLQDWHGIRU\HDUVDIWHUDGUDZGRZQ$OOSURSRVHGSXPSLQJDOWHUQDWLYHVDUHH[SHFWHGWR
VHYHUHO\LPSDFWODNHDFFHVVIRUDOOXVHVDQGWKHUHIRUHZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQ
WKHYDOXHVRIDOOSURSHUWLHVLQSUR[LPLW\WRWKHODNH±ZLWKRUZLWKRXWDYLHZ$GGLWLRQDOO\WKH
ODNHVHUYHVDVDZDWHUVRXUFHIRUILUHILJKWLQJZKLFKUHVXOWVLQORZHULQVXUDQFHUDWHVWKDQZRXOG
RWKHUZLVHDSSO\ZLWKRXWVXFKSUR[LPLW\,WLVXQDFFHSWDEOHWRLJQRUHDQGPLVUHSUHVHQWWKH
REYLRXVUHDOLW\WKDWGUDZGRZQRI/DNH.DFKHVVZLOOKDYHVXEVWDQWLDOQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQ
SURSHUW\RZQHUVDQGWKHZLGHUFRPPXQLW\,GHPDQGWKDWWKH%R5HQJDJHWKH/DNH.DFKHVV
FRPPXQLW\LQGHVLJQLQJDQGFRQGXFWLQJDYDOLGDQGUHOLDEOHVWXG\RIQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQSULYDWH
SURSHUW\YDOXHV7KLVVWXG\VKRXOGEHFRQGXFWHGE\DQLQGHSHQGHQWDQGQRQFRQIOLFWHGH[SHUW
ZLWKWKHUHVXOWVSHHUUHYLHZHGDFFRUGLQJWRVWDQGDUGSUDFWLFH7KLVVWXG\PXVWEHFRQGXFWHGDQG
GLVWULEXWHGLQDVXEVHTXHQW6'(,6ZLWKWKHSXEOLFSURYLGHGDQRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRPPHQWEHIRUHD
)LQDO'(,6RU52'LVLVVXHG

'HVSLWHWKHXQVXSSRUWHGUHIHUHQFHLQWKH6'(,6WRWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRISURSHUW\YDOXHVWKH
GRFXPHQWVWDWHVWKDWWKHLPSDFWRQSURSHUW\YDOXHVFDQ¶WEHGHWHUPLQHG1RWRQO\LVWKLV
FRQWUDGLFWRU\EXWWKHQRWLRQLVDEVXUG$QHQWLUHSURIHVVLRQH[LVWVIRUWKHH[SUHVVSXUSRVHRI
PDNLQJVXFKHVWLPDWHV(YHU\FRXQW\DVVHVVRULQWKHFRXQWU\SHUIRUPVVXFKH[HUFLVHVRQDGDLO\
EDVLV7KHRPLVVLRQRIDFRPSUHKHQVLYHVXSSRUWHGDQGUHYLHZHGDQDO\VLVLVDJODULQJRPLVVLRQ
RIRQHRIWKHPRVWREYLRXVLPSDFWVRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWDQGUHTXLUHVUHFWLILFDWLRQ3OHDVH
H[HFXWHVXFKDVWXG\SHUIRUPHGXQGHUWKHDFFHSWHGVWDQGDUGVRIWKHYDOXDWLRQSURIHVVLRQDQG
SURYLGHLQDQXSGDWHG6'(,6IRUFRPPHQWDQGUHVSRQVHSULRUWRD)LQDO(,6RU52'

)LQDOO\ZKLOHDFNQRZOHGJLQJWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWRQSURSHUW\YDOXHVWKH
6'(,6LQFOXGHVQRSODQIRUPLWLJDWLRQRILPSDFW:KDWLVWKHPLWLJDWLRQSODQ"*LYHQWKDWDOORI
WKHDGGLWLRQDOZDWHUWKDWLVSURSRVHGWREHSXPSHGE\WKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWZRXOGFRPHIURPWKH
QDWXUDOO\RFFXUULQJODNH %LJ.DFKHVV LWLVQRWUHDVRQDEOHWKDWDSURSHUW\RZQHUZRXOGKDYHDQ
H[SHFWDWLRQWKDWWKH\ZRXOGEHDUWKHFRVWRIVXFKDSURSRVDO,GHPDQGWKDW\RXXSGDWH\RXU
DQDO\VLVWRLGHQWLI\LQGHWDLOWKHPLWLJDWLRQSODQIRUWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQSURSHUW\YDOXHV
LQFOXGLQJSODQQHGIXQGLQJIRUVXFKPLWLJDWLRQDQGSURYLGHLQDQXSGDWHG6'(,6IRUFRPPHQW
DQGUHVSRQVHSULRUWRD)LQDO(,6RU52'


(URVLRQ7KH6'(,6LQFOXGHVQXPHURXVUHIHUHQFHVWRWKHH[SHFWDWLRQRILQFUHDVHGHURVLRQDVD
UHVXOWRIWKHYDULRXVSXPSLQJDOWHUQDWLYHV+RZHYHUWKH6'(,6LQFOXGHVQRDQDO\VLVRIWKH
VSHFLILFVRIVXFKHURVLRQSDUWLFXODUO\SULYDWHSURSHUW\ZLWKLQWKHFUHDWHG]RQHRILQVWDELOLW\
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H[SHFWHGDIWHUWKHSURSRVHGPD[LPXPGUDZGRZQ7KHVWXG\DOVRGRHVQRWHYDOXDWHWKHLPSDFW
RQHURVLRQLQSUR[LPLW\WRVWUHDPVZKHUHQHZO\H[SRVHGVORSHEHORZWKHFXUUHQWPLQLPXPODNH
OHYHOZRXOGEHVXEMHFWWRFRQWLQXRXVXQGHUFXWWLQJDQGHQKDQFHGHURVLRQP\KRPHLVLQVXFKDQ
DUHD7KHQHZO\H[SRVHGVORSHDIWHUDGUDZGRZQEHORZWKHKLVWRULFPLQLPXPZRXOGEHKLJKO\
YXOQHUDEOHWRHURVLRQDVWKHSUR[LPDWHPDWHULDOLVOLJKWO\FRPSDFWHG±HYHQPRUHVRZLWKD
VWUHDPUXQQLQJWKURXJKLWWKHQHZO\H[SRVHGHPEDQNPHQW7KHFXUUHQWHPEDQNPHQWLVVWDEOH
EXWZRXOGVHHNDQHZVWDEOHVORSHLQUHVSRQVHWRWKHSURSRVHGGUDZGRZQ$FRPSUHKHQVLYH
DQDO\VLVFRXOGHVWDEOLVKWKHOLNHO\DUHDRILPSDFWDQGWKXVIUDPHWKHVFRSHRIUHTXLUHGPLWLJDWLRQ
,IPLWLJDWLRQLVQRWXQGHUWDNHQSULRUWRRFFXUUHQFHRIWKHH[SHFWHGLQFUHDVHGHURVLRQSURSHUW\
ZLOOEHGDPDJHGGHVSLWHWKHDGYDQFHGH[SHFWDWLRQRIVXFKGDPDJHRFFXUULQJDVDGLUHFWUHVXOWRI
WKHSXPSLQJSODQ DVQRWHGLQWKLV6'(,6 ,GHPDQGWKDWDQXSGDWHG6'(,6LQFOXGHD
FRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\LWVGHWDLOVFRVWVDQGRSHUDWLRQDOIHDWXUHVEHGHVFULEHGLQGHWDLODQG
FLWL]HQVEHSURYLGHGZLWKWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDORQJZLWKDQDSSURSULDWHFRPPHQWSHULRGSULRUWRD
)LQDO'(,6RU52'


,PSDFWRQSULYDWHZHOOV7KH6'(,6VWDWHVWKDWZHOOVLQSUR[LPLW\RI/DNH.DFKHVVPD\EH
³GHZDWHUHG´DVDUHVXOWRIWKHYDULRXVSXPSLQJDOWHUQDWLYHVDQGWKHUHVXOWLQJORZHUHGODNHOHYHOV
7KHLQFOXGHGGDWDIURPDVPDOOQXPEHURIPRQLWRULQJZHOOVLQSUR[LPLW\WR/DNH.DFKHVV
VXSSRUWVWKLVH[SHFWDWLRQDVWKHZHOOOHYHOVFOHDUO\GHPRQVWUDWHFRUUHODWLRQZLWKWKHULVHDQGIDOO
ZLWKWKHODNHOHYHO±LQFOXGLQJWKRVHZHOOVZKHUHWKHZDWHUOHYHOLVW\SLFDOO\DERYHWKHODNHOHYHO
+RZHYHUWKH6'(,6GRHVQRWLQFOXGHDQ\DGYDQFHPLWLJDWLRQSODQIRUWKLVH[SHFWHGLPSDFWRQ
UHVLGHQWLDOZHOOV3UHGLFWLRQRIDVLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHLPSDFWWRZHOOVDVDGLUHFWUHVXOWRIWKH
SXPSLQJDOWHUQDWLYHVZKLOHQRWDGGUHVVLQJSODQQHGPLWLJDWLRQWRSUHYHQWVXFKLPSDFWLVQRW
FRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHSXUSRVHRIWKLV6'(,67KHQRWLRQWKDWUHVLGHQWVZRXOGORVHWKHLUUHVLGHQWLDO
ZDWHUVXSSO\IRUDQLQGHILQLWHSHULRGRIWLPHZLWKQRPLWLJDWLRQSODQLQSODFHLVXQFRQVFLRQDEOH
³0RQLWRUDQGPLWLJDWH´LVQRWDFFHSWDEOHIRUUHVLGHQWVWKDWZLOOILQGWKHLUKRPHZLWKRXWSRWDEOH
ZDWHU

$FRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\FRPSRVHGRISURYHQWHFKQLTXHVWKDWFDQEHLPSOHPHQWHGLPPHGLDWHO\
XSRQQHHGLVUHTXLUHGSULRUWRD)LQDO'(,6DQGRU52':KDWLVWKHPLWLJDWLRQSODQ",
GHPDQGWKDWDFRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\LWVGHWDLOVFRVWVDQGRSHUDWLRQDOIHDWXUHVEHGHVFULEHGLQ
GHWDLODQGFLWL]HQVEHSURYLGHGZLWKWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDORQJZLWKDQDSSURSULDWHFRPPHQWSHULRG
SULRUWRLVVXLQJD)'(,6RU52'

)LUH6XSSUHVVLRQ$VKDVEHHQQRWHGLQFRPPHQWVWRWKHSULRU'(,6WKHSURSRVHGSXPSLQJ
DOWHUQDWLYHVSUHVHQWVLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVRQERWKILUHULVNDQGILUHVXSSUHVVLRQ

7KH6'(,6QRWHVWKDWWKHVXUURXQGLQJVKRUHOLQHZLOOEHGHZDWHUHGDVDUHVXOWRIWKHSURSRVHG
SXPSLQJDOWHUQDWLYHV7KLVVLJQLILFDQWO\UHGXFHGODNHOHYHOZLOOUHVXOWLQWKLVGHZDWHULQJ
SHUVLVWLQJIRU\HDUVZKLOHWKHODNHUHILOOV7KLVZLOOVXEMHFWWKHVKRUHOLQHWUHHVDQGYHJHWDWLRQWR
DUHGXFHGJURXQGZDWHUFRQGLWLRQQHYHUH[SHULHQFHGLQWKHKLVWRU\RIWKHODNHDQGOLNHO\UHVXOWLQ
VLJQLILFDQWGLHRII6XFKGHDGYHJHWDWLRQZLOOXOWLPDWHO\SUHVHQWDQLQFUHDVHLQILUHULVN DVZHOO
DVDQLQFUHDVHLQHURVLRQDVWKLVVORSHVWDELOL]LQJYHJHWDWLRQLVHOLPLQDWHG ,GHPDQGWKDWDQ
XSGDWHG6'(,6LQFOXGHDFRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\LWVGHWDLOVFRVWVDQGRSHUDWLRQDOIHDWXUHVEH
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11 cont GHVFULEHGLQGHWDLODQGFLWL]HQVEHSURYLGHGZLWKWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDORQJZLWKDQDSSURSULDWH
FRPPHQWSHULRGSULRUWRD)LQDO'(,6RU52'

11 $GGLWLRQDOO\WKH%R5KDVEHHQPDGHDZDUHWKDWWKHODNHLVWKHGHVLJQDWHGVHFRQGVRXUFHIRU
ILUHILJKWLQJZLWKLQWKH/DNH.DFKHVV9LOODJH+2$7KHSURSRVHGDGGLWLRQDOIRRWUHGXFWLRQLQ
ODNHOHYHOZRXOGUHQGHUWKHODNHLQDFFHVVLEOHIRUILUHILJKWLQJSXUSRVHVGXHWRWKHWRSRJUDSK\RI
WKHVKRUHOLQHDVZHOODVWKHPXGG\FRPSRVLWLRQRIWKHQHZO\H[SRVHGVKRUHOLQH HJILUH
HTXLSPHQWFRXOGQRWJHWWKHUH 7KH6'(,6SURYLGHVQRPLWLJDWLRQIRUHOLPLQDWLRQRIILUHILJKWLQJ
ZDWHULQFOXGLQJWKHHFRQRPLFLPSDFWWRKRPHRZQHUVGXHWRUHVXOWLQJGHFUHDVHLQKRPHYDOXHV
DQGLQFUHDVHLQKRPHLQVXUDQFHUDWHVDVDUHVXOW,QFUHDVLQJWKHULVNWRKRPHRZQHUVZLWKRXW
PLWLJDWLRQLVXQDFFHSWDEOHDQGDJODULQJRPLVVLRQIRUWKH6'(,6,GHPDQGWKDWDQXSGDWHG
6'(,6LQFOXGHDFRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\LWVGHWDLOVFRVWVDQGRSHUDWLRQDOIHDWXUHVEHGHVFULEHG
LQGHWDLODQGFLWL]HQVEHSURYLGHGZLWKWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDORQJZLWKDQDSSURSULDWHFRPPHQW
SHULRGSULRUWRD)LQDO'(,6RU52'6XFKSODQVKRXOGDGGUHVVQRWRQO\WKHPLWLJDWLRQRIWKH
ILUHVXSSUHVVLRQLPSDFWRIWKHODNHEXWPLWLJDWLRQRIDQ\ILQDQFLDOLPSDFWLPSDFWHGUHVLGHQWV
ZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRLQFXUDVDUHVXOWRIDQLPSOHPHQWHGSXPSLQJSODQ
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Comment Letter 415
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] K to K, and pumping stations
1 message
craig stemley <csremodelinginc@hotmail.com>
Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:50 PM
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>, "bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us" <bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us>

To Whom it may concern.

1
D

I do not support the projects, to Lower lake levels add pumping stations or water
tunnels between or in the lakes.
I own property in Gold creek valley, and pay taxes in Kittitas county.
The Yakima agricultural water district needs to improve its antiquated supply
system before it just adds more water.
Thanks,
Craig Stemley
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Comment Letter 416
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Lake Drainage
1 message
Ashley Stroup <ashleybreanne@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 9:50 AM

Hello,

1
D

I am writing to express options regarding the proposition to drain Kachess Lake. I am opposed to
any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping plant and/or pipeline at Lake
Kachess.
It makes zero sense to me that on drought years conservation efforts aren’t enforced. Conserve
don’t drain.
Thank you,
Ashley Stroup
509 W. Raye St.
Seattle, Wa 98119
XXX Kachess Lake Rd.
Easton, Wa 98925
Tax ID: 951102
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Comment Letter 417
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Kachess
1 message
starrtavenner88 <starrtavenner88@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

1
D

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 2:13 PM

I am a land developer, conservationist, voter and political activist. I would like to strongly voice my
opposition to the proposed plan to drain Lake Kachess and use it for further irrigation.

Starr Tavenner
PO Box 1048
Issaquah, WA 98027

PO Box 571
Nine Mile Falls, WA 99026
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Comment Letter 418
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lakes Kachess and Keechelus DEIS
1 message
Joel Thomas <joelthom@live.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:48 PM

Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Dear Ms. McKinley,

1
D

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5), the pumping plant and/or
pipeline at Lake Kachess. Only the first, No Action alternative is acceptable. Efforts should be put
into more sensible alternatives.
Alternatives could and should include serious consideration of water conservation methods, water
market strategies, crop mix management (e.g., fallowing), use of technology (ditch lining, microirrigation systems, electronic monitoring systems, increased security from water theft), and
advanced technology (underground drip systems). In fact, subsequent analysis of YBIP by the
Water Research Center of Washington State University has shown that the purpose of YBIP can be
achieved at lower cost and with greater effect (i.e., greater net increase in available water) by
application of conservation and water market strategies.
These Lake Kachess projects should be last resort options, if considered at all.
Sincerely,

Joel Thomas
PO Box 624
Easton, WA 98925

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Comment Letter 419
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Do not take water from Lake Kachess for Yakima Basin
1 message
Emily Tidball <ewtidball@gmail.com>
To: Kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 8:59 PM

Dear Ms. McKinley,

1
D

2
D

The following are comments on the draft supplemental EIS on the
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. Please include these
comments with responses in any final EIS.
The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed
tunnel project between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest should not be built. Instead, of
spending money on more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water
projects in the Yakima River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the
Washington State Department of Ecology should promote water
conservation, water efficiencies and water markets during drought
years.
As a homeowner in the Alpental community and frequent hiker and skier
in the area, I do not want to see this pristine area damaged by water
removal.
Best regards,
Emily Tidball
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Comment Letter 420
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Re: YBSA COMMENTS KDRPP& KKC SDEIS
1 message
Duane Unland <duane.unland@gmail.com>
Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 8:29 AM
To: Charlie de La Chapelle <charliedela@gmail.com>
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov, Sid Morrison <MrSidWMorrison@aol.com>, Chuck Klarich <klarichcj@charter.net>,
"Tom Carpenter, Jr." <tom@carpenterranches.com>, Larry Vinsonhaler <larryvinsonhaler@msn.com>,
Larry Johnson <ok_larry@msn.com>, Bob Hall <bhall@bobhallauto.com>, Bob Tuck
<salmon1242@fairpoint.net>, Dan Martinez <martinezlivestock@wildblue.net>, Glenn Rice
<algkrice@aol.com>, Natalie Martinkus <natb02@gmail.com>

I think this looks pretty good! Perhaps you should forward to Dave W....
see what he has to say.
Duane
On Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 5:45 AM, Charlie de La Chapelle <charliedela@gmail.com> wrote:
Good morning
Thank you for the opportunity to provide questions on the KDRPP & KKC SDEIS
1
These are the written questions submitted on behalf of YBSA by Charlie de La Chapelle.
charliedela@gmail.com

2
D
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D

4
D
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D

1. Who pays how much and when.
We have seen the projection ranging from $150M to $450M when mitigation is included. A
breakdown of capital costs, O&M, mitigation and interest. It should be divided by 72,000 acres
to get per acre cost if Roza is to pay 100%. And would Roza be expected to pay 100% of K-to-K
pipeline too?
This information needs to be quickly disseminated to their growers so decisions can be made and
contracts signed ASAP.
Also, I don't see the estimated pumping cost in the event the dead storage is needed to fulfil the
obligation to supply senior water contracts over the period of record. Are we further correct that
should that event occur, Roza growers would receive no water from the project but would incur
the full pumping bill? How can they be expected to pay if they receive no water to grow their
crops? Lenders will want to know too.
2. Performance of the project.
-Can we
ask for
an analysis
of how well the project performs over the period of record with the UW
assumption for climate change, relative to the 70% target goal?
We are especially interested in the back to back drought years.
3. Salmonid restoration.
Can we ask for a comparative analysis of the project on instream flows below Parker.
We are concerned about the impacts to flow volumes, temperatures, predation and survival of the
Sockeye runs in the lower 100 miles. We also think some of the studies cited for survival are over
50 years old and need to be updated with more current data. The quick analysis comparing the
Sockeye mortality of 2015 and 2017 need to be addressed!
4. Pumped
storage.
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-811

6

D

As costs climb ever upward we need to investigate additional sources of revenue generation.
One of the possibilities of the K-to-K pipeline is to incorporate pumped storage to take advantage
of the imbalance between power supplies and power demand to store solar and wind surpluses.
Even if the possibilities are marginal or negative we should be learning what modifications can be
made to offer values that other sectors will pay to have.
Can we ask for analysis of profit potential of a pumped storage project on the k-to-k pipeline,
complete with limiting factor analysis.
5. Value

7
D

Initially three irrigation entities of the Yakima Project were identified as needing a
supplemental water supply in drought years. However, if the costs are beyond their
ability to pay how are these needs to be met?
Thanks for your attention.
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Comment Letter 421
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess drawdown
1 message
Scott Walker <swalker@therushcompanies.com>
Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 6:50 AM
To: "Kkbt@usbr.gov" <Kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: Scott Walker <swalker@therushcompanies.com>, "Scott Walker (scottwalker253@comcast.net)"
<scottwalker253@comcast.net>

1
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The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel
project between Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the OkanoganWenatchee National Forest should not be built. Instead, of spending money on
more uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima
River Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of
Ecology should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water
markets during drought years.

I own two lots in Kachess Village. This will ruin our lake, potentially damage our domestic water
supplies, is an irresponsible waste of money, and proposes to use federal money and resources for
the benefit of private enterprise

Respectfully,

Scott A. Walker / Vice President
swalker@therushcompanies.com
c (253) 224-6844

R
RUSH

Rush Residential, Inc.
253-858-3636
6622 Wollochet Drive NW, Gig Harbor, WA 98335
Gig Harbor | Seattle
http://www.therushcompanies.com/residential

o o o mGl o a m
BUILDING AN EXCEPTIONAL
FUTURE. TOGETHER.
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Statement of Confidentiality: The contents of this e-mail message and any attachments are
confidential and are intended solely for addressee. This transmission is sent in trust, for the sole
purpose of delivery to the intended recipient. If you have received this transmission in error, any
use, reproduction or dissemination of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please immediately notify the sender by reply e-mail or phone and delete this
message and its attachments, if any.
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Comment Letter 422
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1 message
0LFKDHO$LNHQ<poco.aiken@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 1:18 PM

6XEPLWWHGYLDHPDLOWRNNEW#XVEUJRY

0V&DQGDFH0F.LQOH\
(QYLURQPHQWDO3URJUDP0DQDJHU
%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQ&ROXPELD&DVFDGHV$UHD2IILFH
0DUFK5RDG
<DNLPD:$

5(.DFKHVVDQG.HHFKHOXV'(,6

'HDU0V0F.LQOH\
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In addition to the many concerns and questions you have received
regarding the SDEIS for the YBIP plan I have a few simple ones.
1) The existing 3 dams have been in use for over 100 years helping to
provide water to the Yakima basin and Kittitas Valley for domestic use
and irrigation. Why now is additional water needed given that due to
climate change the rainfall will increase 9% in the Northwest? If the
proposed alternative is implemented will additional land be put into
irrigation?
2) Why not raise the levels of Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess as is
planned for Lake Cle Elum?
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3) Has the possibility of using water from the Columbia river been
studied? Is so can you direct me to a copy?
4) Has building a dam North of I90 near Hyak, and creating a "Gold
Creek" reservoir been looked at? It could capture the runoff you say
Lake Keechelus cannot hold. Surely would be cheaper than drilling a
tunnel between Lake Keechelus and lake Kachess.
5) Who will pay? Farmers? Taxpayers? Is it really economically
feasible? Water is expensive. Make the best use of what you have.
Pumping water out of the existing Lake Kachess would cause
irreversible damage and my family is totally opposed to that prospect.
Your solution is to pump up to 200,000 a/f of water from the existing
lake then hope for that water to be replaced plus the additional 239,000
a/f in the following year. How many years has the Kachess watershed
produced 439,000 a/f of water? Ever? Once pumped you are now in the
same situation you are in now. 200,000 a/f pumped, 200,000? a/f flow
in, 200,000 a/f pumped. . . . It would take 6 years of normal 239,000
a/f per year to fill up. A second drought in that 6 years and you start
over. Once pumped you only get what comes next year. Makes no sense
to me.
Sincerely,
The family of
Mike and Madeline Aiken
220 Mountain View lane
Lake Kachess, WA
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Comment Letter 423
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1 message
0LNH2ZHQ%HQHGLNWVVRQ<mob201@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 8:44 AM

To Whom It May Concern,

1
D

2
D

3
D
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D

My family has owned a cabin on the east side of Lake Kachess for four generations. We hold a
senior water right - our cabin is served by a newly constructed well. Members of my family spend
their summers at the cabin, including my parents and my children, ages 7 and 3. Our property and
our quality of life stand to be affected by the plan. I have 5 concerns and questions about the
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant proposals that I would like the agency to address:
1. A major concern is how our cabin will receive water once our well is dewatered, as forecast by
the impact statement. "Mitigation" measures are mentioned, but there are no specifics that I can see
on what these might involve. Will a new well be necessary or will our existing well be deepened?
What will the timeline for this work be, and how can we be certain that we will not be deprived of
water for some undetermined period, once the drought relief process is initiated?
2. Moreover, I am confused about the legal and ethical decision that is being made. If we hold senior
water rights, why would any measure be considered that would violate, even temporarily, that senior
right on behalf of a junior right holder in the valley? This does not seem entirely fair or legal - some
clarification should be in the impact statement itself, but I could not find it. The diversion of water
rights from a senior holder to a junior holder seems like a taking. If we are deprived of water for
some period, will there be compensation of some sort?
3. I'm also worried about the plan to refill Kachess with water from Keechelus. Is the Keechelus
water of similar quality? Apparently PCB levels are high in Keechelus, and I think it needs to be
conclusively shown that the proposal would not spread higher PCB levels from one lake to another
(and then into the valley).

5

D

4. Fourthly, as an avid (catch and release) trout fisherman, I am concerned about all aquatic species
in the lake, including the protected Bull Trout, and I have been told that the plan would involve killing
off some percentage of the population in Little Kachess. What percentage of the current population
is expected to be killed and what measures are being taken to minimize this loss?

6
D

5. Lastly, I understand that the new plan involves building a boat launch accessed via Kachess Dam
Road. This will result in significant traffic on that road, but there are no plans that I can see to
improve the road. What steps will be taken to insure that this added traffic does not cause safety
issues or environmental issues in that area of Kachess's shoreline? It seems like there should be a
plan in place to improve the road and provide adequate infrastructure and facilities, comparable to
those currently at the campground on the opposite side.
Thank you for your time - I look forward to your reply.
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Sincerely,
Mike Benediktsson
Cabin Owner
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1 message
FKULVEODFN#ZHOOVIDUJRDGYLVRUVFRP
<chris.black@wellsfargoadvisors.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: jblack5745@charter.net

D
1

DI
2

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 1:20
PM

Good Afternoon. I hope you had a nice 4th of July. I am just writing/emailing for the record, a
question I have for Candace McKinley: In the event that Lake Kachess is drawn down to a level
that would deem our water supply to be “dewatered” “dried up” or “no longer available”, can you tell
me if we 1. Would be allowed to drill another, deeper well? And 2. Who would be accountable for
any monetary damages to my families’ property if we no longer had water to our home or if it were
“red tagged”?

DI

And No……..our property does QRW have a view of Lake Kachess!

4
D

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS alternatives 2-5 and would only support Alternative # 1
at this time: No Action

5
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Finally, as a person with a college degree in Business-Finance, I am a little surprised and confused
by the “proposed Alternative #4” which has an enormous amount of variance from the projected
cost of $282MM.! Wouldn’t it be appropriate to revise the presentation so the average prudent
person or average farmer could understand what this may actually cost, and who will actually pay
for it? I’m just asking if you could release the actual numerical values of the ranges of
variance…..oh, and of course, who would pay for all of this.

3

6

My father (cc’d above) and I both thank you for your time today.

&KULVWRSKHU:%ODFN&53& ®
First Vice President – Investment Officer
Wells Fargo Advisors | 1201 3rd Avenue, Suite 3500 | Seattle, WA 98101
Tel 206-344-6513 | Toll-Free 800-426-8790 | Fax 206-344-6698
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Email chris.black@wellsfargoadvisors.com

Website: https://home.wellsfargoadvisors.com/chris.black

To stop receiving marketing emails from:
•
An individual Wells Fargo Advisors financial advisor: Reply to one of his/her emails and type
“Remove” in the subject line.
•
Wells Fargo and its affiliates click here
Neither of these actions will affect delivery of important service messages regarding your accounts
that we may need to send you or preferences you may have previously set for other email services.
See our electronic communications policies for additional information.
Wells Fargo Advisors is a trade name used by Wells Fargo Clearing Services, LLC, Member SIPC,
a registered broker-dealer and non-bank affiliate of Wells Fargo & Company, 1 North Jefferson, St.
Louis, MO 63103
This email may be an advertisement for products and services.
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1 message
6%RFHN<smbocek@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

1
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2
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Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 8:26 PM

Salutations,
I am writing to express my extreme opposition to the proposed plan as stated in the subject line
above. I hope I don't need to belabor the very good points that have been made already, including
the huge negative impact for the environment and the ill-logic of yet another short-term solution to
the perennial water shortage for the Kittitas & Yakima valleys.
I cannot state strongly enough that Kachess Lake and surrounding ecosystem should NOT be
subject to this ill-conceived proposal.
I would like to have the following answered:
What other solutions have the farmers/ranchers/orchardists come up with (or at least TRIED to
come up with) in all these years for irrigation? I frequently visit the Kittitas Valley for recreation and I
often see irrigation systems "watering the air" in full sunlight. Is this really the best solution? If not,
WHY haven't other methods been tried ?
I appreciate your kind attention to this matter.
Thank you.
S.Bocek
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1 message
7+20$6%2&(.<tbocek@comcast.net>
Reply-To: THOMAS BOCEK <tbocek@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

1
D

2
D

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 9:28 AM

I am writing this letter to express my concerns regarding the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance (KKC) 2018 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(SDEIS).

Many deficiencies have been identified by other groups and individuals regarding
the the SDEIS. These deficiencies include:

1) Failure to comply with the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)
regarding a reasonable range of alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of
the proposed action [40 CFR 1508.18].

3
D

4
D

2) The lack of any plan to mitigate the impacts to 23,000 annual visitors and
users of the USFS Lake Kachess Campground.

3) Failure to address the funding ambiguity of the current project plan. The
SDEIS states the Bureau of Reclamation will “fund…some or all, or authorize
Roza to fund” the KDRPP-FPP. This statement inadequately informs
Washington citizens…as well as Roza farmers…of their likely obligations for
financial support of the KDRPP-FP. Please provide the legal, legislative, and/or
other basis for stating Bureau of Reclamation will fund some or all of the project,
the conditions under which that funding would occur, the criteria for obligating
Washington citizens to finance this project, how “all or some” will be determined,
and by whom, and the time frame for securing financing. The issue is further
confused in the same page which states the Record of Decision (ROD) will
determine which entity (BoR, Dept. Ecol., Roza, etc.) will be responsible for what
March 2019
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action (fund, design, construct, operate, etc.). These are not “details” to be
4 cont clarified at a later time, but substantively important facts that citizens must know
in order to provide informed comment. Please provide all the information that is
promised for a future ROD, but in a subsequent SDEIS that will be made
available to citizens with an appropriate comment period.

5
D

6
D

4) Impacts on private wells. The negative impact of lowering the water level of
Lake Kachess on private wells (ES-xi) is documented, with the conclusion that
significant numbers of wells will be “dewatered.” It is unacceptable to tell
citizens that their water supply will likely disappear, and then offer a remedy of
“monitor and mitigate.” Well failures (“dewatering”) will likely occur in
October/November when Lake Kachess is at its lowest level, this is also shortly
before snow arrives and access to homesites becomes difficult. The possibility
of losing water at this time, without an in-place action plan for making
homeowners whole, is unacceptable. Some of these wells are held by property
owners with senior water rights. According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry
if the lake is pumped down. How is it possible that prorated junior water rights
holders of the Roza irrigation district can dewater those Kachess wells which
have senior water rights?

5) I am a home owner in the Lake Kachess Village HOA. The SDEIS does not
make any provision for mitigation of the inevitable devaluation of my home.
When the lake gets drained, I may not be able to sell my home for even half of its
current value. The SDEIS consistently under-represents the impact on private
residences and property owners. Page 3-155 refers to “several private parcels
and homes or cabins” that will be affected, but a better description would be
“substantial numbers of private residences…etc.” Lake Kachess Village HOA
has 162 homesites, East Kachess HOA has 70 homesites, Kachess Ridge has
approximately 80 homesites, and East Kachess Ride another 20-30, plus
numerous unaffiliated residences in the area. This easily number 300
homesites, far more than would be inferred from the term “several.” The
systematic bias against representing impact on private citizens is displayed on
page 4-23, when it excludes any homesite farther than 0.1 mile from shoreline
from negative impact by drawdown of the lake. I request an accurate
description, in numerical terms, of individuals and homesites affected by the Lake
Kachess drawdown. As a minimum, this would include all homesites on
Kachess Lake Road, Via Kachess Road, the Kachess Dam and eastern
shoreline road, and private residences within 5.0 miles of the shoreline.
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I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping
plant and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1, No Action is the only
acceptable alternative.

Thomas M. Bocek
Property owner of 2900 Via Kachess Rd., Easton WA 98925
tbocek@comcast.net
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1 message
$XVWLQ%XUNH<austinmarkburke@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

1
D

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 8:00 AM

I am writing to express my grave concern and opposition to the controversial Yakima River Basin
Water Enhancement Project (YRBWEP). This proposal would transfer water from Lake Keechelus
and Lake Kachess to junior water rights holders in the Yakima Basin at a cost approaching $1
billion. It would drain 200,000 acre feet of water a year from the two lakes and spill it into the
Yakima River, to be taken out by irrigators. To be clear, an acre foot of water is one acre, one foot
deep in water. Now imagine one acre of water…38 miles high! Or think of it as an acre of water
the height of 14 Mt. Rainiers! That is the additional amount of water that would be drained from the
two lakes.
The devastating impacts of such an act on our environment is hard to imagine. However the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) just released on this project acknowledges it will deplete
the aquifer, endanger threatened fish species, reduce recreational opportunities for individuals and
families, probably cause wells to fail, and permanently destroy a elements of fragile ecosystem
enjoyed by thousands of Washingtonians. Despite the clear risks represented by the project, the
DEIS only states that it will monitor and attempt to mitigate damages after they occur. This is
unacceptable and should be opposed by everyone who cares about protecting our environment for
future generations.

2
D

But the damage to our environment is not even the worst of this controversial project. A study
conducted by distinguished scientists from Washington State University and the University of
Washington, at the request of the Washington State Legislature, documented it is not only an
environmental disaster, it is an economic disaster. A team of scientists and economists conducted a
Benefit-to-Cost analysis of the two projects that are now being considered by the Legislature. They
showed conclusively that costs would far exceed benefits. In fact one project would lose $.80 of
every taxpayer dollar spent, and the other project would lost $.54 of every taxpayer’s dollar. No
private enterprise would consider such a venture, and no public initiative should either. At a time
when our State is facing serious challenges with regard to funding critical needs in education and
infrastructure, it is unacceptable to waste taxpayer money in such a manner.
And I have some very specific questions:

3
D

DI
DI
4

5

6
DI

1. Why do all the studies exclude the historical lake levels (using all information available since
1900)?
2. What are the very specific mitigation plans if the community wells surrounding Lake
Kachess are impacted?
3. How will any negatively affected properties be compensated (What agencies will determine
the negative impact to propertly owners? How will they be compensated? Is there a formula?).
4. Why is this project being driven by bureaucrats and junior water rights (outside of Kittitas
County) without any regard to a ROI on the outragous project costs?
March 2019
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In summary, YRBWEP represents an effort by special interests in Yakima Basin to drain water from
two pristine lakes, and even worse, to drain dollars from Washington taxpayers for this
environmental and economic disaster. In the strongest terms possible, I urge you to oppose the
YRBWEP; neither we nor our environment can afford it.
Best regards,
Austin
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1 message
:HQGH&DGZDODGHU<wendejc@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

o\
1

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 2:50 PM

In favor of the NO ACTION option— no pumping station or pipeline @ Lake Kachess!!!
Wende Cadwalader
Bellingham WA
Sent from my iPhone
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1 message
.$5(1&$03%(//<kcemail@prodigy.net>
Reply-To: KAREN CAMPBELL <kcemail@prodigy.net>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 9:00 PM

Attn: Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh
Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058,
Dear Ms McKinley,

1
D

I would like to go on record in opposition of any Kachess SDEIS alternative, be it a pumping plant
and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess.

D

There is evidence the Lake may never recover, private wells may run dry, Kittitas County farmers
will not benefit, of a negative impact on the environment and fish, a negative impact on fire-fighting
efforts in upper Kittitas, property values will be reduced, recreational activity for a popular
campground will be negatively impacted, and the list goes on.

D

I, along with residents of Kittitas County and the State of Washington would ask how this project can
be supported when there is conflicting data and it will allow only one special interest group, the
Roza Irrigation District, to receive any benefit from public water.

4
DI

Public trust is at a all time low in this country and this flawed project only serves to feed that distrust.

2

3

Karen Campbell
31 Brookside Court
Easton, WA 98925
509-656-0220
Property owner and taxpayer in Kittitas County since 1977.

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-828

~

-

Comment Letter 430
..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@/DNH.DFKHVV

1 message
GFHUQLFN<rcernick@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

D
1

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 7:29 PM

I feel that it would be money and time well spent if the existing irrigation systems were upgraded.
There is so much water lost. If the systems were upgraded/improved, then there would be plenty of
water in the dams as they are.
Thank you.
Debbie Cernick
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1 message
0LFKDHO&RDQ<coan66@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

DI
1

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:25 PM

'HDU0V0F.LQOH\
,DQGPDQ\LQWKHVWDWHRI:DVKLQJWRQDUHRSSRVHGWRWKHSURSRVHG.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI
3XPSLQJ3ODQWDQG.HHFKHOXV5HVHUYRLUWR.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU&RQYH\DQFHZLWKLQ.LWWLWDV&RXQW\

D

7KHVWXG\LVIODZHGDQGWKHGDWDDQGDVVXPSWLRQVDUHQRWDFFXUDWH)RUH[DPSOHWKHVFLHQFHRIWKH
<DNLPDEDVLQSODQDVLWUHODWHVWRWKHUHILOOUDWHVRI/DNH.DFKHVVDUHIODZHG$VWXG\E\
:DVKLQJWRQ6WDWH8QLYHUVLW\FRQILUPVWKLVIDFW

D

4XHVWLRQV
:K\LVWKH%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQDQGWKH:DVKLQJWRQ6WDWH'HSDUWPHQWRI(FRORJ\IRFXVHGRQ
VRXUFLQJQHZZDWHUVRXUFHVLQVWHDGRIZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQ"

4
D

0DQ\LQGXVWULHVDQGIDUPHUVQDWLRQZLGHDUHLPSOHPHQWLQJZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQDQGZDWHUHIILFLHQF\
PHWKRGVWRLQFUHDVHWKHLUZDWHUVXSSO\ZK\GRHVQ WWKH%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQDQGWKH
:DVKLQJWRQ6WDWH'HSDUWPHQWRI(FRORJ\SURPRWHZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQDQGZDWHUHIILFLHQFLHVDVWKH
ILUVWRSWLRQIRUWKH<DNLPD5LYHU%DVLQ"

2

3

5

D

,QVWHDGRIVSHQGLQJPRQH\RQXQHFRQRPLFDODQGHQYLURQPHQWDOO\GDPDJLQJZDWHUSURMHFWVLQWKH
<DNLPD5LYHU%DVLQWKH%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQDQGWKH:DVKLQJWRQ6WDWH'HSDUWPHQWRI(FRORJ\
VKRXOGSURPRWHZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQZDWHUHIILFLHQFLHVDQGZDWHUPDUNHWVGXULQJGURXJKW\HDUV

6
D

3OHDVHQRWHP\GLVDSSURYDORIWKLVSODQWRORZHU/DNH.DFKHVV,VSHFLILFDOO\RSSRVHWKH.DFKHVV
6'(,6DFWLYHDOWHUQDWLYHVDQGVXSSRUWRQO\$OWHUQDWLYHRIWKH.DFKHVV6'(,6QRDFWLRQ
7KDQN\RX
0LFKDHO&RDQ
/D&DQDGD&$
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1 message
*UHJ'DO\<amnesiakdotcom@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

1
D

Fri, Jul 6, 2018 at 4:01 PM

Hello,
I have lived in Western Washington all of my life, and many of my finest memories have been in the
snoqualmie pass area. Now, at 38, with a 10 year old daughter, she is also enjoying skiing at
Alpental and camping at Lake Kachess. Lake Kachess is truly a special place - it's rare that you can
get to such a peaceful, gorgeous, and large mountain lake an hour from a major city. Literally
millions of people are a short drive away from this place. I have memories here ranging from
watching the Perseid showers in August, to taking my daughter kayaking. One drought year with the
KDRPP would tear away the possibility of a child enjoying this place with their family for several of
their most formative years. Washington is a beautiful state, with lots of jobs and limitless potential of
all kinds. I am strongly opposed to anything that would disturb what our state has at Lake Kachess,
and leaving it as it is benefits many more people than it would if this project were executed - not to
mention, we wouldn't be spending that money.
Thanks,
-Greg Daly, Seattle
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1 message
'RXJ'DYLGVRQ<dougda1959@hotmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Sat, Jul 7, 2018 at 11:34 AM

To whom it may concern:

I would like to express my concern with the proposed action to pump additional water from Lake
Kachess.

1
D

From my review of the project, the cost, and the impact to recreation and the environment outweigh
the benefit to farming. Having lived in the Yakima valley from 1959 to 1983 and worked on a small
farm and orchard, I am aware of the importance of agricultural water needs. The additional
pumping of Lake Kachess cannot be the appropriate answer. Further conservation and land
management improvements is a longer term sustainable solution.

I urge your not to vote “yes” for the pumping option.

Respectfully,

Doug

Doug Davidson
82 Cascade Key
Bellevue, WA 98006
dougda1959@hotmail.com
206-369-1113 mobile
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1 message
7UDFH\'RQRYDQ<tracey@tdexcavating.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

D
1

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 11:24 AM

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping plant and/or
pipeline at Lake Kachess. Only the first, No Action alternative is acceptable. Please leave
Lake Kachess alone.

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-833

~

-

Comment Letter 435
..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@3XEOLF&RPPHQWDQGTXHVWLRQVUHJDUGLQJ.DFKHVV
'URXJKW5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQW
1 message
$DURQ'UHVVOHU<aarondressler@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 5:40 PM

Dear Ms. McKinley,

1
D

I am writing to voice my opposition to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant. Not only is this
project not in the best interests of Washington taxpayers, it harms the fish and wildlife around Lake
Kachess, it harms the local businesses and property values (tax revenues), and it is absolutely not
the way we should be thinking about our natural resources here in the beautiful State of
Washington.

2

D

The information provided in the DEIS and SDEIS is both inaccurate and inconsistent, demonstrating
a complete lack of understanding on the part of government agencies about the damage and side
effects sure to be caused by this absolutely idiotic plan to add a pumping plant to Lake Kachess.

3
D

What programs and points of contact will property owners around the lake have access to if damage
is caused to their property due to this plan? Will property owners be financially compensated for
damaged wells directly related to the draining of the lake? Who will be responsible to pay such
compensation? The US Government? WA State? Roza? Other than “monitoring” wells, what
active measures are being taken to mitigate damage to private property?

4
D

5
D

For an Environmental Impact Statement, hardly any effort was spent stating the adverse impact to
the environment. Erosion was completely missing from this document. What kind of erosion
damage will the lake suffer from draining it over 100 feet lower than it has ever been drained? How
will the 100 year old earthen dam cope with being high and dry for much longer than it ever has
before?

What is being done to protect the endangered Bull Trout in Lake Kachess? You can’t claim to be
saving the endangered species on Lake Keechelus, but then turn a blind eye to the damage that
would be done to Bull Trout in Lake Kachess. There was no definitive answer to this question in the
latest SDEIS. There was absolutely no mention of the freshwater clams in Lake Kachess that would
also be impacted by this pumping plant. Nor was there any mention of the Lamprey, and many
other species of fish that would be affected by this plant.
March 2019
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Additionally, the financial benefit of the KDRPP to the taxpayer is nonexistent. In fact, taxpayers will
lose money from this pumping plant, in effect, subsidizing Senior Water Rights assurances given to
junior water rights landowners in the Roza irrigation district. These farmers bought their cheaper
land knowing that water would be turned off during drought. Instead of planting crops that are more
tolerant to drought, like hay, Roza growers have taken a risk by planting thirsty, more profitable
crops. This risk is THEIR risk. So, question: What benefits do taxpayers receive? If not financial,
then why would this project be publicly-funded, especially since the water is being directed entirely
to the private growers in Roza who made risky decisions?

What does Roza intend to do with this water? According to Roza’s own documents, they only need
50,000 acre feet of water during drought years. Why do they need such a powerful pumping
system, capable of accessing 200,000 acre feet? What assurances do we as taxpayers get that
they will not just turn around and sell OUR water to other districts, and keep the profit? Who
determines when they turn the pump on? Will they be allowed to turn the pump on if the lake fails to
refill after a drought year, and senior water rights landowners around the Yakima valley can’t get
their gravity-fed water? Would that be considered an official drought?

Why weren’t common-sense alternatives included in the SDEIS? Spring runoff collection?
Modernization of the irrigation system? What would be the cost of building a 50,000 acre feet
reservoir near the Roza dam and why wasn’t that studied for feasibility? None of these alternatives
were included in the SDEIS, only plans to drain a natural lake. I’m ashamed that 5 different
variations of a pump are the only ideas our State could come up with.

Why aren’t we talking about getting Salmon back into Lake Kachess, the lake that means “many
fish” in Native American? Why, instead of a fish ladder like at Lake Cle Elum, are we getting a
pumping plant at Lake Kachess?

Please rethink this proposal. If this pump plan succeeds, I will actively spend the rest of my life
advocating for the removal of this absolutely asinine pumping plant. You’ve spent enough taxpayer
money researching this horrible project, it’s time to look at real commonsense “Drought Relief”
solutions.

Sincerely,

Aaron Dressler
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1 message
$QG\'XOLQ<andy.dulin.b7wc@statefarm.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

D
1

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 11:24 AM

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping
plant and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1, No Action is the only
acceptable alternative.\

DI Renaming Lake Kachess to the Kachess Reservoir if classic manipulation.
2

3
D

The Level to which the lake is currently drawn down is the reservoir….. any
additional draw down, is simply the draw down of a natural alpine lake….. and is
unacceptable.

4
D

Repairing and replacing existing Roza delivery ditches, and then monitoring the
improvement is water delivery is a much better initial option…… before any other
additional projects are considered.

5
D

NO one other that a governmental agency could violate laws in the way this
project bases its projections.
Andy Dulin
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1 message
-DPHV(OGHU<jimbarbelder@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 11:14 PM

We have had a cabin on Lake Kachess since 1981 and have spent many happy hours water skiing
and canoeing in the pristine waters of the lake. Our 3 children who were babies when we built the
1
cabin loved to go “to the lake” and still do as adults with their own children. Many years ago the
lake was drained way down and the lake became totally unusable and was pretty ugly looking. I
would hate to see that happen again. We were at our cabin this last weekend as were most of our
neighbors enjoying the clear waters and warm eastern Washington weather. It is a beautiful lake
and judging by the fact that the campground at the lake is full all summer, many others agree.
Please do NOT allow the lake to be drained.

D

Barbara Elder
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1 message
*5(*(1*%(5*<gkengberg@msn.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 7:48 PM

Too often, we take for granted the beauty of our forests, lakes and nature’s wildernesses and exploit
its resource for the benefit of a few while at the detriment of a much larger base users such as
campers, fishermen, vacationers, property owners and the resource itself. Placing pumping
stations on Lake Kachess is one of these instances.
If the pumps are installed and are used to take Lake Kachess down to the reported levels, doing so
cuts off Little Kachess ( as it’s referred to ) from the rest of the primary body of water, stagnating the
water, increasing water temperatures and endangering fish and fish habitat. This is the damage
from exploitation.
Lake Kachess was previously modified decades ago to hold additional water for irrigation .
Pumping water out of Lake Kachess is not its natural process. Taking the Lake down to new low
levels means water will have to be pumped continually until such tome as the Lake recovers to its
natural flow process. This will take years. Actually, there’s a belief that pumping Lake Kachess
down to its lower level will be a “one-and-done” scenario never recovering because there will never
be a reduction in water demand in any future years to support recovery. Lake Kachess is a limited
resource. One and done. Please think about this statement. Exploiting a resource to the level of
never recovering.
I ask for your support it opposing the installation of pumps in Lake Kachess. It’s not a responsible
decision/action to spend one-half billion dollars to effectively pull additional water out of limited
resource, damage a resource beyond recovery, thus requiring water be pulled from Lake Kachess
by pump rather than its natural process of seasonal snow melt and flow.
Manage our resources by managing demand of usage, not use a resource to its demise.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Greg Engberg
Sent from my iPad
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1 message
&DPLOOH)LW]SDWULFN<camfitzpatrick@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 5:07 PM

Please do not drain Lake Kachess!!
I have been going to Lake Kachess since I was a child in the 70's and enjoyed swimming in the
lake, paddling and I even remember the dock that was in the middle of the lake. We take our family
there now for camping and boating and greatly enjoy the beautiful scenery and pristine lake.
There is no need to drain the lake, there is plenty of water available. It will decimate the trout, ruin
the campground and the lake itself, one of the natural wonders of our beautiful state.
We strongly encourage you to leave the lake alone!!
Thank you.
Camille Fitzpatrick
13321 47th Pl. W
Mukilteo, WA 98275
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1 message
JHUQRU#FRPFDVWQHW<gernor@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 3:28 PM

)URPgernor@comcast.net
7R"www kkbt" <www.kkbt@usbr.gov>
6HQWSunday, July 8, 2018 3:25:12 PM
6XEMHFWFwd: KDRPP

)URPgernor@comcast.net
7R"www kkbt" <www.kkbt@usbr.gov>
6HQWWednesday, June 27, 2018 1:07:24 PM
6XEMHFWKDRPP
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Lake Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) that would drain Lake Kachess 80 vertical feet
below the dam's current lowest level, or 110 feet below it's historic natural level.
This would leave the pristine Lake Kachess campgrounds, one of the most
1
beautiful and popular federal campgrounds in the country, a virtual mud-hole,
perhaps indefinitely, as the lake may never refill to it's natural level. The cabins
and year-round homes around the lake could be deemed uninhabitable because
well water would be dried up and water for fire protection would be unavailable.
One new home owner has already been denied homeowners insurance because
they say the area is in a "extreme" fire danger zone because of possible water
unavailability.
The cost of this plan has already gone from an initial estimate of $268 million
dollars to $444 million dollars and some estimate one billion dollars!! This, of
2
course, is to be paid by the taxpayers of the state. Independent studies have
estimated that there will be a negative benefit of these funds, resulting in a loss
of $0.90 for every dollar of taxpayer money spent..
Through conservation techniques, new technology and water rights exchange
3
programs, water could become available to the special interest groups in the
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Yakima basin at a far less cost. Is another vineyard really worth $1 billion and
the demise of pristine Lake Kachess???
Please vote "NO" on this proposal.
Gerald/Norma Golding
12821 SE 2nd St.
Bellevue, WA 98005
(425)455-2199

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-841

3
D

~

-

Comment Letter 441
..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@

1 message
&DURO*XLOIR\OH<cjguilfoyle@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sat, Jul 7, 2018 at 7:47 PM

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5), the pumping plant and/or
pipeline at Lake Kachess. Only the first, No Action alternative is acceptable. Please leave Lake
Kachess alone.
Carol Guilfoyle
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1 message
-XG\+DOOLVH\<hydrojude@gmail.com>
Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 8:32 PM
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: Barry Brunson <mathisfun@mac.com>, Brad <wheezard@gmail.com>, Tiffany Hallisey
<rotnella@gmail.com>
Please accept my comments in the attached document.

DWWDFKPHQWV
.DFKHVV/DNHFRPPHQWVWR6'(,6SGI
75K
$77
1K
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0V&DQGDFH0F.LQOH\
(QYLURQPHQWDO3URJUDP0DQDJHU
%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQ&ROXPELD&DVFDGHV$UHD2IILFH
0DUFK5RDG
<DNLPD:$

5(.DFKHVVDQG.HHFKHOXV'(,6

'HDU0V0F.LQOH\
0\IDPLO\RZQVSURSHUW\RQ9LD.DFKHVV5RDGZLWKLQWKHDQDO\VLVDUHDRIWKH.DFKHVV'URXJKW
5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQW .'533 ,DPDUHVLGHQWRI.LWWLWDV&RXQW\:DVKLQJWRQ6WDWHDQGXVH/DNH
.DFKHVVIRUUHFUHDWLRQDQGKHDOWKSXUSRVHV7KXV,KDYHVWDQGLQJLQWKLVSURSRVDORIDFWLRQDJDLQVW
P\VHQVHRISODFH,KDYHUHYLHZHGERWKWKH'(,6DQGWKH6'(,6DQGIRXQGWKH\IDLOWRFRPSO\ZLWK 1
WKH1(3$UHTXLUHPHQWRIFRQVLGHULQJDOOUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVWRDFKLHYHWKHVWDWHGSXUSRVH1R
DOWHUQDWLYHFRQVLGHUVZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQPHWKRGVZDWHUPDUNHWVWUDWHJLHVVWDWHRIWKHDUWZDWHU
PDQDJHPHQWWHFKQRORJLHVDQGFURSPDQDJHPHQWVWUDWHJLHVHLWKHUVHSDUDWHO\RULQFRPELQDWLRQRI
DFWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKHSURSRVHG.DFKHVV/DNHSXPSLQJSODQW7KHVHPHWKRGVDQGWHFKQRORJLHV
FRXOGDFKLHYHWKHSXUSRVHDQGQHHGDVVWDWHGLQWKH'(,6DQG6'(,6ZLWKRXWLPSDFWLQJ/DNH
.DFKHVV&ORVHWRPLOHVRIXQOLQHGRSHQDLUHDUWKHQGLWFKHVFDUU\ZDWHUIURP/DNH.DFKHVVWR
5RVD,UULJDWLRQ'LVWULFW:K\LVQ¶WHQFORVLQJDQGOLQLQJWKHVHFRQYH\DQFHVLQFOXGHGLQDFWLRQ
DOWHUQDWLYHVRURIIHUHGDVDVHSDUDWHDFWLRQDOWHUQDWLYH"
7KHYHJHWDWLRQDQGZHWODQGVDQGGHQVHO\IRUHVWHGZDWHUVKHGDVGHVFULEHGLQ&KDSWHURIWKH6'(,6
ZLOOVXIIHUZLWKUHGXFHGZDWHUOHYHOVLQ/DNH.DFKHVV1RZKHUHFRXOG,ILQGDQDO\VLVRIHIIHFWVDQG
FKDQJHVWRIORZVVXEVWUDWHHURVLRQDQGJHRPRUSKRORJ\RIWULEXWDU\VWUHDPV7KXVWKH'(,6DQG
6'(,6DQDO\VLVRIZDWHUVKHGHIIHFWVLVLQDGHTXDWHDQGGRHVQRWPHHWWKH1(3$UHTXLUHPHQWRIIXOO
GLVFORVXUHRIHIIHFWV7KHVHVWUHDPVHYROYHGWRDQDWXUDOEDVHOHYHOHVWDEOLVKHGDIWHUWKHODVWJODFLDO
UHWUHDW6LQFHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHGDPWKHVWUHDPVKDYHGHSRVLWHGWKHLUVHGLPHQWORDGVDWWKHLUGHOWDV
LQWKHUHVHUYRLU,IWKHODNHOHYHOLVGURSSHGEHORZWKHQDWXUDOEDVHOHYHO XSWRIHHW KHDGFXWWLQJ
LQWKHWULEXWDULHVZLOOEHLQLWLDWHGDQGEHJLQZRUNLQJXSVWUHDPWRHVWDEOLVKQHZHTXLOLEULXPV
'HSRVLWHGVHGLPHQWVRIWKHGHOWDVZLOOHURGH6WUHDPSURILOHVZLOOGRZQFXWDQGVWUHDPVXEVWUDWHVZLOO
HURGH6HGLPHQWEXGJHWLQJZLOOEHXSVHW'RZQFXWWLQJRIWKHVWUHDPSURILOHVZLOOUHVXOWLQ
GLVFRQQHFWRIWKHVWUHDPWRLWVK\SRUKHLF]RQHDQGWRWKHZDWHUWDEOH%LRGLYHUVLW\RIWKHVWUHDPVDQG
WKHLUK\SRUKHLF]RQHVZLOOEHDGYHUVHO\DIIHFWHG6ORSHSURFHVVHVRIWKHZDWHUVKHGZLOOEHDGYHUVHO\
DIIHFWHG7KHVHHIIHFWVPXVWEHDQDO\]HGDQGTXDQWLILHG$VWKH'(,6DQG6'(,6FXUUHQWO\VWDQG
WKH\GRQRWDVVXUHIDYRUDEOHFRQGLWLRQVRIIORZVDQGVORSHVWDELOLW\DVPDQGDWHGLQWKH2UJDQLF
$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ$FWRI
6RPHSURSHUW\RZQHUVRQWKHHDVWVLGHRI/DNH.DFKHVVKDYHVHQLRUZDWHUULJKWVIRUWKHLUZHOOV
$FFRUGLQJWRWKH6'(,6WKHVHZHOOVZLOOUXQGU\LIWKHODNHLVSXPSHGGRZQ+RZLVLWSRVVLEOH
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WKDWSURUDWHGMXQLRUZDWHUULJKWVKROGHUVRIWKH5R]DLUULJDWLRQGLVWULFWFDQGHZDWHUWKRVH.DFKHVV
ZHOOVZKLFKKDYHVHQLRUZDWHUULJKWV"3OHDVHVWDWHVSHFLILFVWDWXWHVDQGRWKHUMXVWLILFDWLRQVZKHUH
MXQLRUZDWHUULJKWVRYHUULGHVHQLRUZDWHUULJKWV0LWLJDWLRQIRUORVVRIZHOOZDWHULVQRWGHVFULEHG
EH\RQGPRQLWRUDQGPLWLJDWH3OHDVHGHVFULEHLQGHWDLOZKDWPLWLJDWLRQVZLOORFFXU:KHUHLVWKH
PRQH\IRUPLWLJDWLRQRIORVVRIVHQLRUZDWHUULJKWVDQGZHOOZDWHUFRPLQJIURPDQGZKHUHLVLW
LQFOXGHGLQWKHFRVWVRIWKHDFWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHV"
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7KH6'(,6LQGLFDWHVWKH.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLUZDVFRQVWUXFWHGRYHUDQDWXUDOO\RFFXUULQJJODFLDO
ODNH«>MRLQLQJ@«%LJ.DFKHVV/DNHDQG/LWWOH.DFKHVV/DNH7KHVHWZR/DNHVDFNQRZOHGJHGWREH
ODNHVLQWKH6'(,6UHSUHVHQWWKHHQWLUHW\RIDOO.'533RSWLRQVLQFOXGLQJWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQ
4
.'533)33,WLVDPLVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQWRDVVHUWWKLVSURMHFWLQYROYHV.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLURQO\DQG
QRWWKH/DNHV:KHQ.DFKHVV'DPZDVFRQVWUXFWHGWRSURYLGHLUULJDWLRQZDWHUZDWHUGLVWULEXWLRQ
WKURXJKZDWHUULJKWVDVVLJQPHQWZDVEDVHGRQTXDQWLWLHVSURYLGHGE\WKH5HVHUYRLUFDSDFLW\QRW
LQFOXGLQJWKH/DNHVFDSDFLW\7RGUDZZDWHUEHORZWKHQDWXUDO/DNHVOHYHOVZLOOUREHYHU\
:DVKLQJWRQ6WDWHUHVLGHQWRIWKHLUULJKWWRWKHZDWHU

D

7KHGRFXPHQWVLQGLFDWHDSSUR[LPDWHO\FXELF\DUGVRIPDWHULDO..&WXQQHOZLOOEH
H[FDYDWHGGXULQJFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKH..&WXQQHO*UDYHOVDQGRWKHUURFNW\SHVDUHVDODEOHPDWHULDOV
DQGPXVWEHDFFRXQWHGIRU+RZZLOOWKLVPDWHULDOEHVHSDUDWHGDQGDFFRXQWHGIRUDPRQJVWGLIIHUHQW
5
PLQHUDOHVWDWHRZQHUV":KHUHZLOOWKHFXELF\DUGVRI..&WXQQHOPDWHULDOEHGHSRVLWHG"
7KHUHLVQRPHQWLRQRIHIIHFWVRIORDGKDXORQ.DFKHVV/DNH5RDG:KDWVDIHW\PHDVXUHVDQG
VFKHGXOLQJRIKDXOLQJHTXLSPHQWZLOOEHPDGHGXULQJWKHWXQQHOFRQVWUXFWLRQWRLQVXUHWKHVDIH
DQGFXVWRPDU\XVHRI/DNH.DFKHVV&RXQW\5RDGE\FDPSJURXQGXVHUVDQGORFDOSURSHUW\
RZQHUVDQGJXHVWV"

D

,ILQGWKH'(,6DQG6'(,6WREHLQDGHTXDWHDQGIDLOWRDGGUHVV1(3$UHTXLUHPHQWVRIRIIHULQJDIXOO
UDQJHRIDOWHUQDWLYHVDQGRIGLVFORVLQJHIIHFWVRIWKHSURSRVHGDFWLRQV,VXSSRUWWKH1R$FWLRQ
$OWHUQDWLYH

3OHDVHVHQGPHDFRS\RIDQ\DGGLWLRQDO6'(,6)(,6RU5HFRUGRI'HFLVLRQ
7KDQN\RXIRUFRQVLGHULQJDQGDFWLQJRQWKHVHFRPPHQWV
6LQFHUHO\
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1 message
$OLVWDLU+DPLOWRQ<alistair.hamilton@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 8:47 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Area Office
KDRPP & KKC SDEIS Comment
The SDEIS makes very clear statements about the devastating impact of this pumping project and
the recommendation of the bureau shows that they are not being open to data or facts that go
against their foregone conclusion that draining Lake Kachess is the way to solve future droughts.
There are sustainable alternatives that have not been explored in favor of this “easy” answer of
putting a straw into a pristine glacial lake.
We need to work harder and commit to economically viable and ecologically responsible
approaches with ALL stakeholders. The impacts described are severe and irreversible.
Thank you,
Alistair Hamilton
425-442-9554
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1 message
/RUHOOH+HQGULFNV<LorelleHen@comcast.net>
Reply-To: LorelleHen@comcast.net
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 11:18 AM

Please DO NOT proceed with the proposed plan to partially drain down Lake Kachess to supply
irrigation water to eastern Washington,. The impact study does NOT support this project both in
terms of cost, environmental impact and effectiveness of the result.
Thank you.
Lorelle Edmonson Hendricks
2439 220th Place NE
Sammamish, WA 98074
425 269-7808
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1 message

/RQJ-XOLD<jlong@usbr.gov>
Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 12:57 PM
To: Karen Dera <kdera@usbr.gov>, "Gregory, James" <James.Gregory@hdrinc.com>, "Teepe, Adam"
<Adam.Teepe@hdrinc.com>
Comments from Joel Hubble.
Julia Long
Assistant YRBWEP Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Rd.
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Ph: 509.575.5848 ext 285
Cell: 509.406.5864
jlong@usbr.gov
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: -RHO+XEEOH <hubblejdcl@yahoo.com>
Date: Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 12:51 PM
Subject: [EXTERNAL] KDRPP EIS Comments
To: Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>
Julia,
Sorry these comments are not using the BOR approved method using the WORD forms.
1. pg 3-76, 3rd par. should reference table 3-15 not 3-14.
2. pg 3-80, table 3-18. I would think that for the Wapato reach, for summer period that QD < QU, not
the reverse (but I could be wrong).
3. pg 4-37, table 4-20 (Rimrock) for Prorated Years-Median. I'm not doubting the results, but
wondering operationally why a -61% change?
4. pg 4-129, 1st sentence- "...(2 to 5 years to refill the reservoir)..." I think this phrase should be put
into proper context (and it may be in another section, but could be repeated) as to how many times
in the period of record it actually takes 2-5 years to fully fill again by the beginning of the next
irrigation season. I know it happens, but as I recall it is infrequent.
5. pg 4-129, 3rd par, 1st sentence. strike the word "precisely"...from "...to precisely estimate..."; it
sounds contradictory.
March 2019
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6. pg 4-130, 1st par. Consider deleting the first 2 sentences and just state what seems to be the
agreed upon conclusion based on the science.
7. pg 4-130, 2nd par. This was one of my pet peeve conclusions that I commented on from the
previous draft... so I don't expect it to be modified, but here goes anywayTo say that shoreline habitat complexity will decrease under KDRPP seems over stated. I agree that
the construction footprint will negatively impact it. However, impacts due to the additional drawdown
does not seem likely to me. The shoreline is already effected by the annual drawdown and has
reach a point of equilibrium. The infrequent additional drawdown below lthe normal low pool
elevation is well below the root zone of the shoreline vegetation; so it's hard for me to see why the
drawdown would have an effect. OK, the rant is over... feel better!
Joel
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1 message
-HQQ\<mezzo1@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 11:56 AM

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS acv e alternav es (2-5). I oppose any
construcon of a pumping plan t and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternav e #1, No
Acon is the only accep table alternav e.
Thank you,
Jenny Hughart
Newcastle, WA
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1 message
%UDQG\-DKQ<brandyjahn@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:32 AM

To Ms. Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager.
Dear Ms McKinley,
As I hope you already know, there are many citizens adamantly against the draining of Lake
Kachess. I know you will do the right thing and not let this measure go through. I hope you take
adequate time to go through all the opposing paperwork and see how much heart, time and energy
people have put into saving this beautiful lake. The opposition is clear and well founded that this
lake need not be drained.
I implore you to save Lake Kachess!!
—Brandy Jahn, resident Sammamish, WA
PH. 206.601.6923
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1 message

-D\PH-RQDV<jaymejo1@msn.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 10:20 PM

Dear Ms. McKinley,
Please see my attached comments regarding the KDRPP DSEIS. I look forward
to hearing back from you regarding these comments.
Sincerely,
Jayme Jonas
Sent from Windows Mail

.'533SXEOLFFRPPHQWV-D\PH-RQDVSGI
348K
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Comment Letter 448
Jayme Jonas
23402 NE 29th PL
Sammamish WA 98074
July 11, 2018
Bureau of Reclamation, Columbia-Cascades Area Office
Attention: Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Submitted by email to kkbt@usbr.gov
Dear Ms. McKinley,
I am a life-long recreationist who grew up camping at Lake Kachess; my family has been camping there
since the 1950s. I credit this Lake for my love of the outdoors and appreciation of nature. I love that it's
giving me the opportunity to pass that love and appreciation on to my children. Its proximity to the
rapidly growing population of the Seattle metro area makes it all the more valuable for providing
opportunities for urban dwellers to get out into nature and develop that love and appreciation as well.
When I first heard of the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and its basic effects on the lake, my
personal reaction was negative—not only because of the negative impacts I assumed would occur to the
area around the lake, but also because I disagree in principle with draining a natural lake for private use.
However, as a professional comprehensive planner with a Master’s in Urban Planning and a Bachelor’s
in Economics, I wanted to be educated about the project and read the entirety of the DSEIS. I expected
to be torn between my personal opinion and the professional analysis that presented significant
economic benefits for water users, with moderate environmental and recreational consequences that
were thoughtfully mitigated. As I read the document, I was impressed instead by how clear it is that this
project is not worth any of the costs: monetary, environmental, or recreational. I am not a NIMBY. I am
not concerned with property values: real estate is a gamble, and that includes starting a farm in an
irrigation district that does not have senior water rights. I am purely concerned with protecting a natural
lake, and its aquifer, wildlife and vegetation for all of the people of the state, as opposed to a few
looking to financially benefit from its water.
The Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) is not a public benefit and must not be enacted,
either by the Bureau of Reclamation and Department of Ecology, or by the Proratable Entities interested
in implementing it. It is inconsistent with adopted plans, does not comply with NEPA requirements, the
analysis is based on missing data and questionable assumptions, proposed mitigation is lacking,
groundwater impacts could be detrimental to property owners and public recreationists, there are
insignificant agricultural impacts given the negative recreation and environmental impacts, lake habitat
for fish is negatively impacted, and it could potentially increase the fire susceptibility of the area while
decreasing the ability of emergency responders to fight fires. It also radically changes the use of the
Yakima Project, which has been managed for over 100 years as a system for all users and instead
essentially earmarks one reservoir for one irrigation district.
1
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/ŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇǁŝƚŚDŝƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĚĚŽƉƚĞĚWůĂŶƐ
Comprehensive planning within the State of Washington requires that all plans and projects be
consistent with adopted policies; KDRPP does not appear to meet that test in several regards, including
contrasting with the mission of the proposing agencies.
The opening page of the DSEIS cites the missions of the US Department of the Interior, the Bureau of
Reclamation, and the state Department of Ecology. While all agencies have mission facets that can
compete with one another, making mission-project consistency a balancing act, this project does not fit
with the adopted missions more than it does.
x

Though the US Department of the Interior is directed to “supply the energy to power our future,”
this part of the mission is tertiary to protecting natural resources, which KDRPP does not do.
Instead, it denigrates a natural environment in order to provide economic benefit to a small group.

x

Reclamation is directed to “manage, develop and protect water” and clearly KDRPP fits within that
purview. However, Reclamation must also do this work “in an environmentally and economically
sound manner,” which is not descriptive of the proposed project.

x

This project is most inconsistent with the state Department of Ecology’s mission to “protect,
preserve and enhance Washington’s environment, and promote the wise management of our air,
land and water for the benefit of current and future generations.” Undertaking KDRPP has
significant negative environmental and recreational impacts which are not consistent with Ecology’s
mission.

The DSEIS states in Section 4.3.3 that “Alternative 1 No Action does not meet the purposes of the
Proposed Action because it does not address water supply for proratable irrigators or instream flow
conditions in the upper Yakima River basin” (pg 4-21). Later, in Section 4.24 (pg 4-349) the DSEIS
suggests that the proposed project meets several of the Integrated Plan’s goals when, in fact, it does
not. The noted goals include:
x

Provide opportunities for comprehensive watershed protection, ecological restoration and
enhancement, addressing instream flows, aquatic habitat, and fish passage
This plan does not provide “comprehensive watershed protection” and instead increases the
vulnerability of an entire watershed to wildfire risks by lowering groundwater levels and reducing
access to surface water for emergency responders. No ecological restoration or enhancement is
provided other than improving a minority of instream flows analyzed; negative impacts are
projected for aquatic habitat in the lakes and for fish passage as well.

x

Improve water supply reliability during drought years for agricultural and municipal needs
While KDRPP does provide some benefit in drought years, it is insignificant when the adverse
climate change scenario is modeled. A 3% gain in water is hardly worth the monetary costs, nor the
negative environmental and recreational impacts that could permanently occur.

x

Improve the ability of water managers to respond and adapt to potential climate change effects
2
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As noted above, potential climate change effects would severely limit the benefit provided by
KDRPP.
x

Contribute to the vitality of the regional economy and sustain the riverine environment
Again, while there are some instream flow objectives that would be met, not all flow targets would
benefit and some are projected to worsen. KDRPP does not meet the established economic
indicator threshold of 1% and ignores the negative impacts to what is likely a large sector of the
economy: recreation.

Further, KDRPP is inconsistent with several adopted plans at both the County and Federal levels.
x

Kittitas County Shoreline Master Program (SMP): Lakes Keechelus and Kachess are designated as
lakes of statewide significance under the State Shoreline Management Act. The Kittitas County SMP
designates the shoreline of both lakes as “conservancy shoreline environment,” which requires
“maintaining the natural character of the shoreline area” (Section 3.15, pg 3-161). The development
of any of the pumping facilities would be in conflict with this requirement as they would significantly
alter the character of Lake Kachess.

3
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Section 3.15 further goes on to state: “Under the draft SMP, the majority of both lakes would be
designated as rural conservancy. The purpose of the rural conservancy environment is to protect
ecological functions, natural resources, and valuable historic and cultural areas in order to provide
for sustained resource use, natural flood plain processes, and recreational activities.” All of these
elements of the Lake to be protected would be negatively impacted by KDRPP.
x

Ecology Upper Kittitas County Groundwater Rule (WAC 173-529A): Section 3.5.1 notes that Ecology
in 2011 placed a moratorium on the development of new unmitigated groundwater withdrawals in
upper areas of Kittitas County (pg 3-53). On its face, it does not seem that a project that could
further deplete groundwater resources in this area could possibly be consistent with this rule. How
is KDRPP compatible with this rule?

x

Forest Service Criteria, 1990 Wenatchee National Land and Resource Management Plan for Lake
Kachess: The USFS has designated Lake Kachess as land allocation Developed Recreation (RE-1)
Retention VQO, Scenic Travel 1 and 2 Retention VQO, and Partial Retention VQO. As stated in
section 3.10.4, “The USFS considers visual quality to be one of the most important resources to be
protected under this land allocation” (pg 3-127). Due to the changes in pool levels that would make
the lake a less dominant element on the landscape, the proposed project is not consistent with
these Forest Service criteria.

&ĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽŽŵƉůǇǁŝƚŚEWZĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ
The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires consideration of a reasonable range of
alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action [40 CFR 1508.18]. Consideration
of “reasonable alternatives” means all state-of-the-art alternatives must be rigorously explored and
properly evaluated, and those other alternatives which are eliminated from detailed study must be
described with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them [Section 1502.14]. Of particular
concern with regard to the KDRPP-KKC SDEIS, and its predecessor the KDRPP-KKC DEIS, the alternatives
must not be slanted to favor the interests of a particular party.
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The stated purpose of the DEIS was to “provide more reliable and sustainable water resources for the
health of the riverine environmental and for agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs. (Page ES-I,
January 2015). The 2018 DSEIS failed to offer a stated purpose and one must presume the 2015 DEIS
statement of purpose applies to the 2018 document.
The 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS fail to meet the explicit NEPA requirement of considering a
reasonable range of alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action. The 2015
DEIS considered only two alternatives: the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) with two
locations, and the Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC) with two locations. In fact, the DEIS stated
these should all be considered part of a single action because they could not be separated. (That is,
Lake Kachess could not be drained without a refill mechanism from Lake Keechelus.) In reality,
therefore, only one action alternative was considered (pumping plant plus conveyance) vs. no action in
the 2015 DEIS.
The 2018 SDEIS continued and compounded this failure. A conveyance tunnel with two locations was
considered, and a pumping plant with three locations. While the SDEIS goes to great contortions to try
to make these appear to be several different alternatives, they are in fact one alternative: extracting
water from a natural lake to benefit downstream special interests.
Compliance with NEPA would require consideration of true alternatives to accomplish the stated
purpose of providing more reliable and sustainable water resources. Any reasonable list of alternatives
would include serious consideration of water conservation methods, water market strategies, crop mix
management (e.g., fallowing), use of technology (ditch lining, micro-irrigation systems, electronic
monitoring systems, increased security from water theft), and advanced technology (underground drip
systems). In fact, subsequent analysis of YBIP by the Water Research Center of Washington State
University has shown that the purpose of YBIP can be achieved at lower cost and with greater effect
(i.e., greater net increase in available water) by application of conservation and water market strategies.
This fatal flaw originates from the Programmatic EIS released in 2012, which failed to consider all
reasonable alternatives and entrenched the problem which was carried forward in the 2015 DEIS and
2018 SDEIS. The 2012 Yakima Plan Programmatic EIS not only failed to consider a range of alternatives,
as required by NEPA, it failed to follow federal Program Principals and Guidelines (PPG) in accurately
assigning costs and benefits to the arbitrarily narrow list of alternatives. All subsequent NEPA processes
and documents have therefore been legally inadequate and the SDEIS cannot be "tiered" to an
inadequate PEIS. The only way to rectify this problem is to return to the original Yakima Plan
Programmatic EIS and do it correctly. I ask that the NEPA legal requirements be met by re-issuing a NEPA
compliant Programmatic EIS, follow that with a NEPA compliant Draft EIS, and proceed in a manner that
considers a range of alternatives to the YBIP’s stated purpose.
I ask that water conservation methods, water market strategies, state-of-the-art water management
technologies, and crop management strategies be considered separately and in combination to achieve
the purpose(s) of YBIP, and, as alternatives to the proposed Lake Kachess pumping plant. It is clear the
PEIS, DEIS and SDEIS have been prepared (in violation of NEPA guidance) “slanted to the interest of
4
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-856

4
D

special interest groups.” I ask, as required in the NEPA process, that all alternatives not considered be
listed and a full explanation be given – including data, references, and review procedures – for excluding
each alternative. The process that generated the DEIS and SDEIS of record cannot be relied upon to
produce a NEPA compliant document that objectively represents all reasonable alternatives, and I
therefore request that an independent, non-biased, non-government, academic entity be engaged to
conduct these analyses.

4
D

In addition, it is clear NEPA/SEPA process represented by the SDEIS has failed to involve and inform
affected citizens and organizations as required by law. The DEIS states the project will implement a
“public communication strategy” to inform recreationists and others of the impacts of the proposed
action(s) on USFS campgrounds, fishing, boating, hiking and other activities, and to mitigate the impact.
Given that a single USFS campground (Lake Kachess Campground) registers 23,000 people and 11,000
boat launches annually, it should be obvious that this communication strategy should be pro-active, and
communicated now, not at an unknown time in the future. Citizens must be informed prior to
experiencing impact, in order to understand the potential impact on individuals and families, and to
participate meaningfully in the deliberative process. The SDEIS documents negative impact on
recreational activity and acknowledges most affected individuals come from the Seattle area. Please
develop, describe, distribute for comment, and implement a “public communications strategy”
immediately, to reach the thousands of affected parties who have not been recognized or adequately
served by the SDEIS. This strategy should include mass communications, well-publicized meetings, and
other techniques throughout the Seattle and Puget Sound area.
In all subsequent communications with the public, the misrepresentation of Lake Kachess must be
corrected. The SDEIS indicates Kachess Reservoir was constructed over a naturally occurring glacial lake
[joining] Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake. These two lakes, acknowledged to be lakes in the
SDEIS, represent the entirety of all KDRPP options, as the reservoir water (stated on page 1-1 to be the
water over the natural lake) is already spoken for. Thus, every drop of water to be pumped by KDRPP
will come from the natural lake, Big Kachess Lake. It is a misrepresentation, no doubt intentional, to
assert this project involves Kachess Reservoir. This attempt to misrepresent a natural, glacial-created
lake as a reservoir has only one purpose, to mislead and confuse the public. I ask that all
representations of this project be corrected, and that inaccurate and confusing euphemisms such as
“dead storage” and “inactive pool” be eliminated. The correct term should be either “Lake Kachess” or
“Big Kachess Lake”. There is a Kachess Reservoir, the approximately 65 ft. of water currently managed
by Reclamation; below that is the natural Lake Kachess, and it is this body of water that is exclusively the
target of, and impacted by, KDRPP. I ask that this confusion and misrepresentation stop, and accurate
terminology be used that informs, rather than confuses, the public. This requires modification of
language used in the SDEIS and all public communications, including correction of schematics such as on
Page 1-7.
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DŽĚĞůŝŶŐͬĂƚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐYƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ
A number of admissions within the DSEIS cast doubt on the accuracy and usefulness of the modeling
used in the analysis and even note aspects of the project that were not included in modeling or
evaluation. Data and analysis that are outright missing from this document include:

7
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x

Section 3.7: no formal wetland delineations or plant surveys were conducted for this analysis.
Please explain why these were not conducted.

x

Section 4.4.2 (pg 4-81): “Lake Keechelus was not included in drought operations surface
temperature modeling completed by PSU” and “Extended or multi-year drought, or refill conditions
were not included in the PSU water temperature model and potential effects of these conditions are
not quantified.” Please explain why these aspects were not modeled and what the implication is on
the modeling that was completed.

D9

x

Section 4.4.7.2 (pg 4-98): water temperature effects and their impacts on the Little Kachess basin
10
from the inflow from Keechelus (through KKC) are unknown, indicating that this aspect of the
project was also not modeled. Please explain why this was not modeled.

x

Section 4.6.4 (Pg 4-129): “Additional hydrodynamic modeling is needed to precisely estimate
11
reductions in zooplankton abundance…” Please explain why this study was not completed.

x

Section 4.10: SketchUp (or similar) renderings of all proposed facilities to aid in adequate visual
quality analyses are absent. Enough details are provided regarding building mass and location, and
amount and location of vegetation to be cleared to provide these basic models as evidence in this
document. Please explain why these models were not developed, or if developed not shared with
the public.

x

Section 4.21: The socioeconomic analysis does not analyze the No Action alternative for economic
impacts. This glaring lack of data makes it impossible to compare the predicted economic impacts of 13
the alternatives. Please explain why not all alternatives were modeled with IMPLAN software and
how the public is expected to make sufficient comparisons between the alternatives without this
analysis.

x

Section 4.21: The socioeconomic analysis also does not describe the impacts of the project to the
recreation economy of the four-county region. Despite noting in Section 3.14 that “visitors to the
lakes are an important part of the economy of upper Kittitas County” (pg 3-147), the economic
analysis does not account for the recreation industry or even describe it as a piece of the whole 4
county regional economy. Please explain why this economic sector is missing from the analysis, or
which sector it is a part of if it is considered part of a larger sector, and how the public is expected to
fully understand the economic impacts of the project without an analysis of this sector.

D
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One of the fish habitat “benefits” noted in the DSEIS is reduced water temperature in Lake Kachess due
to reduced shallow water areas that would be warmed along the shoreline. The acknowledgement that
modeling of prolonged droughts that could result in multiyear drawdowns of the Lake raises questions
about the accuracy of this identified “benefit” and is among other questions raised by admissions within
the DSEIS:
x

Section 4.3.7 (pg 4-60) discusses differences that are “likely due to reservoir balancing in the
modeling that may not occur during actual operation” but no explanation is given about how actual
operation may differ from what is reflected in the modeling. Are these differences based on
assumptions built into the model that are not accurate or is “reservoir balancing” too complex to

15
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accurately capture in a model? Please better explain this statement to either acknowledge
deficiencies in the model or the highly variable nature of reservoir operation.
x

x

16

Water temperature in Lake Kachess is predicted to decrease with drawdowns, but Section 4.6.4
notes “there is uncertainty around whether prolonged droughts… could cause warming.” Is this
uncertainty related to the fact that multi-year and prolonged droughts were not modeled? What is
the level of uncertainty? Why were prolonged droughts not included in the modeling?

17

A discrepancy is found in Section 4.7.4 (pg 4-156) which states that it could take 2-8 years for Lake
Kachess to return to normal operating levels, as opposed to all other sections of the document
which refer to a 2-5 year refill period. Why are two refill periods identified, and which is more
accurate? With the predicted increase in frequency of droughts, how was the refill period
determined?

18

In addition, there are some aspects of the analysis which are not explained adequately, such as:
x

How is target pool elevation determined? If Keechelus does not meet its “target pool elevation” in
some years following drought pumping of Kachess, how much longer would it take for Kachess to
refill, assuming KKC is implemented?

x

Construction methods and plans are fairly detailed for all aspects of the proposed project except for
the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements. Why is there no detailed construction data for this
element of the project?

19

20

x

KDRPP was originally proposed to allow pumping of 50,000 acre-feet of water from Lake Kachess but
21
this number has increased to 200,000 acre-feet. What instigated this significant change in the
amount of water to be pumped?

x

The SDEIS asserts the presence of a "value analysis study that suggested the feasibility of a floating
pumping plant." The assertion that a redirection of the previous DEIS, leading to a comprehensive
shift in emphasis and removal of conveyance as practical options, would be driven by a
"suggestion," brings into question the objectivity and rigor of either previous or subsequent, or
both, analytic methodologies. Please provide full descriptions of the "suggestions,” including the
methods, data, and conclusions implied by the inadequate and confusing term "suggestions."

x

22

The SDEIS states Reclamation will "fund… some or all, or authorize Roza to fund" the KDRPP. This
statement inadequately informs Washington citizens, as well as Roza farmers, of their likely
obligations for financial support of KDRPP. Please provide the legal, legislative, and/or other basis
for stating that Reclamation will fund some or all of the project, the conditions under which that
funding would occur, the criteria for obligating Washington citizens to finance this project, how "all
or some" will be determined, and by whom, and the time frame for securing financing. The issue is
further confused in the same page which states the Record of Decision (ROD) will determine which
entity (Reclamation, Ecology, Roza, or other) will be responsible for what action (fund, design,
construct, operate, etc.). These are not "details" to be clarified at a later time, but substantively
important facts that citizens must know in order to provide informed comment. Please provide all

23
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the information that is promised for a future ROD, but in a subsequent SDEIS that will be made
available to citizens with an appropriate comment period.
SDEIS Table 1-1 (pg 1-11) indicates roles and responsibilities of participating entities. Roza Irrigation
District will (according to Table 1-1) “Fund, design, construct, operate… etc.… the selected
alternative.” This statement of financial obligation also appears on Page 1-17. Unfortunately,
there is confusion in the public’s mind, largely due to conflicting public comments by Roza
representatives and Reclamation representatives. It is imperative that this confusion be removed
before any Final DEIS and/or ROD be issued. I ask, therefore, that a complete and unambiguous
statement of financial obligation of KDRPP be issued. The statement should make clear that 100%
of the costs of implementing KDRPP, including all mitigation, litigation, and other assigned costs, will
be borne by Roza Irrigation District or if not Roza, then by which entity/entities.
x

x

The SDEIS states that the KDRPP-FPP is the "proposed action" and that Reclamation and Ecology
have not identified a "preferred alternative." This represents a major departure from the previous
DEIS, which indicate a KKC conveyance project and a KDRPP project must be considered as a "single
action and cannot be separated." The logic of that position was that emptying Lake Kachess in an
artificial and unprecedented manner would require a refill mechanism (e.g., KKC). Apparently that
logic was incorrect and has been superseded by new policy. The SDEIS continues to show
substantial impact with long term and irreversible damage. Please summarize the negative impacts
of KDRPP known in 2012, any differences (positive or negative) in impacts based upon the SDEIS,
and explain why the differences are "acceptable" in 2018. This explanation should also serve to
inform citizens as to why no "preferred alternative" is provided. This explanation is critical to
citizens' understanding of the project and their potential financial obligations. It appears, under the
meaning of the law, this action essentially removes KKC options, and thereby changes the scope of
the original Programmatic DEIS to a different Program. Reclamation must explain how this change
in scope of the program can be accomplished within a no-longer-accurate description of the PDEIS.
The statement of budget (Pg 2-59) for KDRPP is incomplete and under-valued. The "estimated
costs" for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are shown, but since Alternative 4 is the "proposed option" it will
be the focus of this comment (however these comments apply equally to the other alternatives).
An "estimate" that has a variance of -30% to +50% is difficult to interpret, as in the case of the
$282,000,000 estimate for Alternative 4. Because the estimate is not a measure of central tendency
(i.e., neither mean, median, nor mode) it appears to be affected by non-measurement bias. Given
the uncertainty surrounding the estimate, it would be far preferable to show the actual estimates in
numerical terms; as opposed to showing a single estimate of $282,000,000, without assigning a
probability for variance ranges. That is, without knowing the likelihood of a "low" or "high"
correction, each will be assumed to have equal probability, but clearly, they have different
implications in terms of outcome. Under those circumstances, each estimate must be assumed to
have an equal probability, and the actual numbers become more important. That would, or at least
should, cause the SDEIS to state numerical estimates in each of the three (low, presented, high)
estimates.
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Taking that approach and understanding that taxpayers and farmers will be primarily concerned
with their maximum obligation (especially in view of the fact that each option seems to be
approximately equally likely), SDEIS should show the high budget estimate. Readers can decide
which one is the most likely and relevant to them. Following the approach of most readers, the
Alternative 4 budget should present a $423,000,000 base.
In all cases, the mitigation costs must be included. For some reason, the required Bull Trout
Volitional Passage is stated in the text (Pg 2-60) to cost $23,000,000 (preliminary estimate) but is not
included in the stated project costs. That would bring the cost to $444,000,000. This does not
include the large mitigation costs of private well failure mitigation, campground restoration and
mitigation, negative impact on private property values, fire risk hazard increase, fire suppression
cost increase, and many others mentioned in the SDEIS but not budgeted, and/or raised by citizens
but ignored. It is likely the public should anticipate a financial obligation of closer to $500,000,000
than $282,000,000 for Alternative 4.

25
D

In summary, the budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, incomplete, and systematically
biased to undervaluation. I request that all budget materials be revised to provide numerical values
for all estimates and high/low ranges, that all mitigation costs be calculated and included in the
budget, and that this be presented in a subsequent SDEIS that will allow people to review and
comment before a Final DEIS and/or ROD is released.
x

x

Section 4.13.4.2 notes that noise from operation of the pumping plant is “anticipated” to fall within
a certain range. The construction noise analysis is relatively detailed compared to the analysis of
operations. Why is noise data from similar projects not cited or used as a proxy for this analysis?
Additionally, the noise analysis notes that the closest noise sensitive receptors would not be
affected but does not detail what these receptors are. What are the closest noise sensitive
receptors, and where are they located?

26
D

Section 4.15 notes that KDRPP would “not increase the amount of irrigated land, but would help to
maintain current levels of production while not ensuring them.” What regulatory guarantees are in
place to ensure that no additional agricultural uses or intensifications are allowed after this project
is constructed? This is a relevant question given the fact that the original 1902 legislation
authorized the Tieton and Sunnyside divisions of the Yakima Basin (Section 1.8.1), but others have
been added over time. How will Reclamation prevent other new agricultural uses from demanding
additional water from this project which were not originally intended?

27
D

Further, it is not even clear that limiting agriculture to existing uses is truly intended. Table 1-2 (pg
1-20) notes that Ecology will “issue water rights as necessary.” How will new water rights be issued
and to whom? How is this in keeping with “not increase(ing) the amount of irrigated land?” Section
4.21 notes that the model allows for identification of agricultural activity that “could” occur (pg 4
319), which seems to allow the door to be open for more or intensified agricultural uses.
x

Section 4.21 suggests that the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements are expected to have
positive economic benefits (pg 4-324). In what way would these improvements have economic
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impacts? What additional detail is needed about these improvements to estimate their economic 28
impact?
Completely missing from the SDEIS (perhaps best located in Section 4.23 Health and Safety) is an
analysis of the impact of the project on the fire susceptibility of the surrounding area and the ability of
emergency responders to utilize water from Lake Kachess to fight fires that occur. Local fire
departments make use of water from Lake Kachess to fight fires in the area; how have these
organizations been involved in this process and what mitigation is proposed to address this potential
issue?

29
D

Finally, the depiction of Lake Kachess after drawdown of 80’ is inaccurate. The SDEIS (Pg 2-66) indicates
the 80’ drawdown will expose 628 acres of shoreline. In no place is this accurately depicted. What
profiles are shown continue to show water in the areas that would become mud or silt. An “imposed
line” on the water conceals the true impact of 628 acres of exposure. I ask that an accurately scaled
map be provided that depicts exposed shoreline in an accurate fashion, neither as “thatched,” “outlined
water” or other techniques, but as mud or silt consistent with aerial pictures. An additional note;
residents know the current drawdown exposes several large islands, and the drawdown will expand and
increase the number of such exposures. It is inaccurate and deceptive to portray the drawdown
without the exposure of the mud and silt islands. Please correct this misrepresentation.

30
D

DŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ
Mitigation measures proposed in the SDEIS are severely lacking. While detailed mitigation methods are
proposed related to the construction of the proposed facilities, few definitive mitigation methods are
proposed for the negative impacts stemming from the operation of the proposed facilities. Those
sections missing proposed operational mitigation methods include: 
x

4.2.5.2: (pg. 4-9) Erosion control measures would be implemented prior to implementation of
the project “if erosion is identified as a problem.” Isn’t an EIS the opportunity to identify erosion
as a problem? If not identified as a problem at this stage, when would it be identified prior to
implementation of the project? What types of erosion control measures would be
implemented?

x

4.5.4: (pg 4-106) A well monitoring program is proposed to be implemented to analyze
groundwater levels associated with drawdown but no “appropriate mitigation strategies” are
identified for implementation. A comprehensive strategy composed of proven techniques that
can be implemented immediately upon need is required prior to a Final DEIS and/or ROD. I ask
that this comprehensive strategy, its details, costs, and operational features, be described in
detail, and citizens be provided with this information along with an appropriate comment
period, prior to issuing a FDEIS or ROD.

x

4.6.10: (pg 4-148) A water quality monitoring program is proposed to be implemented to
document changes in water temperature but no subsequent mitigation is proposed to address
water quality impacts to fish. Please explain how this monitoring program would be
implemented and how Ecology would address impacts to fish based on the data collected.
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x

4.13: Noise mitigation only addresses construction, not operation of the project. Please explain
what types of noise mitigation would be implemented to address noise from the operation of
KDRPP.

x

4.14: A myriad of negative impacts on recreation are identified but no mitigation is proposed,
other than a boat launch on the opposite end of the lake from the campground. Will alternative
recreation sites for activities other than boating or fishing be provided elsewhere? How else will
recreation impacts be mitigated?

34
D
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At the very least, mitigation strategies utilized by other agencies on similar projects with similar effects
could be listed as examples of what Reclamation and Ecology might implement, should any future
negative effects occur.
As detailed above, Section 4.15 notes that the project would “not increase the amount of irrigated land,
but would help to maintain current levels of production while not ensuring them.” I ask that specific
regulatory restrictions be put in place as mitigation for this project to ensure that no additional
agricultural uses or intensifications are allowed after this project is constructed. Without these
measures, Reclamation could not prevent other new, or intensifications of existing, agricultural uses
from demanding additional water from this project. Please describe the regulations that would be
enacted and include the specific codes to be amended.

36
D

Section 4.23 notes steep slopes would be a potential safety hazard to the public and proposes a
communication strategy with the public and lake users regarding the hazards and safety measures. Who
is liable for injuries sustained by users due to the steep slopes caused by operation of KDRPP? Further,
Section 4.2.4.2 notes that slope instability could result “where relatively steep or unstable areas are
exposed” (pg 4-7) and that instability could be caused by “rapid drawdown, heavy or steady rain, a rainon-snow event, and earthquake shaking.” While Reclamation proposes to refrain from rapid
drawdowns, it is noted that rain-on-snow events could become more common in the future thus
increasing the risk of exposed slope stability. How will this negative impact be mitigated?

'ƌŽƵŶĚǁĂƚĞƌ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ
Impacts to groundwater in the area could be severe to private property owners, public recreation sites,
and wildlife and vegetation. Only 6 of the approximately 107 wells in the area were monitored; please
describe how this number and their location is representative. The fact that the only 2 privately owned
wells to be monitored were added after the 2015 EIS was published suggests that groundwater analysis
is lacking.
Some property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for their wells.
According to the SDEIS, these wells could run dry if the lake is pumped down. How is it possible that
prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza Irrigation District can dewater those Kachess wells
which have senior water rights? State specific statutes and other justifications. Also, there is no
money for mitigation for the loss of well water. What is the process for getting a well drilled deeper,
and what is the timeline for getting a well repaired which has run dry?

37
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Both sections 3.5 and 4.5 indicate that “groundwater levels near the lake are influenced by lake
elevations, especially during the dry time of the year when very little recharge is occurring and
groundwater elevations are dropping because of discharge from the aquifer” (pg 3-57). Section 4.5.2
notes that well operations could be interrupted due to additional drawdowns, including the well
supporting the USFS Kachess Campground (pg. 4-105/6). What the document does not indicate is the
effect of lowered groundwater levels on vegetation in the area. Lowered groundwater levels would
presumably dry out significant amounts of vegetation, further increasing wildfire risks in the area.
Wildfire risks have increased significantly in all Western states over the last decade, and the costs—both
to fight the fires and the economic costs incurred by those damaged by fires—have significantly
increased as well. To undertake a public works project that increases those risks is negligent.

39
D

The vegetation and wetlands (pg 2-70) and densely forested watershed (pg 3-98) will, according to the
SDEIS, suffer with reduced water levels in Lake Kachess. This will mean stressed trees and other foliage
in a single drought year, and in multiple years of pump operation dead trees due to lack of water and
insect vulnerability. The Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility for fire
and emergency medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas. This state agency has
repeatedly raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced capacity to suppress fires (due
to lowering of the lake and removal of a source of water for firefighting), the increased incidence of
accidents and injuries due to construction activity, and need for public education and communication
strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects. Despite numerous and repeated expressions of
concern and requests to meet with the responsible Fire Departments, Reclamation has ignored and
rejected these requests. This is a clear violation of the NEPA/SEPA process and renders the current
SDEIS incomplete and unacceptable. I demand that as part of the NEPA/SEPA process for Lake
Keechelus/Lake Kachess project proposals, Reclamation and other affiliated entities engage leadership
of the Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency and work together to develop a mutually acceptable
plan for mitigating the previously stated concerns. I ask that this plan be developed and included in a
subsequent SDEIS, distributed to all stakeholders, and submitted for public comment prior to any Final
DEIS or ROD.
The hydrology data in the SDEIS does not describe effects on the aquifer below the lake and into the
town of Easton. How will draining the lake affect wells downstream of the lake? By what criteria will
these effects be calculated?

40
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/ŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ
For the overall cost of the project and the number and degree of negative impacts to the environment,
wildlife and recreation, KDRPP does not even appear to address the need of Roza district water users to
a significant degree. Under Alternative 1: No Action, proration occurs in 15 out of 90 years; under any of
the action alternatives, proration occurs in 13 out of 90 years, a benefit of only 2 years. The document
suggests that completing multiple additional projects would necessary to provide a meaningful
improvement to proratable water users (Section 4.3.2, pg 4-19). The likelihood of securing permits and
funding for the full list of projects needed to provide meaningful improvement is extremely low given
the state of state and federal budgets. Undertaking KDRPP, and risking permanent drawdown of this
lake, is not in the public’s best interest or the best use of taxpayer money.
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At best, under the historical modeling, the action alternatives would “improve water supply to
proratable water users by up to 22 percentage points in the worst single-drought years” (Section 4.3.2,
pg 4-19). However, agricultural demand for irrigation water is projected to increase due to climate
change, at the same time that “natural runoff and streamflow in the system would decrease by 50% or
more in some months when compared with the historic scenario; therefore irrigation demands and
instream flow targets would have to be met by releasing larger amounts of water from the existing
lakes. Currently, there are many years when the lakes are not capable of meeting these demands”
(Section 3.12.3.4 Climate Change, Changes in Water Supply, pg. 3-138). Additionally, prolonged or
multi-year droughts are expected to occur more frequently in the future (odds of a drought increase
from 17% to 49% in any given year, according to Section 4.21.4, pg 4-329), and modeling under the
adverse climate change scenario shows only a 3% improvement in proratable water delivery (pg 4-251).
Further, the analysis finds that “the improvement under (the Action Alternatives) would be less in the
third year of a multiyear drought because some of the inactive storage in Lake Kachess would be used in
the first one or two years of drought, leaving less for a third year of drought” (Section 4.3.2, pg 4-19).

42
D

Section 3.21 notes that “agriculture is the third largest sector at the four-county scale” and accounts for
approximately 11% of the four-county economy. No analysis is provided of the economic impact of the
No Action alternative, only the conjecture that the impact of reduced prorationed water supplies “could
be greater than 1 percent of the agricultural sector output” (pg 4-323). Without this information, it is
difficult to make a meaningful comparison between the economic impacts of the No Action and action
alternatives. However, a comparison is not necessarily valuable given that Section 4.21.4 states that
“the average annual impacts during operation on output, personal income, and employment are well
below the 1 percent threshold for the impact indicators at the four-county regional level” (pg 4-325). If
the economic benefit is projected to not meet the identified threshold of significance, why are
Reclamation and Ecology considering implementing a project that could cost over $225M to construct
(including interest, for the preferred alternative, though costs increase to $675M should another
alternative be chosen) and $25M a year to operate, not accounting for potential cost increases of 30-50
percent?
In addition to providing only a negligible improvement in water deliveries under the adverse scenario
(3% improvement), permanent risks to the lake and the surrounding wildlife and vegetation significantly
worsen: “The predicted changes in snowpack and runoff associated with climate change would alter
KDRPP operations by producing larger and more frequent drawdowns, and would more frequently
result in years when Lake Kachess fails to refill” (Section 4.12.3, pg 4-238). “Compared with Alternative
1 under the adverse scenario, the mean lake level would be approximately 42’ lower over the period of
record, and 20-90’ lower in drought years” (Section 4.12.5, pg 4-248). This is a significant difference that
could lead to long-term impacts to groundwater levels, recreation opportunities, fish and wildlife
habitat, and fire susceptibility of the region.
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ZĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ
Recreation was specifically authorized as an additional purpose of the Yakima Project in Section 1205 of
YRBWEP in 1994, but it does not appear that any recreation organizations have been involved in the
development of this plan, other than USFS. What outreach was made to recreation organizations, or
users (such as the estimated 23,000 annual users of the Lake Kachess Campground), to provide notice of
13
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this proposal? The DSEIS notes that a communication strategy related to the project is called for in the
future, but why has one not been undertaken to educate and seek input on the project during the
development stage? The impact on USFS Lake Kachess Campground is but one, but a very important
example of the need for a different and better approach. How will the past users of USFS Lake Kachess
Campground be contacted and informed of the potential impact on Lake Kachess, and will they be
provided an opportunity for public comment? It is clear the current SDEIS has failed to accomplish this
essential public information obligation, and that a subsequent SDEIS and full public disclosure are
needed to correct this failure. Please provide a written plan as to how the past campground users,
many with families that have been camping there for generations (such as my own), will be contacted
and the timeline for this process.

44

Due to its proximity to the greater Seattle area, Lake Kachess is an invaluable recreation location; 3.61
million people in the Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue Metropolitan Statistical Area are within a roughly one-to
two hour drive of the camping, hiking, boating, fishing and other general opportunities to appreciate
nature offered at this lake. Section 3.14 notes that “population increases have increased demand for
recreation and the campground is routinely full… Kachess has a higher number of recreational visitors
than Keechelus or Cle Elum Lakes… (pg 3-147) The Cle Elum Ranger District is the busiest in the area and
its campgrounds tend to be completely booked on summer weekends… The Kachess Campground is the
most popular in the district… (pg 3-149).” In addition, this section notes that dispersed recreation at
informal camp locations along the lake is common in the summer when the campground is full.
Despite this increasing need, and the positive economic benefit it has for Kittitas County, this project
could reduce recreation opportunities in the area by:
x

Potentially impacting well operations at the campground and privately owned residences along the
lake to a degree that these sites are unusable;

x

Increasing the distance from the campground and residential areas along the west shore to the
water line from 400’ at the current maximum drawdown to 1,500’ (over ¼ mile) at the proposed
maximum drawdown. Section 4.10.4.2 (pg 4-215) notes that “In most areas, the reservoir pool
would recede approximately 200 additional feet under the maximum drawdown condition…”;

x

In addition to increasing the distance between users and the shoreline, the slope of the shoreline
near some recreation areas would be hazardous to humans (and presumably animals attempting to
access the lake for water) at 20-30 degrees near the campground and private development on the
west side of the lake, and 20-40 or 40-60 degrees on the east side. These steep slopes also pose
risks to boaters using the lake (Section 4.23, pg 4-343); and

x

These reductions in recreation opportunities would then increase pressure at other nearby
recreation sites such as Lake Cle Elum or Lake Easton.

Section 4.14 Recreation identifies two impact indicators for recreation: “loss of fishing access or
reduction of fishing opportunities that exceeds current seasonal loss of use due to existing drawdown
conditions; reduction of usability of recreation due to construction activities or the receding of the
shoreline more than 100’ from the recreation site or with a slope greater than 20 degrees” (pg 4-275).
The action alternatives have “major impacts on recreation” (pg 4-277) when evaluated by these

46
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indicators. Mitigation proposed for the first impact indicator is a new boat launch on the East shore,
which could be usable at all lake levels; no mitigation is proposed for the second impact indicator. This
boat launch would be on the opposite shore (east vs. west) and lake end (south vs. north) of the lake
from the campground: what is the drive distance and time from the campground to the proposed boat
launch? How is this acceptable mitigation for campers? Would it really even be usable by them, or only
by day visitors intending solely on boating? Due to the steep slopes, how would any boaters access
developed recreation sites? What mitigation is offered for the “reduction of usability of recreation?”
Assuming that recreation (including camping, hiking, fishing, boating, day trips and the presence of
secondary homeowners who conduct personal business in the area) is as negatively impacted as noted
in the DSEIS, what are the economic impacts to Kittitas County and the four-county region as a whole?
Section 3.21 notes that “the service industry is responsible for the most employment at the state and
four-county scales and is roughly double the next largest sector” (pg 3-178); is recreation included as
part of the service industry or does it stand on its own? State wide, outdoor recreation is a $26.2B
industry, which provides for 201,000 jobs, generates $7.6B in wages and salaries, and produces $2.3B
annually in state and local tax revenue; surely a fair share of that is going to this four-county region. This
part of the economy is ignored in Section 4.21 Socioeconomics but deserves consideration or, at the
very least, acknowledgement.
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EĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ&ŝƐŚ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ
While there are some positive benefits to KDRPP and KKC related to meeting desirable stream flows on
certain river reaches during some parts of the year, the overall impact to stream flow is not positive.
Further, the DSEIS notes that fish would need ten consecutive years of positive conditions in these
reaches in order to boost their numbers to those projected in Section 4.6.7 (pg 4-147); given the climate
predictions for the future, achieving ten consecutive years of positive conditions is highly unlikely,
especially given that winter and spring flows are unlikely to meet targets, so the benefits of KDRPP for
stream flows are even less significant. Section 4.6.2 notes that under all Action Alternatives, “increases
in annual instream flows, and in July-August instream flows during drought years in the Easton Reach,
would decrease the quantity of rearing habitat available to spring Chinook and rainbow trout
subyearlings, resulting in a negative impact to these species during drought years” (pg 4-117). So
although the same section notes that instream flows would be benefited in the spring, flows later in the
year would be negatively impacted, which may negate the earlier benefits. The same situation is
described for the Keechelus Reach: that instream summer flows are projected to be met more often, but
winter and spring flows are negatively impacted; without meeting instream flows throughout the year,
what benefit is it to these fish populations to meet flow targets only occasionally, and particularly when
so many additional negative impacts would occur for these species in Lake Kachess?
Fish, including Bull Trout and salmon in Lake Kachess would be negatively impacted by all Action
Alternatives in several ways, including increased turbidity (pg 4-117), decreased hydraulic residence
time, lower minimum lake levels, reduction of shoreline vegetation, degraded thermal refugia for
predator and prey species (pg 4-116), disturbances to fish near the pumps, and increased risk of
entrainment in the facility (Table 4-79, pg 4-115). As noted above, the water temperature modeling is
inadequate, so the potential benefit of lowered water temperature is questionable, as the DSEIS notes
in several sections that water temperatures may increase due to prolonged or multi-year droughts.
15
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Taken together, these impacts result in a reduction of available prey within the lake, more overlap
between predator and prey species, reduced feeding efficiency of predators that visually locate prey,
and reduction in habitat complexity. Section 3.6.2.1 notes that “Kokanee in Lake Kachess exhibit slow
growth and small size at age compared to other lake populations and the population is at risk of a feed
and growth bottleneck in summer” (pg 3-74); KDRPP puts this population at further risk. Prior to the
construction of the Kachess Dam, Lake Kachess supported a variety of anadromous species that no
longer have access to the lake (pg 3-66); KDRPP would put those species left in the lake at further risk of
survival.
Section 3.2.3 notes that “around the rim of Lake Kachess, 31 creeks flow into the lake from the uplands.
Twenty-two creeks flow into the Little Kachess basin” (pg 3-7). Section 4.3.10 (pg 4-77) specifically notes
that bull trout would be adversely affected by the loss of access to upstream tributaries. How will
connectivity to these creeks be mitigated when the lake is 80’ lower and up to 1,500’ farther away from
their current connection points?
The only negative impact that is proposed to be mitigated by this project is the loss of connection
between Little and Big Kachess Lakes: the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvement would be
constructed. The “steep slope conditions” between Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake will occur
when the water level is approximately 2,208 elevation and the pumping operation begins. These “steep
slope” conditions will occur an additional 6,225 days if KDRPP-FPP is installed; this will mean 34
additional years (out of 90 modeled), and an average of 183 days a year, when Bull Trout Passage will be
completely dependent on the Volitional Passage. Purporting that this “improves surface water
connectivity” is a misstatement – it replaces a naturally functioning connection that this project
completely destroys. No evidence is provided that the volitional passage is effective, has been
demonstrated in other Bull Trout population support activities, has completed a “proof of concept” test,
or is in any way assured to be successful to preventing destruction of the Lake Kachess Bull Trout
population. Also, because the volitional passage is not included in the budget costs, it cannot be
assumed to be part of the project going forward. Further, there is no description of the length of the
passage (the length and Southern outlet are never described in text, numeric, or schematic terms).
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Finally, the Bull Trout find their way to spawning tributary by a complex but not-well-understood
physiology of chemo- and geo-receptors. This returns them to the spawning tributary, and eventually
spawning bed, where they started life. Creating a volitional passage means the Bull Trout will have to
find an artificial tributary that did not exist when they were young and locate it several miles from
where the “narrows” and “steep shelf” originated their life cycle.
For all of these reasons, the public demands more than a “conceptual design” of the volitional passage.
This mitigation must be described in ways that make sure sufficient water will be available to charge the
passage; the length, slope, and other characteristics of the passage will not deter Bull Trout passage; the
returning redds will be able to find the entry point of the volitional passage; and the passageway to Box
Creek will be maintained. The current plastic and straw bale approach is inadequate and has led to
further declines of the population. I ask that the volitional passage design and operation be updated to
address all of these concerns, and that the revised design be available to citizens for review and
comment in a subsequent SDEIS, prior to any Final DEIS or ROD.
Also, the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the population in Kachess (dredging a
channel between big and little Kachess but ignoring the side stream Box Creek where the trout actually
16
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are), and mitigating with improved populations elsewhere. Page 1-13 notes “While bull trout
enhancement was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not included in the Proposed Action,
therefore not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.” What fraction of the resident endangered Bull
Trout population in Lake Kachess is estimated will be killed under the active alternatives? What fraction
of loss is allowable under law and the EPA? How will the active alternatives meet these legal
requirements?
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zĂŬŝŵĂWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐĂ^ǇƐƚĞŵ
The Yakima Project includes five major storage reservoirs that provide irrigation water to six districts, as
well as flood control, instream flow requirements, and municipal uses. As is clearly stated in Section
1.2.1 Yakima Project (emphasis added): “Reclamation manages these storage reservoirs as a system, and
does not designate any one reservoir or storage space to a specific irrigation district.” How does
allowing one particular district to build and operate this project on one particular reservoir meet the
objective of managing these reservoirs as a system? To a taxpaying, recreating citizen, it appears to be a
taking of a public good for the economic development of private entities, which undertook a risky
business venture attempting to start or maintain a farm in a district without Senior water rights.
How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000 acre-feet of water currently stored by
Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer available once Lake Kachess water level is
lowered below the outlet to its dam? Who will pay to provide senior water rights holders with the
water they have a right to? How will it affect the senior water rights holders’ own farming operations
and/or enjoyment of their property? I request this be further studied, possible impacts of the SDEIS
action alternatives communicated to those senior water rights holders, and another public comment
period opened for their comments.
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Besides not providing a significant amount of water in drought years, this water is likely to be wasted
due to the condition of the irrigation canals used by Roza. The district’s canal system is 97 miles long,
and 67 miles of these canals are unlined, open air, earthen ditches built in the Yakima desert. In a 2016
Capital Press article, Roza representatives state that water seepage in these earthen ditches “is lessened
by fast flowing water creating a hard pan of silt on the canal bottom.” However, during drought, when
the water has slowed considerably, this layer of silt is broken up and dispersed, causing the canals to
leak. Before undertaking any projects that would take additional water from reservoirs, all of these
canals must be improved with concrete or plastic liners to prevent water waste. I ask that the
efficiencies gained by improving these canals be analyzed, and the results shared with the public for
review and comment.
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The fact that only one of the six irrigation districts has expressed genuine interest in this project
suggests that it is for the benefit of the few and not the whole. Rather than implement a costly public
works project with significant negative environmental and public impacts, perhaps a more systemic
solution could be found that creates appropriate incentives for all water users to use water sustainably. 56
Section 1.2.3 notes that a Market Reallocation effort is a part of the Integrated Plan. This would
reallocate “water resources through a ‘water market’ or ‘water bank’ where water rights would be
bought, sold or leased on a temporary or permanent basis to improve water supply and instream flow
conditions.” Such a solution would create incentives for all water districts, not just those that are

D
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proratable users, to invest in water conservation methods that allow water to be used more wisely.
Given the fact that KDRPP cannot meet the projected need (and falls far short of meeting that need
given climate change assumptions), implementing a water market reallocation first makes much more
sense. If such a reallocation were highly successful, it might negate the “need” for KDRPP or any of the
other public works projects proposed as part of the Integrated Plan.
Additional storage for water that is currently “wasted” could also be effective in meeting some of the
need without causing permanent, or long-term, negative environmental and recreational impacts.
Section 4.3.7 notes that “in most years, Reclamation spills water from Lake Keechelus because it cannot
store all of the runoff from its watershed” (pg 4-49). Section 3.12.2.1 notes that “snowpack is
considered the ‘sixth reservoir’ in the Yakima River basin… (but that) only about 30% of the average
annual total natural runoff above the Parker stream gage can be stored in the current Yakima River
basin reservoirs” (pg 3-134). Winter flows in the Yakima River area high and are projected to increase.
Are there alternative storage options for this water that is currently not put to use later in the season
when demand is high? Aside from an additional reservoir, could water be stored on farms in cisterns for
use on demand? Are there other out of the box ideas that could be considered that might offer greater
flexibility with less cost? Please explain how these alternatives have been considered in this process,
the degree to which they meet the need of project proponents, their cost, and why they are not
included as alternatives in this document.
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ƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ
After reading the entirety of this DSEIS, it is extremely difficult to understand how the project
proponents can assert that there would be “ongoing beneficial effect” for vegetation, and “no
cumulative impacts” to surface water, reservoir elevation, ESA-listed fish, or land use. The following are
excerpts from the DSEIS describing the level of Lake Kachess under Alternative 2 (which is representative
of all Action Alternatives) as compared to Alternative 1, emphasis added (Section 4.3.4, pg 4-23 and 4
25):

_

x

...levels would be lower than those under Alternative 1 in 44 years out of 90 years modeled. In 31 of
the 44 years, Alternative 2 had a lower Lake Kachess level than Alternative 1 for every day of the
year… both when Reclamation operates KDRPP in drought years and in years following droughts
when the lake is refilling to its normal operating levels.

x

Lake Kachess would be below the level at which the two lake basins become separated (elevation
2,220) in 76 out of 90 years modeled, and increase of 3 years from Alternative 1. The mean duration
would be 154 days per year, an increase of 76 days per year compared with Alternative 1. … The
duration would increase during all months under Alternative 2; under Alternative 1, the separation
of the lake basins occurs from Sept to March.

The DSEIS claims, almost consistently, that Lake Kachess would refill in 2-5 years following a drought,
however, this is based on “the historical record of droughts.” Even without accounting for the adverse
climate change scenario, more recent historical records suggest that it is unlikely the lake would refill
within 2-5 years (emphasis added):
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During multiyear drought conditions such as those in 1992-1994, Reclamation would draw the lake
down as much as 80’ below the existing outlet elevation. Following a multiyear drought comparable
to that of 1992-1994, lake levels would recover to normal operating levels 2 years later when
followed by a wet year such as 1996. In a single-year drought, such as occurred in 2001, the lake
would be drawn down to 50’ below the existing outlet elevation. Full recovery would not have been
achieved until 2008, because of a series of dry years (2003 & 2004) and a subsequent drought (in
2005). During the 2005 drought year, the lake level would be 40’ below the existing outlet
elevation. (pg 4-25)
Given that the adverse climate change scenario predicts that droughts are nearly three times more likely
in any given year, it is reasonable to conclude that following a significant drawdown, Lake Kachess might
never refill completely. This is most certainly a “cumulative impact,” not only to surface water, reservoir
elevation, fish, and land use, but more generally to the recreating public or those that value the
environment in its own right. Please explain how the conclusion of “no cumulative impact” was
reached.
Beyond the environmental and recreational impacts of concern above, the construction, maintenance
and operating costs are also a significant cumulative impact to the public. Although the Proratable
Entities claim to intend to undertake and pay for the project themselves, there is dissention among their
ranks with some members foreseeing an inability to pay for the water resulting from the project, and
presumably all of the associated project construction and operating costs. As disclosed in the DSEIS,
construction costs could range from $225M-$675M (depending on the selected alternative) and
operating costs could be as high as $25M annually. Construction cost estimates for the project
alternatives could increase by 30-50% (depending on project alternative), and inflation is not accounted
for in the annual maintenance and operation estimates. This is an unacceptable cost to add to taxpayer
burden at the same time that recreation opportunities are taken from the public.
Overall, the benefits associated with the small amount of water provided do not outweigh the
59
significant negative environmental and recreational impacts. I oppose all active alternatives of the
KDRPP and KKC projects. Only Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.

D

Please send me a copy of any additional SDEIS, FEIS or Record of Decision that is released.
Thank you for considering and acting on these comments.
Respectfully Submitted,

Jayme Jonas
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Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 6:55 PM
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:KDWZRXOGEHWKHFRVWRIGULSLUULJDWLRQV\VWHPVVXIILFLHQWWRSURYLGHWKHVDPHDPRXQWRIZDWHUWRWKH
IDUPVDVWKH.'533"3OHDVHLQFOXGHLQWKLVDQDO\VLVWKHGROODUYDOXHRI/DNH.DFKHVV¶UHFUHDWLRQDOYDOXHDQGWKH
YDOXHRIWKHEXOOWURXWSRSXODWLRQ
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+RZPXFKGXVWZRXOGEHJHQHUDWHGE\ZLQGKLWWLQJWKHGU\ODNHEHGZKHQWKHODNHZRXOGEHGUDZQGRZQLQ
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July 10, 2018
To the Bureau of Reclama on concerning the KDRPP & KKS SDEIS,
ƐůĂŶĚŽǁŶĞƌƐĂŶĚƚĂǆƉĂǇĞƌƐŝŶ<ŝ ƚĂƐŽƵŶƚǇŽŶ>ĂŬĞ<ĂĐŚĞƐƐĨŽƌϮϴǇĞĂƌƐ͕ǁĞŚĂǀĞƐĞǀĞƌĂů
ƋƵĞƐ ŽŶƐ͗
How are landowners whose wells run dry going to be compensated for loss of water and loss of 1
land values in this plan?

D

How will you address the loss of gene c diversity and natural migra on of trout?

2
D

What will happen to other wildlife?

10

How will you address that the lake water will be unavailable to ﬁght forest ﬁres? 3

What water conserva on eﬀorts will be imposed downriver in every town before you drain a
natural mountain lake? For example, will you limit watering gardens in the summer, washing
cars? Will you hand out shower and faucet heads that limit water use?

4
D

Will you require that leaking and water was ng irriga on for farmers be corrected?
Will you include equal limita ons on senior and junior water rights owners?
Will you correct unfair laws and level the playing ﬁeld between senior and junior water rights?

5
D

Will you work with our universi es and world wide experience to try new methods such as
ﬂooding ﬁelds in the spring runoﬀs to replenish aquifers and help crops prosper?
Should we consider rearranging what crops are grown?

6
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Maybe ethically we need to consider what we will be ge ng for what we are
destroying? Timothy hay for Japanese horses vs loss of a U.S. mountain lake.
March 2019
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How will you compensate all the people who camp at the public campground and hike, swim and
ﬁsh the lake?
7
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How will you address the loss of their summer vaca on spots?
This is not ﬁscally sound. The federal government and Washington state should not pay a dime 8
for this plan.

D

The Yakima River Valley is a desert in July, August, September, which is why they Bureau of
Reclama on built the dams on the mountain lakes over 100 years ago and then depleted them
below their natural levels. They raised Lake Kachess 50 feet but then they take that and another 9
50 feet. This system has lasted for 100 years but now the Yakima River Valley has outgrown
these needs. Maybe it’s me to have everyone in this valley conserve water.

D
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What will happen when the lakes can no longer replenish the annual drainage? 10

We do not want a pump sta on on Lake Kachess. If a pumping sta on is the choice we do not
want any of our tax dollars to pay for it. The people who use it should pay for it and the
11
mi ga on costs. If you make people pay for it, they will be less likely to squander the resource.
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Please send us answers to our ques ons and a copy of your decision.
Sincerely,
ĂƌŽůǇŶΘZŽďĞƌƚ<ŝƚĐŚĞůů
9LD.DFKHVV5RDG
(DVWRQ:$
Mailing address:
Drs. Robert & Carolyn Kitchell
233 36th Ave E
Seattle, WA 98112
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Sat, Jul 7, 2018 at 10:10 AM
To: kkbt@usbr.gov, bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us, laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us,
obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
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Comment Letter 451
^ĞĞďŽƚƚŽŵůŝŶĞƐĨŽƌŽŶŐƌĞƐƐŵĂŶZĞŝĐŚĞƌƚĂŶĚ>ĂŶĚŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĞƌ&ƌĂŶǌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ
I am a former "Rocket Scientist" who has studied the facts and falsehoods surrounding the SDEIS
For the KDRPP/YBIP and find that even I cannot understand the logic and the conclusions drawn by Roza 1
advocates proposing the pumping water plans for Kachess Lake!
Pumping down and ultimately creating permanent damage to one of the areas greatest lakes, Kachess,
does not benefit anyone-especially the local farmers. Roza spokespersons do not fairly represent the
ultimate monetary damage to water users who would be paying unacceptable fees to obtain water that
may not even be needed and in subsequent years not having the water because the lake cannot
2
recover. The irrigation district could use their dollars much more effectively by enhanced studies and
engaging in better and more advanced water conservation methods. Tube siphoning and open canal
transport have no place in efforts to conserve and provide for future water resources.
In addition, who can calculate the environmental impact to the recreational, water sourcing, fire
prevention capacities, let alone the damage to the fisheries/trout saving efforts, from noise pollution, 3
and wasted energy consumption.
The proponents say that if difficulties arise that they can be "mitigated"-you cannot recover drained and
4
clogged wells, burned forests, and loss of tax dollars due to real estate devaluations and decreased
recreational spending.
The following quotes even show how our elected officials feel about protecting/preserving the area.
These are precious resources to thousands of guests, visitors, property owners and, as it stands today,
renewable water resources. As a comparison, what Californians wouldn't want to turn back the clock
from the mis-use of the Colorado River resource?
I strongly support for the SDEIS to conclude and accept alternative one: NO CHANGES.
Signed: Dick Landen, 22820 148th Ave Se, Kent, WA and 3160 Via Kachess, Easton, WA, July, 2018
ϭ͘Ϳ ĂǀĞZĞŝĐŚĞƌƚ, Newsletter, June, 2018
This week, the House overwhelmingly passed my bipartisan bill, the Mountains to Sound Greenway
National Heritage Act (H.R. 1791), to designate the Mountains to Sound Greenway as a National
Heritage Area. The spectacular landscape of the Mountains to Sound Greenway encompasses a vibrant
mix of small towns, working farms, lush forests, and rugged mountains alongside one of the largest and
fastest growing metropolitan areas in the country, tracing along Interstate 90 from Seattle, across the
crest of the Cascade Mountains, to Ellensburg in Central Washington. This bill not only promotes this
beautiful land, but it also includes important protections for private property owners and tribal
communities.
I am proud of the work Rep. Adam Smith and I have done on this bill, and I am grateful for the support
of government officials, businesses, outdoor recreation groups, and conservation and heritage
organizations, including the Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust and Outdoor Alliance. Now, I urge the
Senate to take up this important legislation, so that the Mountains to Sound Greenway receives the full
recognition it deserves.
Ϯ͘Ϳ Springtime seems to initiate a sense of excitement, knowing that we're one step closer to warmer
weather and long summer days. Here at the department, we're moving full steam ahead to get ready for
warmer temperatures, from opening up 17 miles of new mountain bike trail to readying our Vietnamera helicopters for this year's fire season.
And, with Mother's Day right around the corner, it's a great reminder that each of us can inspire the
next generation to be stewards of the outdoors, value public lands, and enjoy all that nature has to
offer. As a mother of three boys, I hope you'll join me in celebrating the Washington moms out there
this Mother's Day. With much gratitude, Commissioner of Public Lands, ,ŝůĂƌǇ^͘&ƌĂŶǌ , May, 2018
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1 message
7RP/HH<leeth89.tl@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 2:07 PM

Addressed to Ms. Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager of the US Bureau of
Reclamation.
Ms.Mckinley,
It has come to my attention that the "Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant" are plans in place to
drain the beautiful Lake Kachess, below its natural level in order to provide additional irrigation to
the Roza district of Kittitas county during times of drought.
As an environmentally conscious American and an enthusiastic angler, I am concerned with how
this could effect native fish populations as well as public access to the lake itself, being on public
lands.

1
D

As an Engineer by trade I have looked over the plan overview availability on ecology.wa.gov and
have concerns that the issue it seeks to solve would be better served by updating and improving the
efficiency of the water transfer infrastructure and dykes between Kachess and the Roza district, in a
way that preserves the lake's natural water levels and pristine beauty while still providing irrigation
improvements to the water recipients in lower Kittitas county.
Being contained within the boundaries of the Wenatchee-Okanogan National forest, the lake and its
surrounding grounds belong to the American people and should be used to serve the peoples needs
and desires more heavily considered over the needs of a select few business owners who chose to
set up their operation in a drought prone area.
I would like to close by making it clear that I oppose the construction of the "Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant".
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1 message
URQLDVSDPRQLD#JPDLOFRP<roniaspamonia@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 10:56 PM

Dear Ms. McKinley,

In addition to my other comments on the KDRPP and KKC SDEIS give to the
recorder at the Cle Elm meeting, I have the following comment:
Section 3.9.3 of the KDRPP and KKC SEIS has a short section on bull trout, but
virtually no information on Box Canyon Creek. Attached is a photo taken on
October 18, 2018, where Box Canyon Creek disappears into the mud flats
1
created by the existing draw down of Lake Kachess. How will the endanger bull D
trout survive, thrive and spawn if the KDRPP removes even more water? I
request a second SDEIS to thoroughly address the issues of protecting the bull
trout from extinction and protecting its spawning grounds, in particular in Box
Canyon Creek, to include detailed plans of proven methods.
The photo also shows efforts by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) to create an artificial channel from Little Kachess Lake to Box Canyon
Creek by the use of plastic and straw bales, which have been scattered and
allowed to enter the water. This would appear to be a discharge of pollutants
2
D
(straw and plastic) into Lake Kachess. Did the WDFW obtain a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit or a Department of
Ecology 401 Water Quality Certification, or a Shoreline Management
Act Substantial Development Permit for this project?
As requested in Cle Elum, I would also like copies of all comments made with
respect to the 2018 Kachess SDEIS.
Thank you.
Ann Lewis
roniaspamonia@gmail.com
86 – 157th Ave SE
Bellevue, WA 98008
March 2019
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1 message
7KH0RGHU\V<eamodery@earthlink.net>
Reply-To: The Moderys <eamodery@earthlink.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 3:15 PM

'HDU0V0F.LQOH\

“,DPRSSRVHGWRDQ\RIWKH.DFKHVV6'(,6DFWLYHDOWHUQDWLYHV  WKH
SXPSLQJSODQWDQGRUSLSHOLQHDW/DNH.DFKHVV¬2QO\WKHILUVW1R$FWLRQ
DOWHUQDWLYHLVDFFHSWDEOH¬3OHDVHOHDYH/DNH.DFKHVVDORQHµ

1
D



,WVHHPVLUUHVSRQVLEOHWRGUDLQ/DNH.DFKHVVLQWLPHRIGURXJKWDQGWKHQ
2
D
UHILOOIURP/DNH.HHFKHOXVODWHUXQWLODOODOWHUQDWLYHV¬¬LQFOXGLQJZDWHU
FRQVHUYDWLRQZDWHUHIILFLHQF\DQGZDWHUPDUNHWLQJ¬¬WKRURXJKO\H[SORUHG¬¬

,KDYHFRQFHUQVDERXWILUHVXSSUHVVLRQLQWLPHVRIGURXJKWIRUWKHDUHDLI
WKHODNHLVORZHUHG
,KDYHFRQFHUQVDERXWWKHZDWHUTXDOLW\IRUILVKHWFLQWKHZDWHUIURP/DNH 3
D
.HHFKHOXVGXHWRURDGUXQRII¬'RZHZDQWWRPRYHWKDWZDWHUWR/DNH
.DFKHVV"
,KDYHFRQHUQVDERXWKRZWKHORZHULQJRIWKHODNHZLOOHIIHFWWKH
UHFUHDWLRQDO¬XVDJHLQWKHDUHD¬DQGDOVRWKHQHLJKERULQJKRXVHVDQGWKHLU
ZHOOV


$JDLQ,VXSSRUWRQO\WKHILUVW12$&7,21$OWHUQDWLYH
6LQFHUHO\
(OL]DEHWK0RGHU\
16209 NE 2nd street
Bellevue,WA 98008
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1 message
)DLUSRLQWQHW<733lee@fairpoint.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sat, Jul 7, 2018 at 10:19 AM

Re: Lake Kachess
Dear Ms. McKinley:
I strongly disagree with the proposed KDRPP and also KKC projects. No one has any idea of the
cost of these programs. There are not even informed guesses.

1
D

I no longer own property at Lake Kachess. However, this is a beautiful and natural lake, and I am
appalled at what is being proposed. Having observed the lake for about 25+ years, I can say with
certainty that one year will not recharge the lake after a drought year. Perhaps three might.
The portion of the lake to be utilized, I think about 60 extra feet, will put the low water mark lower
than the lake has ever been, and no one really knows what will happen then. If there is a drought
the following year, there will be no water left to draw down. There are drop-offs not that far from
shore. If you have cliffs left, there will be no water access for fire protection, and the campground
will be closed for good. The fire protection alone is a huge liability.

2
D

Somehow the project managers have convinced people that farmers will get more water in a
drought year. Well the Indians have first water rights, and if the salmon redds get low, no one gets
anything.

3
D

Exactly why would a government spend $5 billion on something they may not even use? Or at
least, that is what they said at one meeting. Right, we are just going to sit on this for 30 years in
case we need it.

4
D

Farmers aren’t stupid. I met several young ones at one of the meetings, and all of them told me that
the cost of this project would drive them out of business. One said he specifically bought property
with a well, and planted what he knew would be prudent to grow because he had junior water
5
rights. This was the same meeting that a KRD official said there was “extreme likelihood” of a
drought the following spring. Approximately three days later it snowed heavily and all drought
danger was past.

D

Kachess Lake (not reservoir) is a natural resource of Kittitas County, and I do not know why we
6
would ruin it. I know that once the water is gone, it is not coming back. Just because a bad decision
has been made, it does not mean it is set in stone and can never be changed.

D

I implore you to reconsider this project.
Sincerely,
Lee Mundy

March 2019
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Ellensburg, WA
Sent from my iPad
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1 message
$O\VH1HOVRQ<alysesnelson@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:40 AM

Hello Ms. McKinley,
Please find my comments on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant project attached.
Thank you,
Alyse Nelson

FRPPHQWVBDO\VHBQHOVRQSGI
119K
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Comment Letter 456

$O\VH1HOVRQ
6SRUWVPDQ&OXE5G1(
%DLQEULGJH,VODQG:$
%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQ&ROXPELD&DVFDGHV$UHD2IILFH
$WWHQWLRQ&DQGDFH0F.LQOH\(QYLURQPHQWDO3URJUDP0DQDJHU
0DUVK5RDG
<DNLPD:$
NNEW#XVEUJRY
'HDU0V0F.LQOH\
,KDYHHQMR\HGUHFUHDWLQJDW/DNH.DFKHVVZLWKIDPLO\DQGIULHQGVIRUQHDUO\DGHFDGH,WLVD
EHDXWLIXODUHDWKDWLVSDUWLFXODUO\VSHFLDOGXHWRLWVFORVHGLVWDQFHWRGHQVHXUEDQDUHDVRIWKH
3XJHW6RXQG3OHDVHILQGP\FRPPHQWVRQWKH.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQW .'533 

D

1
7KH.'533LVQRWDSXEOLFEHQHILWDQGPXVWQRWEHHQDFWHGHLWKHUE\WKH%XUHDXRI
5HFODPDWLRQDQG'HSDUWPHQWRI(FRORJ\RUE\WKH3URUDWDEOH(QWLWLHVLQWHUHVWHGLQ
LPSOHPHQWLQJLW,WLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKDGRSWHGSODQVWKHDQDO\VLVLVEDVHGRQPLVVLQJGDWD
DQGTXHVWLRQDEOHDVVXPSWLRQVSURSRVHGPLWLJDWLRQLVODFNLQJJURXQGZDWHULPSDFWVFRXOGEH
GHWULPHQWDOWRSURSHUW\RZQHUVDQGSXEOLFUHFUHDWLRQLVWVWKHUHDUHLQVLJQLILFDQWDJULFXOWXUDO
LPSDFWVJLYHQWKHQHJDWLYHUHFUHDWLRQDQGHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVODNHKDELWDWIRUILVKLV
QHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWHGDQGLWFRXOGSRWHQWLDOO\LQFUHDVHWKHILUHVXVFHSWLELOLW\RIWKHDUHDZKLOH
GHFUHDVLQJWKHDELOLW\RIHPHUJHQF\UHVSRQGHUVWRILJKWILUHV,WDOVRUDGLFDOO\FKDQJHVWKH
XVHRIWKH<DNLPD3URMHFWZKLFKKDVEHHQPDQDJHGIRURYHU\HDUVDVDV\VWHPIRUDOO
XVHUVDQGLQVWHDGHVVHQWLDOO\HDUPDUNVRQHUHVHUYRLUIRURQHLUULJDWLRQGLVWULFW
Inconsistency with Mission and Adopted Plans
&RPSUHKHQVLYHSODQQLQJZLWKLQWKH6WDWHRI:DVKLQJWRQUHTXLUHVWKDWDOOSODQVDQGSURMHFWV
EHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKDGRSWHGSROLFLHV.'533GRHVQRWDSSHDUWRPHHWWKDWWHVWLQVHYHUDO
UHJDUGVLQFOXGLQJFRQWUDVWLQJZLWKWKHPLVVLRQRIWKHSURSRVLQJDJHQFLHV
7KHRSHQLQJSDJHRIWKH'6(,6FLWHVWKHPLVVLRQVRIWKH86'HSDUWPHQWRIWKH,QWHULRUWKH
%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQDQGWKHVWDWH'HSDUWPHQWRI(FRORJ\:KLOHDOODJHQFLHVKDYHPLVVLRQ
IDFHWVWKDWFDQFRPSHWHZLWKRQHDQRWKHUPDNLQJPLVVLRQSURMHFWFRQVLVWHQF\DEDODQFLQJ
DFWWKLVSURMHFWGRHVQRWILWZLWKWKHDGRSWHGPLVVLRQVPRUHWKDQLWGRHV

2
D

x

7KRXJKWKH86'HSDUWPHQWRIWKH,QWHULRULVGLUHFWHGWR´VXSSO\WKHHQHUJ\WRSRZHURXU
IXWXUHµWKLVSDUWRIWKHPLVVLRQLVWHUWLDU\WRSURWHFWLQJQDWXUDOUHVRXUFHVZKLFK.'533
GRHVQRWGR,QVWHDGLWGHQLJUDWHVDQDWXUDOHQYLURQPHQWLQRUGHUWRSURYLGHHFRQRPLF
EHQHILWWRDVPDOOJURXS

x

5HFODPDWLRQLVGLUHFWHGWR´PDQDJHGHYHORSDQGSURWHFWZDWHUµDQGFOHDUO\.'533ILWV
ZLWKLQWKDWSXUYLHZ+RZHYHU5HFODPDWLRQPXVWDOVRGRWKLVZRUN´LQDQHQYLURQPHQWDOO\
DQGHFRQRPLFDOO\VRXQGPDQQHUµZKLFKLVQRWGHVFULSWLYHRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFW

x

7KLVSURMHFWLVPRVWLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHVWDWH'HSDUWPHQWRI(FRORJ\·VPLVVLRQWR
´SURWHFWSUHVHUYHDQGHQKDQFH:DVKLQJWRQ·VHQYLURQPHQWDQGSURPRWHWKHZLVH
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PDQDJHPHQWRIRXUDLUODQGDQGZDWHUIRUWKHEHQHILWRIFXUUHQWDQGIXWXUHJHQHUDWLRQVµ
8QGHUWDNLQJ.'533KDVVLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHHQYLURQPHQWDODQGUHFUHDWLRQDOLPSDFWVZKLFK
DUHQRWFRQVLVWHQWZLWK(FRORJ\·VPLVVLRQ
7KH'6(,6VWDWHVLQ6HFWLRQWKDW´$OWHUQDWLYH1R$FWLRQGRHVQRWPHHWWKHSXUSRVHVRI
WKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQEHFDXVHLWGRHVQRWDGGUHVVZDWHUVXSSO\IRUSURUDWDEOHLUULJDWRUVRU
LQVWUHDPIORZFRQGLWLRQVLQWKHXSSHU<DNLPD5LYHUEDVLQµ SJ /DWHULQ6HFWLRQ
SJ WKH'6(,6VXJJHVWVWKDWWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWPHHWVVHYHUDORIWKH,QWHJUDWHG3ODQ·V
JRDOVZKHQLQIDFWLWGRHVQRW7KHQRWHGJRDOVLQFOXGH
x

3URYLGHRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUFRPSUHKHQVLYHZDWHUVKHGSURWHFWLRQHFRORJLFDOUHVWRUDWLRQDQG
HQKDQFHPHQWDGGUHVVLQJLQVWUHDPIORZVDTXDWLFKDELWDWDQGILVKSDVVDJH
7KLVSODQGRHVQRWSURYLGH´FRPSUHKHQVLYHZDWHUVKHGSURWHFWLRQµDQGLQVWHDGLQFUHDVHV
WKHYXOQHUDELOLW\RIDQHQWLUHZDWHUVKHGWRZLOGILUHULVNVE\ORZHULQJJURXQGZDWHUOHYHOV
DQGUHGXFLQJDFFHVVWRVXUIDFHZDWHUIRUHPHUJHQF\UHVSRQGHUV1RHFRORJLFDOUHVWRUDWLRQ
RUHQKDQFHPHQWLVSURYLGHGRWKHUWKDQLPSURYLQJDPLQRULW\RILQVWUHDPIORZVDQDO\]HG
QHJDWLYHLPSDFWVDUHSURMHFWHGIRUDTXDWLFKDELWDWLQWKHODNHVDQGIRUILVKSDVVDJHDV
ZHOO

x

,PSURYHZDWHUVXSSO\UHOLDELOLW\GXULQJGURXJKW\HDUVIRUDJULFXOWXUDODQGPXQLFLSDOQHHGV

:KLOH.'533GRHVSURYLGHVRPHEHQHILWLQGURXJKW\HDUVLWLVLQVLJQLILFDQWZKHQWKH
DGYHUVHFOLPDWHFKDQJHVFHQDULRLVPRGHOHG$JDLQLQZDWHULVKDUGO\ZRUWKWKH
QHJDWLYHHQYLURQPHQWDODQGUHFUHDWLRQDOLPSDFWVWKDWFRXOGSHUPDQHQWO\RFFXU
x

2
D

,PSURYHWKHDELOLW\RIZDWHUPDQDJHUVWRUHVSRQGDQGDGDSWWRSRWHQWLDOFOLPDWHFKDQJH
HIIHFWV
$VQRWHGDERYHSRWHQWLDOFOLPDWHFKDQJHHIIHFWVZRXOGVHYHUHO\OLPLWWKHEHQHILW
SURYLGHGE\.'533

x

&RQWULEXWHWRWKHYLWDOLW\RIWKHUHJLRQDOHFRQRP\DQGVXVWDLQWKHULYHULQHHQYLURQPHQW
$VQRWHGDERYHZKLOHWKHUHDUHVRPHLQVWUHDPIORZREMHFWLYHVWKDWZRXOGEHPHWQRWDOO
IORZWDUJHWVZRXOGEHQHILWDQGVRPHDUHSURMHFWHGWRZRUVHQ.'533GRHVQRWPHHWWKH
HVWDEOLVKHGHFRQRPLFLQGLFDWRUWKUHVKROGRIDQGLJQRUHVWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVWRZKDW
LVOLNHO\DODUJHVHFWRURIWKHHFRQRP\UHFUHDWLRQ

)XUWKHU.'533LVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKVHYHUDODGRSWHGSODQVDWERWKWKH&RXQW\DQG)HGHUDO
OHYHOV
x

.LWWLWDV&RXQW\6KRUHOLQH0DVWHU3URJUDP 603 /DNHV.HHFKHOXVDQG.DFKHVVDUH
GHVLJQDWHGDVODNHVRIVWDWHZLGHVLJQLILFDQFHXQGHUWKH6WDWH6KRUHOLQH0DQDJHPHQW$FW
7KH.LWWLWDV&RXQW\603GHVLJQDWHVWKHVKRUHOLQHRIERWKODNHVDV´FRQVHUYDQF\VKRUHOLQH
HQYLURQPHQWµZKLFKUHTXLUHV´PDLQWDLQLQJWKHQDWXUDOFKDUDFWHURIWKHVKRUHOLQH
DUHDµ 6HFWLRQSJ 7KHGHYHORSPHQWRIDQ\RIWKHSXPSLQJIDFLOLWLHVZRXOG
EHLQFRQIOLFWZLWKWKLVUHTXLUHPHQWDVWKH\ZRXOGVLJQLILFDQWO\DOWHUWKHFKDUDFWHURI/DNH
.DFKHVV
6HFWLRQIXUWKHUJRHVRQWRVWDWH´8QGHUWKHGUDIW603WKHPDMRULW\RIERWKODNHV
ZRXOGEHGHVLJQDWHGDVUXUDOFRQVHUYDQF\7KHSXUSRVHRIWKHUXUDOFRQVHUYDQF\
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HQYLURQPHQWLVWRSURWHFWHFRORJLFDOIXQFWLRQVQDWXUDOUHVRXUFHVDQGYDOXDEOHKLVWRULF
DQGFXOWXUDODUHDVLQRUGHUWRSURYLGHIRUVXVWDLQHGUHVRXUFHXVHQDWXUDOIORRGSODLQ
SURFHVVHVDQGUHFUHDWLRQDODFWLYLWLHVµ$OORIWKHVHHOHPHQWVRIWKH/DNHWREHSURWHFWHG
ZRXOGEHQHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWHGE\.'533
x

x

(FRORJ\8SSHU.LWWLWDV&RXQW\*URXQGZDWHU5XOH :$&$ 6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDW
(FRORJ\LQSODFHGDPRUDWRULXPRQWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIQHZXQPLWLJDWHG
JURXQGZDWHUZLWKGUDZDOVLQXSSHUDUHDVRI.LWWLWDV&RXQW\ SJ 2QLWVIDFHLWGRHV
QRWVHHPWKDWDSURMHFWWKDWFRXOGIXUWKHUGHSOHWHJURXQGZDWHUUHVRXUFHVLQWKLVDUHD
FRXOGEHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKLVUXOH+RZLV.'533FRPSDWLEOHZLWKWKLVUXOH"

2
D

)RUHVW6HUYLFH&ULWHULD:HQDWFKHH1DWLRQDO/DQGDQG5HVRXUFH0DQDJHPHQW3ODQIRU
/DNH.DFKHVV7KH86)6KDVGHVLJQDWHG/DNH.DFKHVVDVODQGDOORFDWLRQ'HYHORSHG
5HFUHDWLRQ 5( 5HWHQWLRQ9426FHQLF7UDYHODQG5HWHQWLRQ942DQG3DUWLDO
5HWHQWLRQ942$VVWDWHGLQVHFWLRQ´7KH86)6FRQVLGHUVYLVXDOTXDOLW\WREHRQH
RIWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWUHVRXUFHVWREHSURWHFWHGXQGHUWKLVODQGDOORFDWLRQµ SJ 
'XHWRWKHFKDQJHVLQSRROOHYHOVWKDWZRXOGPDNHWKHODNHDOHVVGRPLQDQWHOHPHQWRQ
WKHODQGVFDSHWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWLVQRWFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHVH)RUHVW6HUYLFHFULWHULD

Modeling/Data Analysis Questions
$QXPEHURIDGPLVVLRQVZLWKLQWKH'6(,6FDVWGRXEWRQWKHDFFXUDF\DQGXVHIXOQHVVRIWKH
PRGHOLQJXVHGLQWKHDQDO\VLVDQGHYHQQRWHDVSHFWVRIWKHSURMHFWWKDWZHUHQRWLQFOXGHGLQ
PRGHOLQJRUHYDOXDWLRQ'DWDDQGDQDO\VLVWKDWDUHRXWULJKWPLVVLQJIURPWKLVGRFXPHQW
LQFOXGH

3
D

ID

x

6HFWLRQQRIRUPDOZHWODQGGHOLQHDWLRQVRUSODQWVXUYH\VZHUHFRQGXFWHGIRUWKLV
DQDO\VLV

x

6HFWLRQ SJ ´/DNH.HHFKHOXVZDVQRWLQFOXGHGLQGURXJKWRSHUDWLRQVVXUIDFH
WHPSHUDWXUHPRGHOLQJFRPSOHWHGE\368µDQG´([WHQGHGRUPXOWL\HDUGURXJKWRUUHILOO 5
FRQGLWLRQVZHUHQRWLQFOXGHGLQWKH368ZDWHUWHPSHUDWXUHPRGHODQGSRWHQWLDOHIIHFWVRI
WKHVHFRQGLWLRQVDUHQRWTXDQWLILHGµ

4

D

x

6HFWLRQ SJ ZDWHUWHPSHUDWXUHHIIHFWVDQGWKHLULPSDFWVRQWKH/LWWOH
.DFKHVVEDVLQIURPWKHLQIORZIURP.HHFKHOXV WKURXJK..& DUHXQNQRZQLQGLFDWLQJWKDW
WKLVDVSHFWRIWKHSURMHFWZDVDOVRQRWPRGHOHG

x

6HFWLRQ 3J ´$GGLWLRQDOK\GURG\QDPLFPRGHOLQJLVQHHGHGWRSUHFLVHO\
7
HVWLPDWHUHGXFWLRQVLQ]RRSODQNWRQDEXQGDQFH«µ

x

6HFWLRQ6NHWFK8S RUVLPLODU UHQGHULQJVRIDOOSURSRVHGIDFLOLWLHVWRDLGLQDGHTXDWH
YLVXDOTXDOLW\DQDO\VHVDUHDEVHQW(QRXJKGHWDLOVDUHSURYLGHGUHJDUGLQJEXLOGLQJPDVV
DQGORFDWLRQDQGDPRXQWDQGORFDWLRQRIYHJHWDWLRQWREHFOHDUHGWRSURYLGHWKHVHEDVLF
PRGHOVDVHYLGHQFHLQWKLVGRFXPHQW

x

6HFWLRQ7KHVRFLRHFRQRPLFDQDO\VLVGRHVQRWDQDO\]HWKH1R$FWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHIRU
HFRQRPLFLPSDFWV7KLVJODULQJODFNRIGDWDPDNHVLWLPSRVVLEOHWRFRPSDUHWKHSUHGLFWHG 9
HFRQRPLFLPSDFWVRIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHV

x

6HFWLRQ7KHVRFLRHFRQRPLFDQDO\VLVDOVRGRHVQRWGHVFULEHWKHLPSDFWVRIWKHSURMHFW
WRWKHUHFUHDWLRQHFRQRP\RIWKHIRXUFRXQW\UHJLRQ'HVSLWHQRWLQJLQ6HFWLRQWKDW
´YLVLWRUVWRWKHODNHVDUHDQLPSRUWDQWSDUWRIWKHHFRQRP\RIXSSHU.LWWLWDV&RXQW\µ SJ

6
D

ID
8
D

ID
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10
D

ID

 WKHHFRQRPLFDQDO\VLVGRHVQRWDFFRXQWIRUWKHUHFUHDWLRQLQGXVWU\RUHYHQ
10
GHVFULEHLWDVDSLHFHRIWKHZKROHFRXQW\UHJLRQDOHFRQRP\

2QHRIWKHILVKKDELWDW´EHQHILWVµQRWHGLQWKH'6(,6LVUHGXFHGZDWHUWHPSHUDWXUHLQ/DNH
.DFKHVVGXHWRUHGXFHGVKDOORZZDWHUDUHDVWKDWZRXOGEHZDUPHGDORQJWKHVKRUHOLQH7KH 11
DFNQRZOHGJHPHQWWKDWPRGHOLQJRISURORQJHGGURXJKWVWKDWFRXOGUHVXOWLQPXOWL\HDU
GUDZGRZQVRIWKH/DNHUDLVHVTXHVWLRQVDERXWWKHDFFXUDF\RIWKLVLGHQWLILHG´EHQHILWµDQGLV
DPRQJRWKHUTXHVWLRQVUDLVHGE\DGPLVVLRQVZLWKLQWKH'6(,6

D

x

6HFWLRQ SJ GLVFXVVHVGLIIHUHQFHVWKDWDUH´OLNHO\GXHWRUHVHUYRLUEDODQFLQJLQ
WKHPRGHOLQJWKDWPD\QRWRFFXUGXULQJDFWXDORSHUDWLRQµEXWQRH[SODQDWLRQLVJLYHQ
DERXWKRZDFWXDORSHUDWLRQPD\GLIIHUIURPZKDWLVUHIOHFWHGLQWKHPRGHOLQJ$UHWKHVH 12
GLIIHUHQFHVEDVHGRQDVVXPSWLRQVEXLOWLQWRWKHPRGHOWKDWDUHQRWDFFXUDWHRULV
´UHVHUYRLUEDODQFLQJµWRRFRPSOH[WRDFFXUDWHO\FDSWXUHLQDPRGHO"7KLVVWDWHPHQW
VKRXOGEHEHWWHUH[SODLQHGWRHLWKHUDFNQRZOHGJHGHILFLHQFLHVLQWKHPRGHORUWKHKLJKO\
YDULDEOHQDWXUHRIUHVHUYRLURSHUDWLRQ

D

x

:DWHUWHPSHUDWXUHLQ/DNH.DFKHVVLVSUHGLFWHGWRGHFUHDVHZLWKGUDZGRZQVEXW6HFWLRQ
QRWHV´WKHUHLVXQFHUWDLQW\DURXQGZKHWKHUSURORQJHGGURXJKWV«FRXOGFDXVH
13
ZDUPLQJµ,VWKLVXQFHUWDLQW\UHODWHGWRWKHIDFWWKDWPXOWL\HDUDQGSURORQJHGGURXJKWV
ZHUHQRWPRGHOHG":KDWLVWKHOHYHORIXQFHUWDLQW\":K\ZHUHSURORQJHGGURXJKWVQRW
LQFOXGHGLQWKHPRGHOLQJ"

D

x

$GLVFUHSDQF\LVIRXQGLQ6HFWLRQ SJ ZKLFKVWDWHVWKDWLWFRXOGWDNH\HDUV
14
IRU/DNH.DFKHVVWRUHWXUQWRQRUPDORSHUDWLQJOHYHOVDVRSSRVHGWRDOORWKHUVHFWLRQVRI
WKHGRFXPHQWZKLFKUHIHUWRD\HDUUHILOOSHULRG:LWKWKHSUHGLFWHGLQFUHDVHLQ
IUHTXHQF\RIGURXJKWVKRZZDVWKHUHILOOSHULRGGHWHUPLQHG"

D

,QDGGLWLRQWKHUHDUHVRPHDVSHFWVRIWKHDQDO\VLVZKLFKDUHQRWH[SODLQHGDGHTXDWHO\VXFK
DV
x

+RZLVWDUJHWSRROHOHYDWLRQGHWHUPLQHG",I.HHFKHOXVGRHVQRWPHHWLWV´WDUJHWSRRO
HOHYDWLRQµLQVRPH\HDUVIROORZLQJGURXJKWSXPSLQJRI.DFKHVVKRZPXFKORQJHUZRXOGLW
WDNHIRU.DFKHVVWRUHILOODVVXPLQJ..&LVLPSOHPHQWHG"

x

&RQVWUXFWLRQPHWKRGVDQGSODQVDUHIDLUO\GHWDLOHGIRUDOODVSHFWVRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFW
H[FHSWIRUWKH9ROLWLRQDO%XOO7URXW3DVVDJH,PSURYHPHQWV:K\LVWKHUHQRGHWDLOHG
FRQVWUXFWLRQGDWDIRUWKLVHOHPHQWRIWKHSURMHFW"

x

.'533ZDVRULJLQDOO\SURSRVHGWRDOORZSXPSLQJRIDFUHIHHWRIZDWHUIURP/DNH
17
.DFKHVVEXWWKLVQXPEHUKDVLQFUHDVHGWRDFUHIHHW:KDWLQVWLJDWHGWKLV
VLJQLILFDQWFKDQJHLQWKHDPRXQWRIZDWHUWREHSXPSHG"

x

6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDWQRLVHIURPRSHUDWLRQRIWKHSXPSLQJSODQWLV´DQWLFLSDWHGµWR
IDOOZLWKLQDFHUWDLQUDQJH7KHFRQVWUXFWLRQQRLVHDQDO\VLVLVUHODWLYHO\GHWDLOHGFRPSDUHG
WRWKHDQDO\VLVRIRSHUDWLRQV:K\LVQRLVHGDWDIURPVLPLODUSURMHFWVQRWFLWHGRUXVHGDV 18
DSUR[\IRUWKLVDQDO\VLV"$GGLWLRQDOO\WKHQRLVHDQDO\VLVQRWHVWKDWWKHFORVHVWQRLVH
VHQVLWLYHUHFHSWRUVZRXOGQRWEHDIIHFWHGEXWGRHVQRWGHWDLOZKDWWKHVHUHFHSWRUVDUH
:KDWDUHWKHFORVHVWQRLVHVHQVLWLYHUHFHSWRUVDQGZKHUHDUHWKH\ORFDWHG"

15
D

16
D

ID
D

x

6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDW.'533ZRXOG´QRWLQFUHDVHWKHDPRXQWRILUULJDWHGODQGEXW
ZRXOGKHOSWRPDLQWDLQFXUUHQWOHYHOVRISURGXFWLRQZKLOHQRWHQVXULQJWKHPµ:KDW
19
UHJXODWRU\JXDUDQWHHVDUHLQSODFHWRHQVXUHWKDWQRDGGLWLRQDODJULFXOWXUDOXVHVRU
LQWHQVLILFDWLRQVDUHDOORZHGDIWHUWKLVSURMHFWLVFRQVWUXFWHG"7KLVLVDUHOHYDQWTXHVWLRQ

D
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JLYHQWKHIDFWWKDWWKHRULJLQDOOHJLVODWLRQDXWKRUL]HGWKH7LHWRQDQG6XQQ\VLGH
GLYLVLRQVRIWKH<DNLPD%DVLQ 6HFWLRQ EXWRWKHUVKDYHEHHQDGGHGRYHUWLPH+RZ
ZLOO5HFODPDWLRQSUHYHQWRWKHUQHZDJULFXOWXUDOXVHVIURPGHPDQGLQJDGGLWLRQDOZDWHU
IURPWKLVSURMHFWZKLFKZHUHQRWRULJLQDOO\LQWHQGHG"

19
D

)XUWKHULWLVQRWHYHQFOHDUWKDWOLPLWLQJDJULFXOWXUHWRH[LVWLQJXVHVLVHYHQLQWHQGHG
6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDWWKHPRGHODOORZVIRULGHQWLILFDWLRQRIDJULFXOWXUDODFWLYLW\WKDW
´FRXOGµRFFXU SJ ZKLFKVHHPVWRDOORZWKHGRRUWREHRSHQIRUPRUHRU
LQWHQVLILHGDJULFXOWXUDOXVHV
x

6HFWLRQVXJJHVWVWKDWWKH9ROLWLRQDO%XOO7URXW3DVVDJH,PSURYHPHQWVDUHH[SHFWHGWR
KDYHSRVLWLYHHFRQRPLFEHQHILWV SJ ,QZKDWZD\ZRXOGWKHVHLPSURYHPHQWVKDYH 20
HFRQRPLFLPSDFWV":KDWDGGLWLRQDOGHWDLOLVQHHGHGDERXWWKHVHLPSURYHPHQWVWR
HVWLPDWHWKHLUHFRQRPLFLPSDFW"

D

&RPSOHWHO\PLVVLQJIURPWKH6'(,6 SHUKDSVEHVWORFDWHGLQ6HFWLRQ+HDOWKDQG6DIHW\ LV
DQDQDO\VLVRIWKHLPSDFWRIWKHSURMHFWRQWKHILUHVXVFHSWLELOLW\RIWKHVXUURXQGLQJDUHDDQG
WKHDELOLW\RIHPHUJHQF\UHVSRQGHUVWRXWLOL]HZDWHUIURP/DNH.DFKHVVWRILJKWILUHVWKDW
RFFXU/RFDOILUHGHSDUWPHQWVPDNHXVHRIZDWHUIURP/DNH.DFKHVVWRILJKWILUHVLQWKHDUHD
KRZKDYHWKHVHRUJDQL]DWLRQVEHHQLQYROYHGLQWKLVSURFHVVDQGZKDWPLWLJDWLRQLVSURSRVHGWR
DGGUHVVWKLVSRWHQWLDOLVVXH"

21
D

Mitigation
0LWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVSURSRVHGLQWKH6'(,6DUHVHYHUHO\ODFNLQJ:KLOHGHWDLOHGPLWLJDWLRQ
PHWKRGVDUHSURSRVHGUHODWHGWRWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHGIDFLOLWLHVIHZGHILQLWLYH
PLWLJDWLRQPHWKRGVDUHSURSRVHGIRUWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVVWHPPLQJIURPWKHRSHUDWLRQRI
WKHSURSRVHGIDFLOLWLHV7KRVHVHFWLRQVPLVVLQJSURSRVHGRSHUDWLRQDOPLWLJDWLRQPHWKRGV
LQFOXGH

22
D

x

 SJ (URVLRQFRQWUROPHDVXUHVZRXOGEHLPSOHPHQWHGSULRUWR
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKHSURMHFW´LIHURVLRQLVLGHQWLILHGDVDSUREOHPµ,VQ·WDQ(,6WKH
RSSRUWXQLW\WRLGHQWLI\HURVLRQDVDSUREOHP",IQRWLGHQWLILHGDVDSUREOHPDWWKLV
VWDJHZKHQZRXOGLWEHLGHQWLILHGSULRUWRLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKHSURMHFW":KDWW\SHV
RIHURVLRQFRQWUROPHDVXUHVZRXOGEHLPSOHPHQWHG"

x

 SJ $ZHOOPRQLWRULQJSURJUDPLVSURSRVHGWREHLPSOHPHQWHGWRDQDO\]H
23
JURXQGZDWHUOHYHOVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKGUDZGRZQEXWQR´DSSURSULDWHPLWLJDWLRQ
VWUDWHJLHVµDUHLGHQWLILHGIRULPSOHPHQWDWLRQ

x

 SJ $ZDWHUTXDOLW\PRQLWRULQJSURJUDPLVSURSRVHGWREHLPSOHPHQWHG
WRGRFXPHQWFKDQJHVLQZDWHUWHPSHUDWXUHEXWQRVXEVHTXHQWPLWLJDWLRQLVSURSRVHG
WRDGGUHVVZDWHUTXDOLW\LPSDFWVWRILVK

x

1RLVHPLWLJDWLRQRQO\DGGUHVVHVFRQVWUXFWLRQQRWRSHUDWLRQRIWKHSURMHFW

x

$P\ULDGRIQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVRQUHFUHDWLRQDUHLGHQWLILHGEXWQRPLWLJDWLRQLV
SURSRVHGRWKHUWKDQDERDWODXQFKRQWKHRSSRVLWHHQGRIWKHODNHIURPWKH
FDPSJURXQG:LOODOWHUQDWLYHUHFUHDWLRQVLWHVIRUDFWLYLWLHVRWKHUWKDQERDWLQJRU
ILVKLQJEHSURYLGHGHOVHZKHUH"

D

ID
25

26
D
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$WWKHYHU\OHDVWPLWLJDWLRQVWUDWHJLHVXWLOL]HGE\RWKHUDJHQFLHVRQVLPLODUSURMHFWVZLWK
VLPLODUHIIHFWVFRXOGEHOLVWHGDVH[DPSOHVRIZKDW5HFODPDWLRQDQG(FRORJ\PLJKW
LPSOHPHQWVKRXOGDQ\IXWXUHQHJDWLYHHIIHFWVRFFXU
$VGHWDLOHGDERYH6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDWWKHSURMHFWZRXOG´QRWLQFUHDVHWKHDPRXQWRI
LUULJDWHGODQGEXWZRXOGKHOSWRPDLQWDLQFXUUHQWOHYHOVRISURGXFWLRQZKLOHQRWHQVXULQJ
WKHPµ6SHFLILFUHJXODWRU\UHVWULFWLRQVVKRXOGEHSXWLQSODFHDVPLWLJDWLRQIRUWKLVSURMHFWWR
HQVXUHWKDWQRDGGLWLRQDODJULFXOWXUDOXVHVRULQWHQVLILFDWLRQVDUHDOORZHGDIWHUWKLVSURMHFWLV
FRQVWUXFWHG:LWKRXWWKHVHPHDVXUHV5HFODPDWLRQFRXOGQRWSUHYHQWRWKHUQHZRU
LQWHQVLILFDWLRQVRIH[LVWLQJDJULFXOWXUDOXVHVIURPGHPDQGLQJDGGLWLRQDOZDWHUIURPWKLV
27
SURMHFW

D

6HFWLRQQRWHVVWHHSVORSHVZRXOGEHDSRWHQWLDOVDIHW\KD]DUGWRWKHSXEOLFDQGSURSRVHV
DFRPPXQLFDWLRQVWUDWHJ\ZLWKWKHSXEOLFDQGODNHXVHUVUHJDUGLQJWKHKD]DUGVDQGVDIHW\
PHDVXUHV:KRLVOLDEOHIRULQMXULHVVXVWDLQHGE\XVHUVGXHWRWKHVWHHSVORSHVFDXVHGE\
5R]D·V RU5HFODPDWLRQ·VLQWKHHYHQW5R]DFDQQRWSD\IRUFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGFRQWLQXHG
RSHUDWLRQRIWKHIDFLOLW\ RSHUDWLRQRI.'533")XUWKHU6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDWVORSH
LQVWDELOLW\FRXOGUHVXOW´ZKHUHUHODWLYHO\VWHHSRUXQVWDEOHDUHDVDUHH[SRVHGµ SJ DQG
WKDWLQVWDELOLW\FRXOGEHFDXVHGE\´UDSLGGUDZGRZQKHDY\RUVWHDG\UDLQDUDLQRQVQRZ
HYHQWDQGHDUWKTXDNHVKDNLQJµ:KLOH5HFODPDWLRQSURSRVHVWRUHIUDLQIURPUDSLG
GUDZGRZQVLWLVQRWHGWKDWUDLQRQVQRZHYHQWVFRXOGEHFRPHPRUHFRPPRQLQWKHIXWXUH
WKXVLQFUHDVLQJWKHULVNRIH[SRVHGVORSHVWDELOLW\+RZZLOOWKLVQHJDWLYHLPSDFWEH
PLWLJDWHG"

Groundwater Impacts
,PSDFWVWRJURXQGZDWHULQWKHDUHDFRXOGEHVHYHUHWRSULYDWHSURSHUW\RZQHUVSXEOLF
28
UHFUHDWLRQVLWHVDQGZLOGOLIHDQGYHJHWDWLRQ2QO\RIWKHDSSUR[LPDWHO\ZHOOVLQWKH
DUHDZHUHPRQLWRUHGLVWKLVQXPEHUDQGWKHLUORFDWLRQUHSUHVHQWDWLYH"7KHIDFWWKDWWKHRQO\
SULYDWHO\RZQHGZHOOVWREHPRQLWRUHGZHUHDGGHGDIWHUWKH(,6ZDVSXEOLVKHG
VXJJHVWVWKDWJURXQGZDWHUDQDO\VLVLVODFNLQJ

D

%RWKVHFWLRQVDQGLQGLFDWHWKDW´JURXQGZDWHUOHYHOVQHDUWKHODNHDUHLQIOXHQFHGE\
ODNHHOHYDWLRQVHVSHFLDOO\GXULQJWKHGU\WLPHRIWKH\HDUZKHQYHU\OLWWOHUHFKDUJHLV
RFFXUULQJDQGJURXQGZDWHUHOHYDWLRQVDUHGURSSLQJEHFDXVHRIGLVFKDUJHIURPWKH
DTXLIHUµ SJ 6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDWZHOORSHUDWLRQVFRXOGEHLQWHUUXSWHGGXHWR
DGGLWLRQDOGUDZGRZQVLQFOXGLQJWKHZHOOVXSSRUWLQJWKH86)6.DFKHVV&DPSJURXQG SJ
 :KDWWKHGRFXPHQWGRHVQRWLQGLFDWHLVWKHHIIHFWRIORZHUHGJURXQGZDWHUOHYHOV
RQYHJHWDWLRQLQWKHDUHD/RZHUHGJURXQGZDWHUOHYHOVZRXOGSUHVXPDEO\GU\RXWVLJQLILFDQW
DPRXQWVRIYHJHWDWLRQIXUWKHULQFUHDVLQJZLOGILUHULVNVLQWKHDUHD:LOGILUHULVNVKDYH
LQFUHDVHGVLJQLILFDQWO\LQDOO:HVWHUQVWDWHVRYHUWKHODVWGHFDGHDQGWKHFRVWV³ERWKWRILJKW
WKHILUHVDQGWKHHFRQRPLFFRVWVLQFXUUHGE\WKRVHGDPDJHGE\ILUHV³KDYHVLJQLILFDQWO\
LQFUHDVHGDVZHOO7RXQGHUWDNHDSXEOLFZRUNVSURMHFWWKDWLQFUHDVHVWKRVHULVNVLVQHJOLJHQW

29
D

Insignificant Agricultural Benefits
)RUWKHRYHUDOOFRVWRIWKHSURMHFWDQGWKHQXPEHUDQGGHJUHHRIQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVWRWKH
HQYLURQPHQWZLOGOLIHDQGUHFUHDWLRQ.'533GRHVQRWHYHQDSSHDUWRDGGUHVVWKHQHHGRI
5R]DGLVWULFWZDWHUXVHUVWRDVLJQLILFDQWGHJUHH8QGHU$OWHUQDWLYH1R$FWLRQSURUDWLRQ

30
D
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RFFXUVLQRXWRI\HDUVXQGHUDQ\RIWKHDFWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHVSURUDWLRQRFFXUVLQRXW
RI\HDUVDEHQHILWRIRQO\\HDUV7KHGRFXPHQWVXJJHVWVWKDWFRPSOHWLQJPXOWLSOH
DGGLWLRQDOSURMHFWVZRXOGQHFHVVDU\WRSURYLGHDPHDQLQJIXOLPSURYHPHQWWRSURUDWDEOH
ZDWHUXVHUV 6HFWLRQSJ 7KHOLNHOLKRRGRIVHFXULQJSHUPLWVDQGIXQGLQJIRUWKH
IXOOOLVWRISURMHFWVQHHGHGWRSURYLGHPHDQLQJIXOLPSURYHPHQWLVH[WUHPHO\ORZJLYHQWKH
VWDWHRIVWDWHDQGIHGHUDOEXGJHWV8QGHUWDNLQJ.'533DQGULVNLQJSHUPDQHQWGUDZGRZQRI
WKLVODNHLVQRWLQWKHSXEOLF·VEHVWLQWHUHVWRUWKHEHVWXVHRIWD[SD\HUPRQH\
$WEHVWXQGHUWKHKLVWRULFDOPRGHOLQJWKHDFWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHVZRXOG´LPSURYHZDWHUVXSSO\
WRSURUDWDEOHZDWHUXVHUVE\XSWRSHUFHQWDJHSRLQWVLQWKHZRUVWVLQJOHGURXJKW
\HDUVµ 6HFWLRQSJ +RZHYHUDJULFXOWXUDOGHPDQGIRULUULJDWLRQZDWHULV
SURMHFWHGWRLQFUHDVHGXHWRFOLPDWHFKDQJHDWWKHVDPHWLPHWKDW´QDWXUDOUXQRIIDQG
VWUHDPIORZLQWKHV\VWHPZRXOGGHFUHDVHE\RUPRUHLQVRPHPRQWKVZKHQFRPSDUHG
ZLWKWKHKLVWRULFVFHQDULRWKHUHIRUHLUULJDWLRQGHPDQGVDQGLQVWUHDPIORZWDUJHWVZRXOGKDYH
WREHPHWE\UHOHDVLQJODUJHUDPRXQWVRIZDWHUIURPWKHH[LVWLQJODNHV&XUUHQWO\WKHUHDUH
PDQ\\HDUVZKHQWKHODNHVDUHQRWFDSDEOHRIPHHWLQJWKHVHGHPDQGVµ 6HFWLRQ
&OLPDWH&KDQJH&KDQJHVLQ:DWHU6XSSO\SJ $GGLWLRQDOO\SURORQJHGRUPXOWL\HDU
GURXJKWVDUHH[SHFWHGWRRFFXUPRUHIUHTXHQWO\LQWKHIXWXUH RGGVRIDGURXJKWLQFUHDVH
IURPWRLQDQ\JLYHQ\HDUDFFRUGLQJWR6HFWLRQSJ DQGPRGHOLQJXQGHU
WKHDGYHUVHFOLPDWHFKDQJHVFHQDULRVKRZVRQO\DLPSURYHPHQWLQSURUDWDEOHZDWHU
GHOLYHU\ SJ )XUWKHUWKHDQDO\VLVILQGVWKDW´WKHLPSURYHPHQWXQGHU WKH$FWLRQ
$OWHUQDWLYHV ZRXOGEHOHVVLQWKHWKLUG\HDURIDPXOWL\HDUGURXJKWEHFDXVHVRPHRIWKH
LQDFWLYHVWRUDJHLQ/DNH.DFKHVVZRXOGEHXVHGLQWKHILUVWRQHRUWZR\HDUVRIGURXJKW
OHDYLQJOHVVIRUDWKLUG\HDURIGURXJKWµ 6HFWLRQSJ 

30
D

6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDW´DJULFXOWXUHLVWKHWKLUGODUJHVWVHFWRUDWWKHIRXUFRXQW\VFDOHµDQG
DFFRXQWVIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIWKHIRXUFRXQW\HFRQRP\1RDQDO\VLVLVSURYLGHGRIWKH
HFRQRPLFLPSDFWRIWKH1R$FWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHRQO\WKHFRQMHFWXUHWKDWWKHLPSDFWRIUHGXFHG
SURUDWLRQHGZDWHUVXSSOLHV´FRXOGEHJUHDWHUWKDQSHUFHQWRIWKHDJULFXOWXUDOVHFWRU
RXWSXWµ SJ :LWKRXWWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQLWLVGLIILFXOWWRPDNHDPHDQLQJIXOFRPSDULVRQ
EHWZHHQWKHHFRQRPLFLPSDFWVRIWKH1R$FWLRQDQGDFWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHV+RZHYHUD
FRPSDULVRQLVQRWQHFHVVDULO\YDOXDEOHJLYHQWKDW6HFWLRQVWDWHVWKDW´WKHDYHUDJH
DQQXDOLPSDFWVGXULQJRSHUDWLRQRQRXWSXWSHUVRQDOLQFRPHDQGHPSOR\PHQWDUHZHOOEHORZ
WKHSHUFHQWWKUHVKROGIRUWKHLPSDFWLQGLFDWRUVDWWKHIRXUFRXQW\UHJLRQDOOHYHOµ SJ
 ,IWKHHFRQRPLFEHQHILWLVSURMHFWHGWRQRWPHHWWKHLGHQWLILHGWKUHVKROGRI
VLJQLILFDQFHZK\DUH5HFODPDWLRQDQG(FRORJ\FRQVLGHULQJLPSOHPHQWLQJDSURMHFWWKDWFRXOG
FRVWRYHU0WRFRQVWUXFW LQFOXGLQJLQWHUHVWIRUWKHSUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYHWKRXJKFRVWV
LQFUHDVHWR0VKRXOGDQRWKHUDOWHUQDWLYHEHFKRVHQ DQG0D\HDUWRRSHUDWHQRW
DFFRXQWLQJIRUSRWHQWLDOFRVWLQFUHDVHVRISHUFHQW"&OHDUO\WKHSXEOLFEHQHILWLVQRW
REYLRXVQRULVWKHEHQHILWWRIDUPHUVZKRZRXOGUHFHLYHZDWHUDVLQIDUPHUVLQWKH
5R]DGLVWULFWUHIXVHGWRSD\IRUDVLPLODUSURSRVDOHVWLPDWHGWRFRVW0
,QDGGLWLRQWRSURYLGLQJRQO\DQHJOLJLEOHLPSURYHPHQWLQZDWHUGHOLYHULHVXQGHUWKHDGYHUVH
VFHQDULR LPSURYHPHQW SHUPDQHQWULVNVWRWKHODNHDQGWKHVXUURXQGLQJZLOGOLIHDQG
YHJHWDWLRQVLJQLILFDQWO\ZRUVHQ´7KHSUHGLFWHGFKDQJHVLQVQRZSDFNDQGUXQRIIDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWKFOLPDWHFKDQJHZRXOGDOWHU.'533RSHUDWLRQVE\SURGXFLQJODUJHUDQGPRUHIUHTXHQW
GUDZGRZQVDQGZRXOGPRUHIUHTXHQWO\UHVXOWLQ\HDUVZKHQ/DNH.DFKHVVIDLOVWR
UHILOOµ 6HFWLRQSJ ´&RPSDUHGZLWK$OWHUQDWLYHXQGHUWKHDGYHUVHVFHQDULR
WKHPHDQODNHOHYHOZRXOGEHDSSUR[LPDWHO\·ORZHURYHUWKHSHULRGRIUHFRUGDQG·
ORZHULQGURXJKW\HDUVµ 6HFWLRQSJ 7KLVLVDVLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHWKDWFRXOG
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31
D

OHDGWRORQJWHUPLPSDFWVWRJURXQGZDWHUOHYHOVUHFUHDWLRQRSSRUWXQLWLHVILVKDQGZLOGOLIH
KDELWDWDQGILUHVXVFHSWLELOLW\RIWKHUHJLRQ

31
D

Recreation Impacts
5HFUHDWLRQZDVVSHFLILFDOO\DXWKRUL]HGDVDQDGGLWLRQDOSXUSRVHRIWKH<DNLPD3URMHFWLQ
6HFWLRQRI<5%:(3LQEXWLWGRHVQRWDSSHDUWKDWDQ\UHFUHDWLRQRUJDQL]DWLRQV
KDYHEHHQLQYROYHGLQWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIWKLVSODQRWKHUWKDQ86)6:KDWRXWUHDFKZDV
PDGHWRUHFUHDWLRQRUJDQL]DWLRQVRUXVHUV VXFKDVWKHHVWLPDWHGDQQXDOXVHUVRIWKH
/DNH.DFKHVV&DPSJURXQG WRSURYLGHQRWLFHRIWKLVSURSURVDO"7KH'6(,6QRWHVWKDWD
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVWUDWHJ\UHODWHGWRWKHSURMHFWLVFDOOHGIRULQWKHIXWXUHEXWZK\KDVRQHQRW
EHHQXQGHUWDNHQWRHGXFDWHDQGVHHNLQSXWRQWKHSURMHFWGXULQJWKHGHYHORSPHQWVWDJH"

32
D

'XHWRLWVSUR[LPLW\WRWKHJUHDWHU6HDWWOHDUHD/DNH.DFKHVVLVDQLQYDOXDEOHUHFUHDWLRQ
ORFDWLRQPLOOLRQSHRSOHLQWKH6HDWWOH7DFRPD%HOOHYXH0HWURSROLWDQ6WDWLVWLFDO$UHDDUH
ZLWKLQDURXJKO\RQHWRWZRKRXUGULYHRIWKHFDPSLQJKLNLQJERDWLQJILVKLQJDQGRWKHU
JHQHUDORSSRUWXQLWLHVWRDSSUHFLDWHQDWXUHRIIHUHGDWWKLVODNH6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDW
´SRSXODWLRQLQFUHDVHVKDYHLQFUHDVHGGHPDQGIRUUHFUHDWLRQDQGWKHFDPSJURXQGLVURXWLQHO\
IXOO«.DFKHVVKDVDKLJKHUQXPEHURIUHFUHDWLRQDOYLVLWRUVWKDQ.HHFKHOXVRU&OH(OXP/DNHV«
SJ 7KH&OH(OXP5DQJHU'LVWULFWLVWKHEXVLHVWLQWKHDUHDDQGLWVFDPSJURXQGVWHQGWR
EHFRPSOHWHO\ERRNHGRQVXPPHUZHHNHQGV«7KH.DFKHVV&DPSJURXQGLVWKHPRVWSRSXODU
LQWKHGLVWULFW« SJ µ,QDGGLWLRQWKLVVHFWLRQQRWHVWKDWGLVSHUVHGUHFUHDWLRQDW
LQIRUPDOFDPSORFDWLRQVDORQJWKHODNHLVFRPPRQLQWKHVXPPHUZKHQWKHFDPSJURXQGLV
IXOO
'HVSLWHWKLVLQFUHDVLQJQHHGDQGWKHSRVLWLYHHFRQRPLFEHQHILWLWKDVIRU.LWWLWDV&RXQW\WKLV
SURMHFWFRXOGUHGXFHUHFUHDWLRQRSSRUWXQLWLHVLQWKHDUHDE\
x

3RWHQWLDOO\LPSDFWLQJZHOORSHUDWLRQVDWWKHFDPSJURXQGDQGSULYDWHO\RZQHGUHVLGHQFHV
DORQJWKHODNHWRDGHJUHHWKDWWKHVHVLWHVDUHXQXVDEOH

x

,QFUHDVLQJWKHGLVWDQFHIURPWKHFDPSJURXQGDQGUHVLGHQWLDODUHDVDORQJWKHZHVWVKRUH
WRWKHZDWHUOLQHIURP·DWWKHFXUUHQWPD[LPXPGUDZGRZQWR· RYHUóPLOH DW
WKHSURSRVHGPD[LPXPGUDZGRZQ6HFWLRQ SJ QRWHVWKDW´,QPRVWDUHDV
WKHUHVHUYRLUSRROZRXOGUHFHGHDSSUR[LPDWHO\DGGLWLRQDOIHHWXQGHUWKHPD[LPXP
GUDZGRZQFRQGLWLRQ«µ

x

,QDGGLWLRQWRLQFUHDVLQJWKHGLVWDQFHEHWZHHQXVHUVDQGWKHVKRUHOLQHWKHVORSHRIWKH
VKRUHOLQHQHDUVRPHUHFUHDWLRQDUHDVZRXOGEHKD]DUGRXVWRKXPDQV DQGSUHVXPDEO\
DQLPDOVDWWHPSWLQJWRDFFHVVWKHODNHIRUZDWHU DWGHJUHHVQHDUWKHFDPSJURXQG
DQGSULYDWHGHYHORSPHQWRQWKHZHVWVLGHRIWKHODNHDQGRUGHJUHHVRQWKH
HDVWVLGH7KHVHVWHHSVORSHVDOVRSRVHULVNVWRERDWHUVXVLQJWKHODNH 6HFWLRQSJ
 DQG

x

7KHVHUHGXFWLRQVLQUHFUHDWLRQRSSRUWXQLWLHVZRXOGWKHQLQFUHDVHSUHVVXUHDWRWKHUQHDUE\
UHFUHDWLRQVLWHVVXFKDV/DNH&OH(OXPRU/DNH(DVWRQ

6HFWLRQ5HFUHDWLRQLGHQWLILHVWZRLPSDFWLQGLFDWRUVIRUUHFUHDWLRQ´ORVVRIILVKLQJDFFHVV
RUUHGXFWLRQRIILVKLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVWKDWH[FHHGVFXUUHQWVHDVRQDOORVVRIXVHGXHWRH[LVWLQJ
GUDZGRZQFRQGLWLRQVUHGXFWLRQRIXVDELOLW\RIUHFUHDWLRQGXHWRFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVRUWKH
UHFHGLQJRIWKHVKRUHOLQHPRUHWKDQ·IURPWKHUHFUHDWLRQVLWHRUZLWKDVORSHJUHDWHUWKDQ
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33
D

34
D

GHJUHHVµ SJ 7KHDFWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHVKDYH´PDMRULPSDFWVRQUHFUHDWLRQµ SJ
 ZKHQHYDOXDWHGE\WKHVHLQGLFDWRUV0LWLJDWLRQSURSRVHGIRUWKHILUVWLPSDFWLQGLFDWRU
LVDQHZERDWODXQFKRQWKH(DVWVKRUHZKLFKFRXOGEHXVDEOHDWDOOODNHOHYHOVQRPLWLJDWLRQ
LVSURSRVHGIRUWKHVHFRQGLPSDFWLQGLFDWRU7KLVERDWODXQFKZRXOGEHRQWKHRSSRVLWHVKRUH
HDVWYVZHVW DQGODNHHQG VRXWKYVQRUWK RIWKHODNHIURPWKHFDPSJURXQGZKDWLVWKH
GULYHGLVWDQFHDQGWLPHIURPWKHFDPSJURXQGWRWKHSURSRVHGERDWODXQFK"+RZLVWKLV
DFFHSWDEOHPLWLJDWLRQIRUFDPSHUV":RXOGLWUHDOO\HYHQEHXVDEOHE\WKHPRURQO\E\GD\
YLVLWRUVLQWHQGLQJVROHO\RQERDWLQJ"'XHWRWKHVWHHSVORSHVKRZZRXOGDQ\ERDWHUVDFFHVV
GHYHORSHGUHFUHDWLRQVLWHV"
$VVXPLQJWKDWUHFUHDWLRQ LQFOXGLQJFDPSLQJKLNLQJILVKLQJERDWLQJGD\WULSVDQGWKH
SUHVHQFHRIVHFRQGDU\KRPHRZQHUVZKRFRQGXFWSHUVRQDOEXVLQHVVLQWKHDUHD LVDV
QHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWHGDVQRWHGLQWKH'6(,6ZKDWDUHWKHHFRQRPLFLPSDFWVWR.LWWLWDV&RXQW\
DQGWKHIRXUFRXQW\UHJLRQDVDZKROH"6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDW´WKHVHUYLFHLQGXVWU\LV
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHPRVWHPSOR\PHQWDWWKHVWDWHDQGIRXUFRXQW\VFDOHVDQGLVURXJKO\
GRXEOHWKHQH[WODUJHVWVHFWRUµ SJ LVUHFUHDWLRQLQFOXGHGDVSDUWRIWKHVHUYLFH
LQGXVWU\RUGRHVLWVWDQGRQLWVRZQ"6WDWHZLGHRXWGRRUUHFUHDWLRQLVD%LQGXVWU\
ZKLFKSURYLGHVIRUMREVJHQHUDWHV%LQZDJHVDQGVDODULHVDQGSURGXFHV%
DQQXDOO\LQVWDWHDQGORFDOWD[UHYHQXHVXUHO\DIDLUVKDUHRIWKDWLVJRLQJWRWKLVIRXUFRXQW\
UHJLRQ¬7KLVSDUWRIWKHHFRQRP\LVLJQRUHGLQ6HFWLRQ6RFLRHFRQRPLFVEXWGHVHUYHV
FRQVLGHUDWLRQRUDWWKHYHU\OHDVWDFNQRZOHGJHPHQW

34
D

35
D

Negative Fish Impacts
:KLOHWKHUHDUHVRPHSRVLWLYHEHQHILWVWR.'533DQG..&UHODWHGWRPHHWLQJGHVLUDEOHVWUHDP
IORZVRQFHUWDLQULYHUUHDFKHVGXULQJVRPHSDUWVRIWKH\HDUWKHRYHUDOOLPSDFWWRVWUHDP
IORZGRHVQRWVHHPSRVLWLYH)XUWKHUWKH'6(,6QRWHVWKDWILVKZRXOGQHHGWHQFRQVHFXWLYH
\HDUVRISRVLWLYHFRQGLWLRQVLQWKHVHUHDFKHVLQRUGHUWRERRVWWKHLUQXPEHUVWRWKRVH
SURMHFWHGLQ6HFWLRQ SJ JLYHQWKHFOLPDWHSUHGLFWLRQVIRUWKHIXWXUHDFKLHYLQJ
WHQFRQVHFXWLYH\HDUVRISRVLWLYHFRQGLWLRQVVHHPVKLJKO\XQOLNHO\HVSHFLDOO\JLYHQWKDWZLQWHU
DQGVSULQJIORZVDUHXQOLNHO\WRPHHWWDUJHWVVRWKHEHQHILWVRI.'533IRUVWUHDPIORZVDUH
HYHQOHVVVLJQLILFDQW6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDWXQGHUDOO$FWLRQ$OWHUQDWLYHV´LQFUHDVHVLQ
DQQXDOLQVWUHDPIORZVDQGLQ-XO\$XJXVWLQVWUHDPIORZVGXULQJGURXJKW\HDUVLQWKH(DVWRQ
5HDFKZRXOGGHFUHDVHWKHTXDQWLW\RIUHDULQJKDELWDWDYDLODEOHWRVSULQJ&KLQRRNDQG
UDLQERZWURXWVXE\HDUOLQJVUHVXOWLQJLQDQHJDWLYHLPSDFWWRWKHVHVSHFLHVGXULQJGURXJKW
\HDUVµ SJ 6RDOWKRXJKWKHVDPHVHFWLRQQRWHVWKDWLQVWUHDPIORZVZRXOGEH
EHQHILWHGLQWKHVSULQJIORZVODWHULQWKH\HDUZRXOGEHQHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWHGZKLFKPD\
QHJDWHWKHHDUOLHUEHQHILWV7KHVDPHVLWXDWLRQLVGHVFULEHGIRUWKH.HHFKHOXV5HDFKWKDW
LQVWUHDPVXPPHUIORZVDUHSURMHFWHGWREHPHWPRUHRIWHQEXWZLQWHUDQGVSULQJIORZVDUH
QHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWHGZLWKRXWPHHWLQJLQVWUHDPIORZVWKURXJKRXWWKH\HDUZKDWEHQHILWLVLW
WRWKHVHILVKSRSXODWLRQVWRPHHWIORZWDUJHWVRQO\RFFDVLRQDOO\DQGSDUWLFXODUO\ZKHQVR
PDQ\DGGLWLRQDOQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVZRXOGRFFXUIRUWKHVHVSHFLHVLQ/DNH.DFKHVV"
)LVKLQFOXGLQJ%XOO7URXWDQGVDOPRQLQ/DNH.DFKHVVZRXOGEHQHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWHGE\DOO
$FWLRQ$OWHUQDWLYHVLQVHYHUDOZD\VLQFOXGLQJLQFUHDVHGWXUELGLW\ SJ GHFUHDVHG
K\GUDXOLFUHVLGHQFHWLPHORZHUPLQLPXPODNHOHYHOVUHGXFWLRQRIVKRUHOLQHYHJHWDWLRQ
GHJUDGHGWKHUPDOUHIXJLDIRUSUHGDWRUDQGSUH\VSHFLHV SJ GLVWXUEDQFHVWRILVKQHDU
WKHSXPSVDQGLQFUHDVHGULVNRIHQWUDLQPHQWLQWKHIDFLOLW\ 7DEOHSJ $VQRWHG
DERYHWKHZDWHUWHPSHUDWXUHPRGHOLQJLVLQDGHTXDWHVRWKHSRWHQWLDOEHQHILWRIORZHUHG
ZDWHUWHPSHUDWXUHLVTXHVWLRQDEOHDVWKH'6(,6QRWHVLQVHYHUDOVHFWLRQVWKDWZDWHU
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36
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37
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WHPSHUDWXUHVPD\LQFUHDVHGXHWRSURORQJHGRUPXOWL\HDUGURXJKWV7DNHQWRJHWKHUWKHVH
LPSDFWVUHVXOWLQDUHGXFWLRQRIDYDLODEOHSUH\ZLWKLQWKHODNHPRUHRYHUODSEHWZHHQ
SUHGDWRUDQGSUH\VSHFLHVUHGXFHGIHHGLQJHIILFLHQF\RISUHGDWRUVWKDWYLVXDOO\ORFDWHSUH\
DQGUHGXFWLRQLQKDELWDWFRPSOH[LW\6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDW´.RNDQHHLQ/DNH.DFKHVV
37
H[KLELWVORZJURZWKDQGVPDOOVL]HDWDJHFRPSDUHGWRRWKHUODNHSRSXODWLRQVDQGWKH
SRSXODWLRQLVDWULVNRIDIHHGDQGJURZWKERWWOHQHFNLQVXPPHUµ SJ .'533SXWVWKLV
SRSXODWLRQDWIXUWKHUULVN3ULRUWRWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKH.DFKHVV'DP/DNH.DFKHVV
VXSSRUWHGDYDULHW\RIDQDGURPRXVVSHFLHVWKDWQRORQJHUKDYHDFFHVVWRWKHODNH SJ 
.'533ZRXOGSXWWKRVHVSHFLHVOHIWLQWKHODNHDWIXUWKHUULVNRIVXUYLYDO

D

7KHRQO\QHJDWLYHLPSDFWWKDWLVSURSRVHGWREHPLWLJDWHGE\WKLVSURMHFWLVWKHORVVRI
FRQQHFWLRQEHWZHHQ/LWWOHDQG%LJ.DFKHVV%DVLQVWKH9ROLWLRQDO%XOO7URXW3DVVDJH
,PSURYHPHQWZRXOGEHFRQVWUXFWHG3XUSRUWLQJWKDWWKLV´LPSURYHVVXUIDFHZDWHU
FRQQHFWLYLW\µLVDPLVVWDWHPHQW²LWUHSODFHVDQDWXUDOO\IXQFWLRQLQJFRQQHFWLRQWKDWWKLV
38
SURMHFWFRPSOHWHO\GHVWUR\V6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDW´DURXQGWKHULPRI/DNH.DFKHVV
FUHHNVIORZLQWRWKHODNHIURPWKHXSODQGV7ZHQW\WZRFUHHNVIORZLQWRWKH/LWWOH.DFKHVV
EDVLQµ SJ 6HFWLRQ SJ VSHFLILFDOO\QRWHVWKDWEXOOWURXWZRXOGEHDGYHUVHO\
DIIHFWHGE\WKHORVVRIDFFHVVWRXSVWUHDPWULEXWDULHV+RZZLOOFRQQHFWLYLW\WRWKHVHFUHHNV
EHPLWLJDWHGZKHQWKHODNHLV·ORZHUDQGXSWR·IDUWKHUDZD\IURPWKHLUFXUUHQW
FRQQHFWLRQSRLQWV"

D

Yakima Project is a System
7KH<DNLPD3URMHFWLQFOXGHVILYHPDMRUVWRUDJHUHVHUYRLUVWKDWSURYLGHLUULJDWLRQZDWHUWRVL[
GLVWULFWVDVZHOODVIORRGFRQWUROLQVWUHDPIORZUHTXLUHPHQWVDQGPXQLFLSDOXVHV$VLV
FOHDUO\VWDWHGLQ6HFWLRQ<DNLPD3URMHFW HPSKDVLVDGGHG ´5HFODPDWLRQPDQDJHVWKHVH
VWRUDJHUHVHUYRLUVDVDV\VWHPDQGGRHVQRWGHVLJQDWHDQ\RQHUHVHUYRLURUVWRUDJHVSDFHWRD
VSHFLILFLUULJDWLRQGLVWULFWµ+RZGRHVDOORZLQJRQHSDUWLFXODUGLVWULFWWREXLOGDQGRSHUDWH
WKLVSURMHFWRQRQHSDUWLFXODUUHVHUYRLUPHHWWKHREMHFWLYHRIPDQDJLQJWKHVHUHVHUYRLUVDVD
V\VWHP"7RDWD[SD\LQJUHFUHDWLQJFLWL]HQLWDSSHDUVWREHDWDNLQJRIDSXEOLFJRRGIRUWKH
HFRQRPLFGHYHORSPHQWRISULYDWHHQWLWLHVZKLFKXQGHUWRRNDULVN\EXVLQHVVYHQWXUH
DWWHPSWLQJWRVWDUWRUPDLQWDLQDIDUPLQDGLVWULFWZLWKRXW6HQLRURUHYHQ-XQLRUZDWHU
ULJKWV
%HVLGHVQRWSURYLGLQJDVLJQLILFDQWDPRXQWRIZDWHULQGURXJKW\HDUVWKLVZDWHULVOLNHO\WREH
ZDVWHGGXHWRWKHFRQGLWLRQRIWKHLUULJDWLRQFDQDOVXVHGE\5R]D7KHGLVWULFW·VFDQDOV\VWHP
LVPLOHVORQJDQGPLOHVRIWKHVHFDQDOVDUHXQOLQHGRSHQDLUHDUWKHQGLWFKHVEXLOWLQ
WKH<DNLPDGHVHUW,QD&DSLWDO3UHVVDUWLFOH5R]DUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVVWDWHWKDWZDWHU
VHHSDJHLQWKHVHHDUWKHQGLWFKHV´LVOHVVHQHGE\IDVWIORZLQJZDWHUFUHDWLQJDKDUGSDQRIVLOW
RQWKHFDQDOERWWRPµ+RZHYHUGXULQJGURXJKWZKHQWKHZDWHUKDVVORZHGFRQVLGHUDEO\
WKLVOD\HURIVLOWLVEURNHQXSDQGGLVSHUVHGFDXVLQJWKHFDQDOVWROHDN%HIRUHXQGHUWDNLQJ
DQ\SURMHFWVWKDWZRXOGWDNHDGGLWLRQDOZDWHUIURPUHVHUYRLUVDOORIWKHVHFDQDOVPXVWEH
LPSURYHGZLWKFRQFUHWHRUSODVWLFOLQHUVWRSUHYHQWZDWHUZDVWH

39
D

40
D

7KHIDFWWKDWRQO\RQHRIWKHVL[LUULJDWLRQGLVWULFWVKDVH[SUHVVHGJHQXLQHLQWHUHVWLQWKLV
SURMHFWVXJJHVWVWKDWLWLVIRUWKHEHQHILWRIWKHIHZDQGQRWWKHZKROH5DWKHUWKDQ
41
LPSOHPHQWDFRVWO\SXEOLFZRUNVSURMHFWZLWKVLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHHQYLURQPHQWDODQGSXEOLF
LPSDFWVSHUKDSVDPRUHV\VWHPLFVROXWLRQFRXOGEHIRXQGWKDWFUHDWHVDSSURSULDWHLQFHQWLYHV
IRUDOOZDWHUXVHUVWRXVHZDWHUVXVWDLQDEO\6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDWD0DUNHW5HDOORFDWLRQ
HIIRUWLVDSDUWRIWKH,QWHJUDWHG3ODQ7KLVZRXOGUHDOORFDWH´ZDWHUUHVRXUFHVWKURXJKD

D
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¶ZDWHUPDUNHW·RU¶ZDWHUEDQN·ZKHUHZDWHUULJKWVZRXOGEHERXJKWVROGRUOHDVHGRQD
WHPSRUDU\RUSHUPDQHQWEDVLVWRLPSURYHZDWHUVXSSO\DQGLQVWUHDPIORZFRQGLWLRQVµ6XFKD
VROXWLRQZRXOGFUHDWHLQFHQWLYHVIRUDOOZDWHUGLVWULFWVQRWMXVWWKRVHWKDWDUHSURUDWDEOH
XVHUVWRLQYHVWLQZDWHUFRQVHUYDWLRQPHWKRGVWKDWDOORZZDWHUWREHXVHGPRUHZLVHO\
*LYHQWKHIDFWWKDW.'533FDQQRWPHHWWKHSURMHFWHGQHHG DQGIDOOVIDUVKRUWRIPHHWLQJ
WKDWQHHGJLYHQFOLPDWHFKDQJHDVVXPSWLRQV LPSOHPHQWLQJDZDWHUPDUNHWUHDOORFDWLRQILUVW
PDNHVPXFKPRUHVHQVH,IVXFKDUHDOORFDWLRQZHUHKLJKO\VXFFHVVIXOLWPLJKWQHJDWHWKH
´QHHGµIRU.'533RUDQ\RIWKHRWKHUSXEOLFZRUNVSURMHFWVSURSRVHGDVSDUWRIWKH,QWHJUDWHG
3ODQ
$GGLWLRQDOVWRUDJHIRUZDWHUWKDWLVFXUUHQWO\´ZDVWHGµFRXOGDOVREHHIIHFWLYHLQPHHWLQJ
VRPHRIWKHQHHGZLWKRXWFDXVLQJSHUPDQHQWRUORQJWHUPQHJDWLYHHQYLURQPHQWDODQG
UHFUHDWLRQDOLPSDFWV6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDW´LQPRVW\HDUV5HFODPDWLRQVSLOOVZDWHUIURP
/DNH.HHFKHOXVEHFDXVHLWFDQQRWVWRUHDOORIWKHUXQRIIIURPLWVZDWHUVKHGµ SJ 
6HFWLRQQRWHVWKDW´VQRZSDFNLVFRQVLGHUHGWKH¶VL[WKUHVHUYRLU·LQWKH<DNLPD5LYHU
EDVLQ« EXWWKDW RQO\DERXWRIWKHDYHUDJHDQQXDOWRWDOQDWXUDOUXQRIIDERYHWKH3DUNHU
VWUHDPJDJHFDQEHVWRUHGLQWKHFXUUHQW<DNLPD5LYHUEDVLQUHVHUYRLUVµ SJ :LQWHU
IORZVLQWKH<DNLPD5LYHUDUHDKLJKDQGDUHSURMHFWHGWRLQFUHDVH$UHWKHUHDOWHUQDWLYH
VWRUDJHRSWLRQVIRUWKLVZDWHUWKDWLVFXUUHQWO\QRWSXWWRXVHODWHULQWKHVHDVRQZKHQ
GHPDQGLVKLJK"$VLGHIURPDQDGGLWLRQDOUHVHUYRLUFRXOGZDWHUEHVWRUHGRQIDUPVLQFLVWHUQV
IRUXVHRQGHPDQG"$UHWKHUHRWKHURXWRIWKHER[LGHDVWKDWFRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGWKDWPLJKW
RIIHUJUHDWHUIOH[LELOLW\ZLWKOHVVFRVW"

41
D

42
D

Cumulative Impacts
$IWHUUHDGLQJWKHHQWLUHW\RIWKLV'6(,6LWLVH[WUHPHO\GLIILFXOWWRXQGHUVWDQGKRZWKH
GRFXPHQWFDQDVVHUWWKDWWKHUHZRXOGEH´RQJRLQJEHQHILFLDOHIIHFWµIRUYHJHWDWLRQDQG´QR
FXPXODWLYHLPSDFWVµWRVXUIDFHZDWHUUHVHUYRLUHOHYDWLRQ(6$OLVWHGILVKRUODQGXVH7KH
IROORZLQJDUHH[FHUSWVIURPWKH'6(,6GHVFULELQJWKHOHYHORI/DNH.DFKHVVXQGHU$OWHUQDWLYH
DVFRPSDUHGWR$OWHUQDWLYHHPSKDVLVDGGHG 6HFWLRQSJDQG 
x

OHYHOVZRXOGEHORZHUWKDQWKRVHXQGHU$OWHUQDWLYHLQ\HDUVRXWRI\HDUV
PRGHOHG,QRIWKH\HDUV$OWHUQDWLYHKDGDORZHU/DNH.DFKHVVOHYHOWKDQ
$OWHUQDWLYHIRUHYHU\GD\RIWKH\HDU«ERWKZKHQ5HFODPDWLRQRSHUDWHV.'533LQ
GURXJKW\HDUVDQGLQ\HDUVIROORZLQJGURXJKWVZKHQWKHODNHLVUHILOOLQJWRLWVQRUPDO
RSHUDWLQJOHYHOV

x

/DNH.DFKHVVZRXOGEHEHORZWKHOHYHODWZKLFKWKHWZRODNHEDVLQVEHFRPHVHSDUDWHG
HOHYDWLRQ LQRXWRI\HDUVPRGHOHGDQGLQFUHDVHRI\HDUVIURP$OWHUQDWLYH
7KHPHDQGXUDWLRQZRXOGEHGD\VSHU\HDUDQLQFUHDVHRIGD\VSHU\HDU
FRPSDUHGZLWK$OWHUQDWLYH«7KHGXUDWLRQZRXOGLQFUHDVHGXULQJDOOPRQWKVXQGHU
$OWHUQDWLYHXQGHU$OWHUQDWLYHWKHVHSDUDWLRQRIWKHODNHEDVLQVRFFXUVIURP6HSWWR
0DUFK

7KH'6(,6FODLPVDOPRVWFRQVLVWHQWO\WKDW/DNH.DFKHVVZRXOGUHILOOLQ\HDUVIROORZLQJD
GURXJKWKRZHYHUWKLVLVEDVHGRQ´WKHKLVWRULFDOUHFRUGRIGURXJKWVµ(YHQZLWKRXW
DFFRXQWLQJIRUWKHDGYHUVHFOLPDWHFKDQJHVFHQDULRPRUHUHFHQWKLVWRULFDOUHFRUGVVXJJHVW
WKDWLWLVXQOLNHO\WKHODNHZRXOGUHILOOZLWKLQ\HDUV HPSKDVLVDGGHG 
'XULQJPXOWL\HDUGURXJKWFRQGLWLRQVVXFKDVWKRVHLQ5HFODPDWLRQZRXOGGUDZ
WKHODNHGRZQDVPXFKDV·EHORZWKHH[LVWLQJRXWOHWHOHYDWLRQ)ROORZLQJDPXOWL\HDU
GURXJKWFRPSDUDEOHWRWKDWRIODNHOHYHOVZRXOGUHFRYHUWRQRUPDORSHUDWLQJ
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OHYHOV\HDUVODWHUZKHQIROORZHGE\DZHW\HDUVXFKDV,QDVLQJOH\HDUGURXJKW
VXFKDVRFFXUUHGLQWKHODNHZRXOGEHGUDZQGRZQWR·EHORZWKHH[LVWLQJRXWOHW
HOHYDWLRQ)XOOUHFRYHU\ZRXOGQRWKDYHEHHQDFKLHYHGXQWLOEHFDXVHRIDVHULHVRI
GU\\HDUV   DQGDVXEVHTXHQWGURXJKW LQ 'XULQJWKHGURXJKW
\HDUWKHODNHOHYHOZRXOGEH·EHORZWKHH[LVWLQJRXWOHWHOHYDWLRQ SJ 
*LYHQWKDWWKHDGYHUVHFOLPDWHFKDQJHVFHQDULRSUHGLFWVWKDWGURXJKWVDUHQHDUO\WKUHHWLPHV
PRUHOLNHO\LQDQ\JLYHQ\HDULWLVUHDVRQDEOHWRFRQFOXGHWKDWIROORZLQJDVLJQLILFDQW
GUDZGRZQ/DNH.DFKHVVPLJKWQHYHUUHILOOFRPSOHWHO\7KLVLVPRVWFHUWDLQO\D´FXPXODWLYH
LPSDFWµQRWRQO\WRVXUIDFHZDWHUUHVHUYRLUHOHYDWLRQILVKDQGODQGXVHEXWPRUHJHQHUDOO\
WRWKHUHFUHDWLQJSXEOLFRUWKRVHWKDWYDOXHWKHHQYLURQPHQWLQLWVRZQULJKW
%H\RQGWKHHQYLURQPHQWDODQGUHFUHDWLRQDOLPSDFWVRIFRQFHUQDERYHWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQ
PDLQWHQDQFHDQGRSHUDWLQJFRVWVDUHDOVRDVLJQLILFDQWFXPXODWLYHLPSDFWWRWKHSXEOLF
$OWKRXJKWKH3URUDWDEOH(QWLWLHVFODLPWRLQWHQGWRXQGHUWDNHDQGSD\IRUWKHSURMHFW
WKHPVHOYHVWKHUHLVGLVVHQWLRQDPRQJWKHLUUDQNVZLWKVRPHPHPEHUVIRUHVHHLQJDQLQDELOLW\
WRSD\IRUWKHZDWHUUHVXOWLQJIURPWKHSURMHFWDQGSUHVXPDEO\DOORIWKHDVVRFLDWHGSURMHFW
FRVWV$VGLVFORVHGLQWKH'6(,6FRQVWUXFWLRQFRVWVFRXOGUDQJHIURP00 GHSHQGLQJ
RQWKHVHOHFWHGDOWHUQDWLYH DQGRSHUDWLQJFRVWVFRXOGEHDVKLJKDV0DQQXDOO\
&RQVWUXFWLRQFRVWHVWLPDWHVIRUWKHSURMHFWDOWHUQDWLYHVFRXOGLQFUHDVHE\ GHSHQGLQJ
RQSURMHFWDOWHUQDWLYH DQGLQIODWLRQLVQRWDFFRXQWHGIRULQWKHDQQXDOPDLQWHQDQFHDQG
RSHUDWLRQHVWLPDWHV7KLVLVDQXQDFFHSWDEOHFRVWWRDGGWRWD[SD\HUEXUGHQDWWKHVDPH
WLPHWKDWUHFUHDWLRQRSSRUWXQLWLHVDUHWDNHQIURPWKHSXEOLF
2YHUDOOWKHEHQHILWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVPDOODPRXQWRIZDWHUSURYLGHGGRQRWRXWZHLJKWKH
VLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHHQYLURQPHQWDODQGUHFUHDWLRQDOLPSDFWV7KLVSURMHFWPXVWQRWEH
LPSOHPHQWHG

5HVSHFWIXOO\6XEPLWWHG

$O\VH1HOVRQ
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1 message
3HWH1HZPDQ<newmanpete6@gmail.com>
To: newman pete <newmanpete6@gmail.com>, kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 1:45 PM

To Whom It May Concern,
I am a 50% cabin owner on the east side of Lake Kachess and my family has had this property for
four generations. We hold a senior water right - our cabin is served by a newly constructed well.
Members of my family spend their summers at the cabin, including my parents and my children, ages
7 and 3. Our property and our quality of life stand to be affected by the plan. I have a number of
concerns and questions about the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant proposals that I would like
the agency to address:
1. A major concern is how our cabin will receive water once our well is dewatered, as forecast by the
impact statement. "Mitigation" measures are mentioned, but there are no specifics that I can see on
what these might involve. Will a new well be necessary or will our existing well be deepened? What
will the timeline for this work be, and how can we be certain that we will not be deprived of water for
some undetermined period, once the drought relief process is initiated? What cost will be covered
and what cost will I have to incur if we have to re-drill the well?

1
D

2
D

2. Moreover, I am confused about the legal and ethical decision that is being made. We hold senior
water rights, so why would any measure be considered that would violate, even temporarily, that
senior right on behalf of a junior right holder in the valley? This does not seem entirely fair or legal some clarification should be in the impact statement itself, but I could not find it. The diversion of
water rights from a senior holder to a junior holder seems like a taking. If we are deprived of water for
some period, will there be compensation of some sort?

3
D

3. I have a major concern over possible noise from the water pump. I suffer from tinnitus and am very
sensitive to industrial noises, and one of the benefits of having property on the lake is the lack of
noise. I need to know what the average decibel volume of the pump will be from my property (we are
the cabin closest to the dam on the east side), how long will it run on a daily, weekly and monthly
basis, is the pump going to run 24/7 and what the plan is to minimize the noise of the pump?

4
D

4. I'm also worried about the plan to refill Kachess with water from Keechelus. Is the Keechelus water
of similar quality? Apparently PCB levels are high in Keechelus, and I think it needs to be conclusively 5
shown that the proposal would not spread higher PCB levels from one lake to another (and then into
the valley).

D

5. Fifth, as an avid (catch and release) trout fisherman, I am concerned about all aquatic species in
the lake, including the protected Bull Trout, and I have been told that the plan would involve killing off
some percentage of the population in Little Kachess. What percentage of the current population is
expected to be killed and what measures are being taken to minimize this loss?
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-897

6
D

6) I'm concerned that the lake level will drop to such an extent that I will no longer be able to boat in
the lake, yet my family has recently invested in a float for mooring the boat that is adjusted for current
rising and falling water levels, new boating equipment, and improvements to our boat launch. What is
the plan to compensate home owners for these improvements when the new lake levels will render
boating impossible from existing infrastructure and what will be the resulting impact on my property
value as a result?
7. Lastly, I understand that the new plan involves building a boat launch accessed via Kachess Dam
Road. This will result in significant traffic on that road, but there are no plans that I can see to improve
the road. What steps will be taken to insure that this added traffic does not cause safety issues or
environmental issues in that area of Kachess's shoreline? It seems like there should be a plan in
place to improve the road and provide adequate infrastructure and facilities, comparable to those
currently at the campground on the opposite side.
I look forward to hearing back from you.
Sincerely,
Peter Newman
Cabin Owner - East Side of Lake Kachees
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1 message
6KHQWRQ2K<shenoh@icloud.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 9:43 AM

Hello Kittitas County,
Draining Lake Kachess will not only never allow the lake to refill completely draining aquifers and
deeply affecting the wetlands and changing the microclimate in this part of Kittitas.

1
D

Bodies of water like reservoirs and lakes and wetlands are known to reduce air and ground
temperatures by 2-5 degrees F, in the immediate and surrounding areas. More importantly they also
increase the air and ground humidity by 20-40 percent making the microclimate for example around
Cle Elum and Ellensburg more stable.
Take that away and the forests become a tinder boxes with raging wildfires as in recent history in
California and our own beautiful State. Combined with millions of standing dead trees we will likely
see county firefighting budgets go through the roof. Besides these fires are much more dangerous
to fight because they burn faster and hotter.
Endangering friends and relatives involved. Combine that with property values dropping and
lowered revenues from those and other as yet unforeseen effects and we are looking at the long
term budgets of the counties involved.

2
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Talk to the counties in California that had the wildfires around pristine recreational areas. Not only
did they emit 1000 times the carbon dioxide of all vehicles in the state.
But sent 10,00 times the toxic micro particles from burnt plastics, insulation and home furnishings
into the high atmosphere that is now spreading like an expanding band around the globe. Does this
have to do with the super heated northern hemisphere this summer?
We must stop this action by secondary water purveyors trying to gain on the primary by blackmailing
the poor secondary water rights farmers and doing long term damage to wetlands and pristine areas
of our State.
Politicians and administrations come and go but our farms and farmers and our pristine areas,
children and grand children who enjoy them stay if we allow them to. We are here for the long haul!
Stop drawing more lakes and start looking at smarter alternatives to water use, sources and
conservation. We are not alone in this endeavor.
Respectfully,
Shenton Oh, MD,MBA,CPE
Sent from my iPad
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1 message
&&2ZHQV<epxccowens@gmail.com>
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 11:58 AM

6DYH/$.(.DFKHVV¬$JURXSRIVSHFLDOLQWHUHVWDQGODUJHLUULJDWRUVZDQW
WRGUDLQWKHQDWXUDOJODFLDOODNH
7KHQHZSODQZLOOSXPSZDWHUIURPWKHQDWXUDOODNHEHORZWKHH[LVWLQJGDP
RXWOHW¬7KLVLVQRWVXVWDLQDEOHEHFDXVHWKHZDWHUVKHGFDQQRWUHSODFHWKH
H[WUDZDWHUWDNHQ¬,WZLOOWXUQWKHODNHLQWRDGHHSSRRORIZDWHUVXUURXQGHG
PRVWO\E\FDQ\RQZDOOV¬7KHODNHPD\QHYHUUHFRYHUDQGLWZLOOFRVWWD[
SD\HUVKXQGUHGVRIPLOOLRQVRIGROODUVWRGRWKLV
¬
3XPSLQJRXWH[WUDZDWHUDQGORZHULQJWKHODNHZLOO
6HYHUHO\OLPLWDFFHVVDQGUHFUHDWLRQRSSRUWXQLWLHVE\FDPSHUVDQGERDWHUV
¬
$UDUHDFFHVVLEOHDOSLQHODNHZLOOEHORVW
¬
&RVW7D[SD\HUVKXQGUHGVRIPLOOLRQVIRUDSURMHFWWKDWZLOOXOWLPDWHO\IDLO
¬
0DNHWKHFRVWRILUULJDWLRQZDWHUXQDIIRUGDEOHIRUPRVWIDUPHUV
¬
&RPSURPLVHWKHHIIRUWVRIORFDOILUHGLVWULFWVWRVXSSUHVVIRUHVWILUHV
¬
7KHZDWHUZLOORQO\EHQHILWDIHZSULYDWHLUULJDWRUVLQ¬VLQJOHZDWHUGLVWULFW
5R]D,UULJDWLRQ¬GLVWULFWDGLVWULFWZLWKQRVHQLRUZDWHUULJKWV
¬
Waste of Taxpayer‛s money for one water district
¬
7KHUHDUH12EHQHILWVWR.LWWLWDV&RXQW\
¬
March 2019
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/$.(.DFKHVVLVD/$.(127DUHVHUYRLU
¬
3OHDVH'R127VXSSRUWWKH.'533RU..&SURMHFWV
¬
7KDQN\RX&&2ZHQV

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-901

~

-

Comment Letter 460
..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@6$9(/$.(.$&+(66

1 message
-32ZHQV<jpowens99@yahoo.com>
To: "laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us" <laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us>,
"obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us" <obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us>
Cc: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Fri, Jul 6, 2018 at 3:41 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.

1
D
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.

/$.(.DFKHVVLVDQDQFLHQWJODFLDOODNH¬2QO\YHUWLFDOIHHWLVDPDQPDGH
UHVHUYRLU¬7KHGDPDW/$.(.DFKHVVLVSURSHUO\VL]HGIRUWKHZDWHUVKHG
DERYHLWDQGKDVEHHQZRUNLQJIRURYHU

7DNLQJDSXEOLFDVVHWDVYLWDODVZDWHUWREHQHILWDVLQJOHZDWHUGLVWULFWZLWK
QRVHQLRUZDWHUULJKWVLVZURQJ
2
D

/$.(.DFKHVVLVRQHRIWKHPRVWSRSXODUFDPSJURXQGVLQWKHVWDWHZLWKRYHU
YLVLWRUVDQGERDWODXQFKHVSHU\HDU

5HFUHDWLRQERDWLQJKLNLQJSLFQLFNLQJEXVLQHVVDQGFRPPHUFLDODFFHVVDQG
JHQHUDOHQMR\PHQWRIWKHODNHZLOOGLVDSSHDUDVWKHZDWHUGLVDSSHDUV
March 2019
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¬
:KDW/$.(ZLOOEHQH[W":KHQ/$.(.DFKHVV¬LVQ WHQRXJKIRU
XQVXVWDLQDEOHDJULFXOWXUDOSUDFWLFHV"
¬
6D\1272.'533DQG..&

-RDQQ2ZHQV
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1 message
-32ZHQV<epxcanyon@gmail.com>
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, Jul 6, 2018 at 3:56 PM

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas
County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any
potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future
generations. It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to
wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.

1
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/$.(.DFKHVVLVDQDQFLHQWJODFLDOODNH¬2QO\YHUWLFDOIHHWLVDPDQPDGH
UHVHUYRLU¬7KHGDPDW/$.(.DFKHVVLVSURSHUO\VL]HGIRUWKHZDWHUVKHG
DERYHLWDQGKDVEHHQZRUNLQJIRURYHU
7DNLQJDSXEOLFDVVHWDVYLWDODVZDWHUWREHQHILWDVLQJOHZDWHUGLVWULFWZLWK
QRVHQLRUZDWHUULJKWVLVZURQJ
/$.(.DFKHVVLVRQHRIWKHPRVWSRSXODUFDPSJURXQGVLQWKHVWDWHZLWKRYHU
YLVLWRUVDQGERDWODXQFKHVSHU\HDU
5HFUHDWLRQERDWLQJKLNLQJSLFQLFNLQJEXVLQHVVDQGFRPPHUFLDODFFHVVDQG
JHQHUDOHQMR\PHQWRIWKHODNHZLOOGLVDSSHDUDVWKHZDWHUGLVDSSHDUV
:KDW/$.(ZLOOEHQH[W":KHQ/$.(.DFKHVV¬LVQ WHQRXJKIRU
XQVXVWDLQDEOHDJULFXOWXUDOSUDFWLFHV"
6D\1272.'533DQG..&
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1 message
-32ZHQV<kachess99@gmail.com>
To: laura.osiadacz@co.kittitas.wa.us, obie.obrien@co.kittitas.wa.us
Cc: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 11:34 AM

6DYH/$.(.DFKHVV¬$JURXSRIVSHFLDOLQWHUHVWDQGODUJHLUULJDWRUVZDQW
WRGUDLQWKHQDWXUDOJODFLDOODNH
7KHQHZSODQZLOOSXPSZDWHUIURPWKHQDWXUDOODNHEHORZWKHH[LVWLQJGDP
3
RXWOHW¬7KLVLVQRWVXVWDLQDEOHEHFDXVHWKHZDWHUVKHGFDQQRWUHSODFHWKH
H[WUDZDWHUWDNHQ¬,WZLOOWXUQWKHODNHLQWRDGHHSSRRORIZDWHUVXUURXQGHG
PRVWO\E\FDQ\RQZDOOV¬7KHODNHPD\QHYHUUHFRYHUDQGLWZLOOFRVWWD[
SD\HUVKXQGUHGVRIPLOOLRQVRIGROODUVWRGRWKLV
¬
3XPSLQJRXWH[WUDZDWHUDQGORZHULQJWKHODNHZLOO
6HYHUHO\OLPLWDFFHVVDQGUHFUHDWLRQRSSRUWXQLWLHVE\FDPSHUVDQGERDWHUV
¬
$UDUHDFFHVVLEOHDOSLQHODNHZLOOEHORVW
¬
&RVW7D[SD\HUVKXQGUHGVRIPLOOLRQVIRUDSURMHFWWKDWZLOOXOWLPDWHO\IDLO
4
¬
0DNHWKHFRVWRILUULJDWLRQZDWHUXQDIIRUGDEOHIRUPRVWIDUPHUV
¬
&RPSURPLVHWKHHIIRUWVRIORFDOILUHGLVWULFWVWRVXSSUHVVIRUHVWILUHV
¬
7KHZDWHUZLOORQO\EHQHILWDIHZSULYDWHLUULJDWRUVLQ¬VLQJOHZDWHUGLVWULFW
5R]D,UULJDWLRQ¬GLVWULFWDGLVWULFWZLWKQRVHQLRUZDWHUULJKWV
¬
Waste of Taxpayer‛s money for one water district
¬
7KHUHDUH12EHQHILWVWR.LWWLWDV&RXQW\
¬

D
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/$.(.DFKHVVLVD/$.(127DUHVHUYRLU
¬
3OHDVH'R127VXSSRUWWKH.'533RU..&SURMHFWV
¬
7KDQN\RX-32ZHQV
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1 message
-HII3DUU\<jeff@parryadvertising.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 6:39 PM

Candace – I have serious concerns about the plans to drain or pump water out of
Lake Kachess. Please stop it, now!

1
D

Some questions that I’d like answers to:

lo
2

How loud are the pumps?

3
D

Who is paying for the pumping project?

4
D

How long will it take to replenish the lake to capacity if you pump it?

How does pumping the lake affect the fish in the lake?

5
D

Will pumping it close the campground?

6
D
7
D

Why pump it at all?

What are the peoples’ names behind pumping the Lake? Who wants to pump
the lake, essentially?

March 2019
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What efforts are being made to conserve water in Eastern Washington or
improve the use of the water already available?

9

Who will pay for cost over-runs if you do pump?

10

D

11

D

Please don’t ruin a beautiful lake for some hidden group’s greed.

Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to your responses.

Jeff Parry
(206) 280-4398

March 2019
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1 message
+DUROG5HHYHV<Harold.Reeves@kiewit.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:53 PM

Dear Ms. McKinley,

In addition to the SDEIS not defining how it’s to be used in conjunction with or in lieu of the DEIS,
please consider my comments on the attached file.

Thank you,

+DUROG5HHYHV

@)Kiewit
Infrastructure Group
33455 6th Ave S, Federal Way, WA 98003
(253) 943-4200 Ext. 4026

(253) 943-4026 direct

(206 240-1649 Mobile

(253) 943-4021 fax

kiewit.com

+5HHYHV6'(,65HVSRQVHSGI
115K

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-909

1
D

Comment Letter 463
July 11, 2018
From:

Harold Reeves, on behalf of the family of resident:
REEVES, LYNORA E ETAL (Parcel 467136)
310 FSR 4828 - 124 Easton, WA
17206 SE 142nd St
Renton, WA 98059
To:
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Delivered via email: kkbt@usbr.gov
Subject: ŽŵŵĞŶƚƐƚŽ^ƵƉƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂůZ&dŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚ^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ;^/^ͿĨŽƌ͗
<ĂĐŚĞƐƐƌŽƵŐŚƚZĞůŝĞĨWƵŵƉŝŶŐWůĂŶƚĂŶĚ<ĞĞĐŚĞůƵƐ>ĂŬĞͲƚŽͲ<ĂĐŚĞƐƐ>ĂŬĞŽŶǀĞǇĂŶĐĞ

Please accept these comments, in response to the SDEIS comment period for the proposed Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC) Projects.

2
D

I am vehemently opposed to the implementation of any of the alternatives the SDEIS (other than “no
action”) under the SDEIS.
This SDEIS, again, failed to adequately comply with regulatory requirements. It has not fully disclosed
the impacts to affected environments, quantified those impacts or fully disclosed well-prepared
mitigation strategies.

3
D

The SDEIS fails to consider reasonable alternatives and instead has attempted to simply implement a
plan developed by conflicted and interested parties to the exclusion of all others.

ID

The Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of Ecology (the “Agencies”) have not only failed to
notify impacted parties, they have failed to identify the authority under which they will take private
property to provide private uses to third parties.
The Agencies have denied the public the ability to participate in the process and ensure the public - as a
whole - is served fairly. It is apparent that talks of means to take more water out of Lake Kachess and
Lake Kecheelus for the benefit of farming have been on-ongoing for at least the last 10 years. It was only
through public uproar that the public was first provided an opportunity to respond when the Agencies
1
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conducted a meeting in Cle Elum on April 4, 2015. In that meeting Kittitas County’s Paul Jewell
threatened to “shut down the meeting” at the slightest murmur of opposition from the crowd. Mr. Jewell
made it very clear that the “meeting was not required” and that it was purely for the benefit of the
Kachess stakeholders and interested public. That oligarchic tone would, unfortunately, be a sign of the
way the process would be orchestrated.
After the inadequate 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was proven to be just that, the
Agencies went back to work excluding the public from collaborative participation. Just a few months
later, we were invited to attend meetings (December 7-9, 2015) in Ellensburg, Cle Elum, and Sunnyside to
attend “workshops” for what would then be proposed as an “emergency floating pump station” in Lake
Kachess to ready for the upcoming proclaimed summer of 2016 drought. That plan was so flawed,
obviously created devoid of public input, and so ill-conceived with respect to estimated costs, that it
flamed out, as it should have.
Now, we’ve had our one “opportunity” to collaborate with the Agencies in the May 17 and 17, 2018.
However, the advertised question/response format in the April 13, 2018 letter was not followed. Rather,
the representative experts’ had booths in cleverly segregated structure and strategically selected
presentation material. It was obvious that the meeting was done for show and the presenters
demonstrated possessive and defensive response to seemingly each question or comment brought forth
by the public.
It is a fact that “workgroups” have been strategizing for at least 10 years regarding the proposed SDEIS
methodologies. A public partnership in the process appears to be purposely avoided. A choice was made
to exclude the public and just shove it down our throats at a time of the Agencies’ choosing – the
perception of which has been perpetuated to this day. Please provide public records that would
demonstrate anything otherwise.

7
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The SDEIS is, in many ways, inaccurate and insufficient and must be rejected.

Common themes of concern and objection are:
1. Disingenuous and misleading terms are used to publicly communicate the mission as if for the greater

good and environmentally enhancing, particularly to fish rehabilitation – a politically charged concept
dear to a growing majority of Americans - to “slip in” the environmentally damaging and economically
non-viable KKC & KDRPP projects. Use of the term “reservoir” as opposed to the more appropriate term
“Lake” is used in a way that takes the readers’ focus away from the natural status of the areas affected.
For example; Lake Kachess is so dear to so many whom have vacationed there, own properties there,
visited friends there, or camped there that virtually everyone who has been there at least once raves
about its beauty, its natural beauty

2
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2. This plan is not fully thought through and mitigation efforts necessary to make informed decisions in

order to avoid regretful and irreparable consequences of completing these projects are unknown.
Throughout this submission and its attachments, as well as many other public response
communications, you will see that many questions still exist- many unanswered or curiously left
without real and measurable mitigation plans.

9
D

3. Kachess, Keechelus, and Snoqualmie Pass property owners and users impacts are negligibly

considered in this plan – passed off as insignificant with no plan to compensate. It appears the USBR
and its partners are willing to sacrifice Lake Kachess in their myopic march to provide more irrigation
capacity. One has to wonder why that is? How, in this time of environmental re-enlightenment can
that be? That lack of compassion draws into question the motive behind it. It is neither customary
nor legal to disregard property owners’ rights to compensation in government property takes or
developments affecting property values, well-water depletion, and the taking away a treasured
haven of beauty, etc. It is noted that Kachess is surrounded in part by private residents, Keechelus is
not. Keechelus is highly visible from Interstate 90, Kachess is not. How might that play in this
decision to “sacrifice” Kachess? Tens of thousands use Kachess Campground per year. Why destroy
that resource and deny these people a say?

D
10

4. Drawing down Kachess another 80 vertical feet will essentially destroy a natural lake – a lake that is

not only used by the property owners on or adjacent to the Lake, but by thousands of other people
who visit and treasure this area each year. It’s irresponsible to present a plan that neither considers
full Bull Trout mitigation methods nor the funding of such and that the proposal (and permits) to
install a pump must be contingent upon a fully capable and funded Bull Trout mitigation plan.
5. The very objective of draining the natural Lake Kachess basin goes against the USBR’s stated mission.

The following statement taken from the DEIS:

Mission Statements
The U.S. Department of the Interior protects America' s natural
resources and heritage, honors our cultures and tribal communities,
and supplies the energy to power our future.
The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, develop,
and protect water and related resources in an environmentally and
economically sound manner in the interest of the American public.
The mission of the Department of Ecology is to protect, preserve
and enhance Washington' s environment, and promote the wise
management of our air, land and water for the benefit of current
and future generations.

3
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Additional Comments:
ROZA’s claims that they would not take water out of Kachess but for extreme circumstances. What legal
assurances were/would be in place that the project was fully funded by private sources prior to permits
being issued?

13
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Cost of pump facility – to construct. No consideration for operation at this point.

14
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Leaking irrigation ditches in ROZA and other irrigation districts – what means of water conservation on
the part of the users has/is considered in this proposal?

15
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Fish passage at Kachess Dam is said to be included in the plan yet there is no information on how that
will be done, only a “$23mil” preliminary cost estimate. This is irresponsible.
The name Kachess comes from a Native American term meaning "more fish", in contrast to Keechelus
Lake, whose name means "few fish". Fish species native to Kachess also include kokanee salmon,
cutthroat trout, and rainbow trout. Why is there no specific plan to rehabilitate Kachess fish survival?
Bull trout : water level of 2,200 fee separates upper and lower Kachess. Below 2,208 fee, the shelf
impedes Bull Trout passage. The natural level of the lake pre-damming was about 2230. BoR’s dam
created the problem with Bull Trout in the first place. Dropping the lake another 80 vertical feet will
almost assure the Bull Trout extinction in Lake Kachess. It’s irresponsible to present a plan that neither
considers full Bull Trout mitigation methods nor the funding of such and that the proposal (and permits)
to install a pump must be contingent upon a fully capable and funded Bull Trout mitigation plan.

³7KHODNHGUDZGRZQZLOOQRWKXUWWKHEXOOWURXWDQGLIDQ\WKLQJZLOOKHOSWKHP-HZHOOVDLG:KDW
KXUWWKHILVKLQWKHILUVWSODFHZDVWKHFUHDWLRQRIWKHUHVHUYRLUGHVWUR\LQJWKHLUKDELWDW7KH
SXPSLQJZLOOUHWXUQERWKODNHVFORVHUWRWKHLUQDWXUDOVWDWHKHVDLG´±+8+
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Individual storage measures not explored or referenced.
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>(;7(51$/@/DNH.DFKHVVSURSRVHGSXPSLQJVWDWLRQHWF
1 message
3DLJH5\DQ<paigecryan@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 12:22 PM

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping
plant and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1, No Action is the only
acceptable alternative.”

Also, why does the SDEIS not make any provision for mitigation of the inevitable
devaluation of homes on or near Lake Kachess? As a homeowner, I object to the
taking of my property without even addressing these issues.

Sincerely,

Paige and Scott Ryan
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1 message
0F.LQOH\&DQGDFH<cmckinley@usbr.gov>
Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 7:01 AM
To: Gwendolyn Christensen <gchristensen@usbr.gov>, Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, "Dera, Karen"
<kdera@usbr.gov>

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: -D\6FKZDUW] <jays@jayschwartz.net>
Date: Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 3:54 PM
Subject: [EXTERNAL]
To: Candace McKinley <CMckinley@usbr.gov>, "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: Jay Schwartz <jays@jayschwartz.net>

Hi Candace,

Please find attached my comments for the KDRPP and KKC SDEIS. Thanks for all of your work on
this … it’s a big job.

Best,

Jay

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Jay Schwartz
M 206 369-1326
MD\V#MD\VFKZDUW]QHW
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-Candy McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901
509/575-5848 x232
509/379-0780 cell

6'(,6&RPPHQWV-D\6FKZDUW]SGI
415K
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Comment Letter 465
To: (via e-mail)
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
191 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Phone: 509-575-5848, ext. 603
Fax: 509-454-5650
Email: kkbt@usbr.gov


<ĂĐŚĞƐƐƌŽƵŐŚƚZĞůŝĞĨWƵŵƉŝŶŐWůĂŶƚĂŶĚ<ĞĞĐŚĞůƵƐZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌͲƚŽͲ<ĂĐŚĞƐƐZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌ
ŽŶǀĞǇĂŶĐĞ^ƵƉƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂůZ&dŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚ^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ

Dear Ms. McKinley,
On behalf of myself, my family, and the many people committed to preserving Kachess Lake, I
respectfully submit the following public comments regarding the <ĂĐŚĞƐƐƌŽƵŐŚƚZĞůŝĞĨ
WƵŵƉŝŶŐWůĂŶƚĂŶĚ<ĞĞĐŚĞůƵƐZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌͲƚŽͲ<ĂĐŚĞƐƐZĞƐĞƌǀŽŝƌŽŶǀĞǇĂŶĐĞ^ƵƉƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂůƌĂĨƚ
ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚ^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ.
Thank you for your attention addressing these critical issues.
Respectfully,
Jay Schwartz
781 26th Ave E
Seattle, Washington 98112
Land and home-owner in Section 29 above Kachess Lake
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Comment Letter 465
/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ
For over three years I have been the dog who would not let go of the ankle of those trying to
move the YBIP forward without objective and unbiased analysis and transparent and balanced
process. I have reviewed literally thousands of pages of data and performed extensive external
analysis in an effort to bring fair and trustworthy data and analysis forward.
My approach has focused on three critical issues:
3
D

1. How much additional water will the project deliver?
2. How much will the water cost and is this a good economic decision?
3. What impact will it have on Kachess Lake?
Unfortunately, rather than being a willing partner in providing simple answers to these simple
questions, BuRec has steadfastly evaded and forestalled accountability to engage thoughtfully
and transparently in providing these answers. I have played a game of “cat and mouse” with
them now for over three years. Often, I had to find data on my own, force BuRec to review my
analysis, and then receive little to no feedback as to how BuRec planned to respond to the
significant data integrity and analytic concerns.
Perhaps a few examples would be helpful:



I.

,ǇĚƌŽůŽŐǇĂƚĂ͗ For three years I have had to force BuRec to provide the Riverware
model output data needed to review the “projected” benefits presented in BuRec
documents. In 2015, I literally downloaded 90-years of daily Hydromet data to provide
my first set of outputs. Eventually, BuRec published the 2016 Phase II Hydrology
Technical Memorandum and I used this extensive data set to present a number of
meaningful concerns. BuRec then created a Phase III TM and failed to provide the
report and left critical data out of the Phase III version that were included in the Phase II
report. Then for the SDEIS, BuRec created unpublished hydrology data that were only
fully released to me two weeks prior to the due date for SDEIS comments. Given the
fact that I have had 4 in-person meetings to review in-depth hydrology data, one would
think BuRec would inform me when new data is available. Accordingly, evaluating how
much water the project will deliver and assessing the impact on Kachess Lake have
consistently been compromised.

II.

ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͗ For some reason, BuRec included unplanned, unfunded and
unknown conservation projects in all hydrology scenarios in the Phase II TM. While
these projects had no tangible concepts or plans, BuRec insisted on including them with
the results associated with KDRPP. I complained bitterly about the distortion created by
this poor analytical decision. Nonetheless, BuRec proceeded to repeat the same
approach in 2017 with the Phase III TM and the scope of the unplanned, unfunded and
unknown conservation project increased significantly. They added over 1 million acrefeet of water to the project results. Surprisingly (and for unexplained reasons), the
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unpublished SDEIS hydrology data appropriately removed the conservation projects and
the ability to more accurately assess the impact of KDRPP is thus enabled.
III.

ŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶƐƚŽĐƚƵĂůZĞƐƵůƚƐ͗ The entire Riverware approach is built on a single
model view of history and then re-runs this history assuming specific projects, like the
KDRPP, are in place to provide updated alternative results. Unfortunately, no onemodel set of assumptions can replicate history across the board. It invariably changes
history as human decisions include error and adjustments over time. So while this
reliance on a single-model is unavoidable, it needs to be tempered by comparison to
actual results to keep the modeled expectations and projections in check with realworld experience. BuRec has consistently refused to compare hydrology projections to
the actual real-world yearly results. Sadly, this continues to be a challenge with the data
presented in the SDEIS. Fortunately, historical data is available to help address this
issue.

As I have extensive analytic experience (Notre Dame Finance degree, Stanford MBA, 15 years of
strategy consulting experience with McKinsey, Bain and Lake Partners) and meaningful
exposure now after 3+ years of in-depth review of the KDRPP project, the purpose of these
comments is to identify and call into question a number of material hydrological and economic
deficiencies of the SDEIS. Specifically, I call into question the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Kachess Outflows vs Actual History
TWSA Proration Data
Kachess Outflows vs Total ID Diversions
Roza Diversions vs Actual
KRD Diversions vs Actual
Hydrology analysis at water elevation 2199.5
Economics

D
4

Please note BuRec provided me the detailed Kachess Outflow, Kachess Storage, TWSA details,
and ID Delivery data from the SDEIS Riverware model. This data has yet to be released publicly
and BuRec reports they are in the process of preparing this data for public access. All of the
analysis in these comments is from this BuRec SDEIS data set or from the BuRec Hydromet data
for station KAC – Kachess Lake.
/ƐƐƵĞϭ͗<ĂĐŚĞƐƐKƵƚĨůŽǁƐǀƐĐƚƵĂů,ŝƐƚŽƌǇʹƚŚĞ͞EŽͲŚĂŶŐĞ͟ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚůǇƌĞĚƵĐĞƐ
<ĂĐŚĞƐƐKƵƚĨůŽǁƐŝŶĚƌŽƵŐŚƚǇĞĂƌƐ͕ĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĞƌƌŽƌŽĨƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůǁĂƚĞƌ
ĨŽƌŝƌƌŝŐĂƚŽƌƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ͞<ZWW͟ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽ͘
5
D

Without explanation, the Historical SDEIS hydrology analysis artificially reduces Kachess Lake
outflows in drought years in the “No Change” scenario. This creates a significant error of the
projected additional water for irrigators in the “KDRPP” scenario. As BuRec has widely
reported, the average total water year Kachess Outflows are ~213 kAF. As can be seen below
and focusing on the 1977-2015 water years, when you break out the historical Kachess
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Outflows to drought years and non-drought years, the actual average Kachess Outflow history
is for 210.9 kAF in drought years and 212.6 kAF in non-drought years. When focusing on the
core irrigation season of April-Sept Kachess Outflows, the actual data shows 183.3 kAF for
drought and non-drought years.
When reviewing the SDEIS hydrology data for Kachess Outflows, the model for some reason
drops the drought year “No Change” Apr-Sept Kachess Outflows to 149.4 kAF. This removal of
33.4 kAF (18.5%) is unexplained and serves to reduce the baseline for which to compare the
benefits of the KDRPP scenario. Interestingly, the non-drought year outflows remain relatively
consistent with actual history at 179.3 vs 183.3 kAF (an acceptable 2.2% variance from actual).
The SDEIS then represents the “KDRPP” scenario as a significant increase from the “No Change”
scenario of 248.6 vs 149.4 kAF (an increase of 99.3 kAF on average). This is factually incorrect
as the irrigators received 183.3 kAF in drought years and the correct increase is 65.4 kAF on
average. This is a 51.8% overstatement of benefits to irrigators. Sadly, this data is not
presented for review but the claimed benefits are broadly stated in the SDEIS.
Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x

Why was this data not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
What calibration analysis was done to ensure the accuracy of the SDEIS Kachess Outflow
data? Why was it not presented in the SDEIS?
Why does the SDEIS not present actual historical results as well as results from the SDEIS
hydrology model?
Actual vs "No-Change" vs "KDRPP" Kachess Outflows
Hydromet & "Historic" data: 1977-20 15
300.0

250.0

~
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Actual Hydromet Data
Actual - Full
WY

IAverage Drought Year
IAverage Non-Drought Year

Historic SDEIS Projections

Actual - Apr- "No Change" Sept
Apr-Sept

210.9

183.3

149.4

-33.9

248.6

65.4

212.6

183.3

179.3

-3.9

161.4

-21.8

Actual Hydromet Data
Actual - Full
WY

Total
Average
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"No-Change"
"KDRPP" to
to Actual "KDRPP" - AprActual
Variance
Sept
Variance

Actual - AprSept

Historic SDEIS Projections
No Change Apr-Sept

No-Change to
KDRPP - AprActual
Sept
Variance

KDRPP to
Actual
Variance

:DWHU<HDU
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183.3

173.2

-10.1
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/ƐƐƵĞϮ͗dt^WƌŽƌĂƚŝŽŶĂƚĂʹƵĞƚŽƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞ͞EŽͲŚĂŶŐĞ͟ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽ͕ƚŚĞ
ďĂƐĞůŝŶĞdt^ĚĂƚĂŝƐĂƌƚŝĨŝĐŝĂůůǇůŽǁĞƌĞĚĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚWƌŽƌĂƚŝŽŶĚĂƚĂŝƐĂůƐŽŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚůǇ
ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ͘dŚŝƐĂŐĂŝŶĐƌĞĂƚĞƐĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĞƌƌŽƌŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚdt^ĂŶĚWƌŽƌĂƚŝŽŶďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ
ŽĨƚŚĞ͞<ZWW͟ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽ͘
In addition to the above errors in Kachess Lake Outflows, the artificial reduction of the NoChange drought year water supply also distorts the TWSA and Proration projections presented
in the SDEIS. As shown below, the Historic No-Change TWSA data significantly reduces the
baseline Proration levels to an average of 45.4%. The “KDRPP” scenario then increases the
Proration levels up to an average of 59.3% with SDEIS proclaiming increases of nearly 22% when
referring to the 21.3% change in 2005.
When compared to the actual Sept 30 Proration levels published by the BuRec (but not
provided in detail in the SDEIS), we see the actual baseline average Proration level of 53.3% and
thus the overall benefit of “KDRPP” drops to 6.0% on average (a 56% reduction in benefits) with
the SDEIS example of 2005 now showing only an 11.5% improvement.
The net effect of this error is like when a retailer increases the price of an item and then puts it
“on-sale” back down to a price similar to the original price. The SDEIS artificially reduces the
baseline “No-Change” scenario to imply to the public and irrigators a much more significant
benefit of KDRPP than is factually true.
Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x
x



Why was this data not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
What calibration analysis was done to ensure the accuracy of the SDEIS Proration data?
Why was it not presented in the SDEIS?
Why does the SDEIS not present actual historical results as well as results from the SDEIS
hydrology model?
Given the artificial reduction in the “no-change” baseline scenario, should irrigators and
the public be informed of the modeled benefits as well as the change from actual
benefits? If not, please explain why?
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Historic SDEIS Projections
Drought Year
ϭϵϳϳ

Historic NoChange
Proration
42.8%

Historic
KDRPP
Proration
60.4%

Actual Hydromet Data

KDRPP vs No- Actual BuRec
Change
Proration
Data
17.6%
70.0%

KDRPP vs
Actual
-9.6%

ϭϵϴϳ

62.8%

70.0%

7.2%

68.0%

2.0%

ϭϵϵϮ

64.3%

64.1%

-0.2%

58.0%

6.1%

ϭϵϵϯ

52.5%

70.0%

17.5%

67.0%

3.0%

ϭϵϵϰ

24.0%

33.4%

9.4%

37.0%

-3.6%

ϮϬϬϭ

32.7%

52.7%

20.0%

37.0%

15.7%

ϮϬϬϱ

32.2%

53.5%

21.3%

42.0%

11.5%

ϮϬϭϱ

51.9%

70.0%

18.1%

47.0%

23.0%

Average

45.4%

59.3%

13.9%

53.3%

6.0%

/ƐƐƵĞϯ͗<ĂĐŚĞƐƐKƵƚĨůŽǁƐǀƐdŽƚĂů/ŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶƐʹtŚŝůĞƚŚĞ^/^ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĂƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽĂƐ
͞<ZWWKŶůǇ͕͟ƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĐůĞĂƌůǇŽƚŚĞƌŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŽĐĐƵƌƌŝŶŐĂƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚŝŵĞ͘dŚŝƐŝƐ
ŵĂĚĞĐůĞĂƌďǇĐŽŵƉĂƌŝŶŐĂĐƚƵĂů<ĂĐŚĞƐƐKƵƚĨůŽǁƐƚŽƚŚĞƚŽƚĂů/ƌƌŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶƐ
ǁŚĞƌĞďǇƚŚĞ/ŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐĂƌĞĨĂƌŝŶĞǆĐĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞ<ĂĐŚĞƐƐKƵƚĨůŽǁŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐ͘
ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐůǇ͕ƚŚĞƌĞƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĂŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽƚŚĂƚĂůůŽǁƐĨŽƌŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů
ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĂŶǇŽƚŚĞƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ;ůŝŬĞ<ZWWͿĂŶĚŝŶͲĞǆĐĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞ͞EŽŚĂŶŐĞ͟ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽ͘
&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕ƚŚĞ^/^ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞŵŽƌĞƵƉĨƌŽŶƚŝŶƐƚĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĚƵĞƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ
ǀƐƚŚŽƐĞĨƌŽŵ<ZWW͘
The SDEIS goes to great lengths to model the benefits of multiple participating “Proratable
Entities” and formally includes KRD, RID and WIP Irrigation Districts in the SDEIS Irrigation
District Diversion analysis. However, under the “KDRPP-only” scenario, the modeled irrigation
water benefits far exceed the amount of additional Kachess Outflow water. As shown below, in
drought years, Kachess Outflows under “KDRPP” increase by 522.5 kAF of water (above
historical actuals) but the projected ID Diversions increase by 966.9 kAF, (84.9% more than
Kachess Outflows). Clearly there are other operational parameters at work here but no
meaningful data is provided with which to assess these operational changes.
This concern is further compounded when assessing all years from 1977-2015. For the full
period, the KDRPP scenario actually reduces total Kachess Outflows (from Actual) by 154.1 kAF
yet ID Deliveries increase over this same time frame by 624.4 kAF. The resulting and
unexplained variance of 778.5 kAF above and beyond Kachess Outflows represents an
important alternative in and of itself and needs much further explanation.
Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x



Why was this data not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
What calibration analysis was done to ensure the accuracy of the SDEIS Irrigation District
Deliveries data? Why was it not presented in the SDEIS?
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x
x

Why does the SDEIS not present actual historical results as well as results from the SDEIS
hydrology model?
Given the significant variance in water delivered outside of KDRPP, why are the
operational changes not explained more fully? Why are they not run as an independent
alternative in the SDEIS?

tĂƚĞƌzĞĂƌ
ϭϵϳϳ

,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů
<ZWW
ŚĂŶŐĞĨƌŽŵ ,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů
,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů
,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů
ĐƚƵĂů
<ZWWͲ<Z <ZWWͲZŽǌĂ <ZWWͲt/W
,ǇĚƌŽŵĞƚ
/ŵƉĂĐƚ
/ŵƉĂĐƚ
/ŵƉĂĐƚ
105,456
58,752
70,838
66,055

,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůͲ
dŽƚĂů/
/ŵƉĂĐƚ
sĂƌŝĂŶĐĞŬ& sĂƌŝĂŶĐĞй
195,645
90,189
85.5%

ϭϵϴϳ

59,103

9,006

16,546

15,737

41,289

-17,814

-30.1%

ϭϵϵϮ

26,708

-301

-482

-457

-1,240

-27,948

-104.6%

ϭϵϵϯ

76,747

28,077

42,504

40,209

110,790

34,043

44.4%

ϭϵϵϰ

62,939

38,118

34,259

34,328

106,705

43,766

69.5%

ϮϬϬϭ

77,151

72,513

73,053

66,461

212,027

134,876

174.8%

ϮϬϬϱ

97,270

74,767

75,314

71,559

221,640

124,370

127.9%

ϮϬϭϱ

17,551

26,685

28,614

24,763

80,062

62,511

356.2%

ƌŽƵŐŚƚzĞĂƌƐ

522,924

307,617

340,646

318,655

966,918

443,994

84.9%

EŽŶͲƌŽƵŐŚƚzĞĂƌƐ

-677,032

-97,688

-87,502

-157,358

-342,548

334,484

-49.4%

dŽƚĂů

-154,107

209,929

253,144

161,297

624,370

778,477

-505.2%

/ƐƐƵĞϰ͗ZŽǌĂŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶƐǀƐĐƚƵĂůʹdŚĞ^/^ŝƚƐĞůĨŽŶůǇƐƉĞĂŬƐƚŽŝƌƌŝŐĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƚĞƌŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐ
ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŝŶWƌŽƌĂƚŝŽŶůĞǀĞůƐ͘tŝƚŚƚŚĞŶŽŶͲƉƵďůŝĐƵZĞĐ^/^ŝƌƌŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ
ĚŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶĚĂƚĂĂŶĚƚŚĞŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůĂĐƚƵĂůĚŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶĚĂƚĂ;ĂůƐŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇƵZĞĐͿ͕ĂŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ
^/^ƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐǀƐĂĐƚƵĂůŝƌƌŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚĚŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶƐŝƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͘/ŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨZŽǌĂ͕ƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚ<ZWWĚŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶƐĂƌĞƐĐĂƌĐĞůǇŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶƚŚĞĂĐƚƵĂůǁĂƚĞƌĚĞůŝǀĞƌĞĚŝŶĚƌŽƵŐŚƚ
ǇĞĂƌƐ͘dŚŝƐƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĂŐůĂƌŝŶŐĂŶĚŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůŵŝƐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚŽĨďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐƚŽŝƌƌŝŐĂƚŽƌƐĂŶĚŶĞĞĚƐ
ƚŽďĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ͘
As shown below, actual Roza diversions in drought years total 1,697 kAF. The SDEIS “NoChange” baseline scenario suggests Roza water deliveries in the same years would be 1,368
kAF, a decrease from the actual water deliveries of 329 kAF. Diversions under the “KDRPP”
SDEIS scenario then increase to 1,709 kAF in drought years and are presented as a material
improvement from the “No Change” scenario (an increase of 341 kAF). In fact, the “KDRPP”
scenario only delivers a net increase of 12 kAF from the actual deliveries and in many years
delivers less water. The failure to provide a comparison to actuals and to present this level of
detail to the Roza irrigators is an egregious error.
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Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x
x

Why was this data not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
What calibration analysis was done to ensure the accuracy of the SDEIS Roza Irrigation
District Deliveries data? Why was it not presented in the SDEIS?
Why does the SDEIS not present actual historical results as well as results from the SDEIS
hydrology model as it relates to Roza deliveries?
As Roza is the current and only committed ID, why should they fund a project that does
not deliver any meaningful benefit to them?
Drough Year Impact: Actual vs SDEIS "Projections"
"Historic" Roza ID Diversions
1,800
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ĐƚƵĂů

kAF
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^/^Ͳ
ΗEŽ
ŚĂŶŐĞΗ

^/^Ͳ
ΗtŝƚŚ
<ZWWΗ

sĂƌŝĂŶĐĞ͗
<ZWWǀƐ
ĐƚƵĂů

ϭϵϳϳ

238

155

226

-12

ϭϵϴϳ

292

246

262

-29

ϭϵϵϮ

246

231

231

-15

ϭϵϵϯ

244

220

263

19

ϭϵϵϰ

159

119

154

-5

ϮϬϬϭ

160

127

200

40

ϮϬϬϱ

182

115

190

8

ϮϬϭϱ

176

154

183

7

dŽƚĂů

1,697

1,368

1,709

12

-329

341



SDEIS-CR-925

/ƐƐƵĞϱ͗<ZŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶƐǀƐĐƚƵĂůʹdŚĞ^/^ŝƚƐĞůĨŽŶůǇƐƉĞĂŬƐƚŽŝƌƌŝŐĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƚĞƌŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐ
ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŝŶWƌŽƌĂƚŝŽŶůĞǀĞůƐ͘tŝƚŚƚŚĞŶŽŶͲƉƵďůŝĐƵZĞĐ^/^ŝƌƌŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ
ĚŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶĚĂƚĂĂŶĚƚŚĞŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůĂĐƚƵĂůĚŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶĚĂƚĂ;ĂůƐŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇƵZĞĐͿ͕ĂŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ
^/^ƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐǀƐĂĐƚƵĂůŝƌƌŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚĚŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶƐŝƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͘/ŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨ<Z͕ƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚ<ZWWĚŝǀĞƌƐŝŽŶƐĂƌĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶƚŚĞĂĐƚƵĂůǁĂƚĞƌĚĞůŝǀĞƌĞĚŝŶĚƌŽƵŐŚƚ
ǇĞĂƌƐ͘/ŶĨĂĐƚ͕ƚŚĞǇĂƌĞŐƌĞĂƚĞƌƚŚĂŶƚŚĞĂŵŽƵŶƚƐĚĞůŝǀĞƌĞĚƚŽZŽǌĂ͕ǁŚŽŚĂƐϱϳŬ&ŵŽƌĞ
ĂŶŶƵĂůǁĂƚĞƌƌŝŐŚƚƐƚŚĂŶ<Z͘dŚŝƐƐĞĞŵƐƚŽďĞďŽƚŚŝůůͲĂĚǀŝƐĞĚĂŶĚŝůůĞŐĂů͕ǁŝƚŚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
ůŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƌŝƐŬĂƐǁĞůů͘
As shown below, actual KRD diversions in drought years total 1,419 kAF. The SDEIS “NoChange” baseline scenario suggests KRD water deliveries in the same years would be 1,465 kAF,
roughly the same. However, diversions under the “KDRPP” SDEIS scenario increase to 1,773
kAF, a material improvement of over 300 kAF from both actual and “no-change” data.
Unfortunately, the diversions for the same years are 74 kAF greater than Roza (1,709 kAF) who
has 57 kAF more annual water rights. Further, Roza’s increase over actual deliveries of only 12
kAF will call into significant legal question KRD’s increase of over 300 kAF. The failure to
address the KRD vs Roza delivery levels as well as a comparison to actuals and to present this
level of detail to the Roza and KRD irrigators is unconscionable.
Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x
x



Why was this data not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
What calibration analysis was done to ensure the accuracy of the SDEIS KRD Irrigation
District Deliveries data in comparison to the Roza deliveries? Why was it not presented in
the SDEIS?
Why does the SDEIS not present actual historical results as well as results from the SDEIS
hydrology model as it relates to KRD deliveries?
As Roza is the current and only committed ID, why should they fund a project that does
not deliver any meaningful benefit to them yet provides significant benefits to a
currently non-participating ID?
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Drough Year Impact: Actual vs SDEIS "Projections"
"Historic" KRD ID Diversions
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ĐƚƵĂů

^/^Ͳ
ΗEŽ
ŚĂŶŐĞΗ

^/^Ͳ
ΗtŝƚŚ
<ZWWΗ

sĂƌŝĂŶĐĞ͗
<ZWWǀƐ
ĐƚƵĂů

ϭϵϳϳ

219

175

234

ϭϵϴϳ

247

235

244

15
-3

ϭϵϵϮ

207

233

232

26

ϭϵϵϯ

220

209

237

18

ϭϵϵϰ

124

119

157

33

ϮϬϬϭ

122

146

218

96

ϮϬϬϱ

130

134

208

79

ϮϬϭϱ

150

215

242

92

dŽƚĂů

1,419

1,465

1,773

354

46

308

/ƐƐƵĞϲ͗,ǇĚƌŽůŽŐǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĂƚǁĂƚĞƌĞůĞǀĂƚŝŽŶϮϭϵϵ͘ϱʹWƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ,ǇĚƌŽůŽŐǇdĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů
DĞŵŽƌĂŶĚƵŵĂƐǁĞůůĂƐĞǆƚĞŶƐŝǀĞƵůůdƌŽƵƚĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐŵĂŬĞƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƚŽƚŚĞĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůǁĂƚĞƌ
ĞůĞǀĂƚŝŽŶŽĨϮϭϵϵ͘ϱ͕ďĞůŽǁǁŚŝĐŚƵůůdƌŽƵƚĐĂŶŶŽůŽŶŐĞƌŵŝŐƌĂƚĞƵƉƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞEĂƌƌŽǁƐ͘
dŚĞ^/^ĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚŝƐĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůǁĂƚĞƌůĞǀĞůǁŝƚŚĂŶǇĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽƌƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ͘
As the below references from the May 2016 Bull Trout document clearly indicate, assessing the
frequency and duration of water levels below 2199.5 are essential for Bull Trout migration. The
SDEIS fails to address this water level. It is such an important metric that the BuRec has not
lowered the Kachess Lake below this level since 1977, even in the face of 8 droughts. And while
the SDEIS addresses several other water level concerns as it relates to Bull Trout, it fails to
provide any data or discussion on this most important and not recently violated critical water
level.
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Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x

Why was data for the 2199.5 water level not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
How many days and years will the water level be below 2199.5 in all of the historic and
climate change scenarios?
If not already done, can the updated SDEIS data be shared with the public and with the
BiOp agencies?

Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource
Management Plan

Kachess Reservoir Bull
Trout Passage Appraisal
Report

Tablt 1. Tbt- oumba and ptfttnt of months that lht a\·er.agt: monthly lower K.acb6s R.rStt\·oirtlt:\.atioo would betoss than 2.199 S fttt wb<11 oporal<d UDd<r tho lnt<gr.it<d Pim. Kxbess Drought R<bof Pumping Pbtu sc<11U10
(IP2A) for tho 1926-2008 p<nod of record. B<low rills ok\-anon. fish pas,.g< from tow<1 Katb<ss R = ~ m10
the ~mows becomes lDlpa.ssablt: for upnugrat1ag fish.

Yakima Project, Washington
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Under a Washington State declared drought, the KDRPP could withdraw up to 200,000 acrefeet of water from the Kachess Reservoir. The River\Vare model was used to estimate the
number of months dwmg an 83-year period (1926-2008) where the a,·erage monthly pool
ele,·ation was below 2, 199.5 feet. At this pool elevation.. fish migrating up from the lower
Kachess = · oir cannot pass through the downstream end of the Narrows. During the June
through October upllllgr.ttion period, the N arrows would be impassible a percentage of the
time: in June- 13 percent; in July- 23 percent; in August- 29 percent; in September- 37
percent, and in October- 42 percent (Table 1).
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/ƐƐƵĞϳ͗ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐʹ^ŝŵƉůǇƉƵƚ͕ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵůĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝŶƚŚĞ^/^͘/ƚ
ĂƐƐƵŵĞƐďƌŽĂĚĞĐŽŶŽŵĞƚƌŝĐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝƐƚŚĞƐĂŵĞĂƐƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůĞŶĞĨŝƚͲŽƐƚŽƌZK/ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘
ŶĚŝƚƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŽĨŚŽǁŵƵĐŚƚŚĞǁĂƚĞƌǁŝůůĐŽƐƚĂŶĚŚŽǁĂŶĚ
ǁŚĞƌĞŝƚǁŝůůďĞƵƐĞĚŝŶĂƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƌĞƚƵƌŶŽŶŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͘
In my prior comments previously submitted for the DEIS process and in my extensive reviews
and presentations with the BuRec, I have provided very detailed and specific commentary on
the many economic short-comings of the KDRPP project. Those comments are now included
again in these comments by reference. Further, they foster the following specific questions:

11

D

Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x
x

What is the life-time cost per Acre Foot of water for the KDRPP project?
What is the incremental profit of an acre-foot of water per crop type in the Yakima
Basin?
Which crops have a positive Benefit-Cost vs a negative Benefit-Cost?
For crops with a negative Benefit-Cost, how can the using KDRPP water be justified as a
private or public good?
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Given the likely negative Benefit-Cost for a majority of Yakima Basin crops, how can the
overall economics of the KDRPP provide any positive economic return? How can the
water be used only on crops with a positive Benefit-Cost? How can we enable only those
irrigators with a positive Benefit-Cost to pay for and use the water from KDRPP?
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Comment Letter 466

~

-

..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@&RPPHQWVRQ6'(,6IRUWKH.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI
3XPSLQJ3ODQW .'533

1 message
/LYLD6FRWW<livialand@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 3:10 PM

To Whom It May Concern,
My family has a property on the east side of Lake Kachess for over 4 generations and I am a part
owner.
A newly constructed well serves our cabin and we hold a senior water right. Every summer and
often year round, our family is at the cabin: my parents, aunt, uncle, brother, sister in law, cousin,
cousin in law and 4 children.

1
D

The Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant proposals raise a number of concerns about how this
could negatively impact our property.
1. Our well will run dry if the lake is pumped down, according to the SDEIS. How is it possible that
prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza irrigation district can dewater my well which has
senior water rights?

2
D

2. The SDEIS notes our well on the East side of Lake Kachess will be dewatered. What is the
process for getting a well drilled deeper, and what is the timeline for getting a well repaired which
has run dry, specifically? There is no money for mitigation.

3
D

3. Under the proposed alternative, what fraction of the resident endangered Bull Trout population in
Lake Kachess will be killed?

4
D

4. According to pages 2-6 in the proposal "Project proponents would use the pumping plant during
drought years and could possibly use it in following years as the reservoir refills to a level above the
existing gravity outlet."
Does this mean the definition of when the pumps could be used has changed from the
prior definition of drought (less than 70% of prorated water expected to be available)?

5
D

Why would the pump be used in following years "as the reservoir refills to a level
above the existing gravity outlet?" wouldn't that stop or hinder refill?
5. Pages 1-4 say that the integrated plan has 7 components, but several are not included in the
KDRPP EIS (groundwater storage, water conservation, market reallocation).
March 2019
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What is the number of kAf saved by water conservation?
What is the number saved by groundwater storage?
What is the number saved by market reallocation?
6. Table 1-2 on p 1-20 says that ecology will "issue water rights as necessary." We’ve been told
repeatedly that no new rights will be generated from this plan.
What is the legal mechanism by which new water rights be issued? To whom?

7
D

7. P3-29, 3-45: both Keechelus and Kachess are now listed as "category 5" water impairment
because of PCB contamination.
But in the 2015 DEIS, RQO\.HHFKHOXVwas marked as having PCB contamination.
Please release the report ZKLFKDOVRLQGLFDWHVWKDW.DFKHVVKDVDVLPLODU
FRQWDPLQDWLRQ

8
D

Wouldn't dredging and construction raise sediment containing PCBs?
What increase of PCB levels is expected on the basis of the proposed alternative
construction activities?
8. P3-172 indicates Indian sites on Kachess. What is going to happen with the artifacts unearthed
during the construction?
Thank you for your attention. I look forward to hearing your reply.
Sincerely,
Livia Newman
Cabin Owner
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Comment Letter 467
..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQW
1 message
'RXJ6PLWK<doug@smith.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 6:27 AM

This project is a boondoggle of the highest order. It appropriates half a Billion dollars of taxpayer
money to benefit a few private land owners, who were well aware that they bought land subject to
drought, and should have no expectations of a public bailout. Even the DSEIS admits the economic
benefits to the agriculture industry ARE NOT THERE (their analysis shows the benefits are less
than the threshold they established for a positive impact). Not to mention the negative impact on the
fish habitat, ability of fire-fighters to draw water for fighting forest fires, increased susceptibility for
fires around the lake, and damage to the great recreational benefits of the lake (which generates tax
revenues and tourist dollars). I could go on, but you already know that the right thing to do is to stop
this project before it starts.

-Doug Smith
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Comment Letter 468
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..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@.DFKHVV6'(,6

1 message
.DWKHULQH6WDEHURZ<kstaberow@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 10:27 AM

Dear Ms. Candace McKinley,
I am very strongly opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active
alternatives (2-5); a pumping plant and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess.
Alternative #1, No Action is the only acceptable alternative.
Sincerely,
Katherine Staberow
Snohomish, WA

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-933

D
1

Comment Letter 469
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..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@/DNH.DFKHVV

1 message
-2+167$5&(9,&+<JSTARCEVICH@malcolmdrilling.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 10:37 AM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: .DFKHVVDQG.HHFKHOXV'(,6

Dear Ms. McKinley:

I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5);
a pumping plant and/or pipeline at Lake Kachess.
Alternative #1, No Action is the only acceptable alternative. How an
idea this ridiculous has gotten this far is unbelievable. Please spend
some time at Lake Kachess and you will better understand the gravity
of this situation. I am confident that there is another solution to this
situation (other than draining Lake Kachess) that is far better for
everyone involved, much less costly, and will not destroy this beautiful
lake.

Thanks,
John
¬
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John P. Starcevich, P.E., G.E.
Vice President/Chief Engineer
Malcolm Drilling Co., Inc.
253-395-3300 Office
206-510-7224 Cell

Malcolm Drilling Company, Inc. is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
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1 message
/\QQH7KRPDV<lynnebeckerthomas@gmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 12:02 PM

Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Dear Ms. McKinley,
I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5), the pumping plant and/or
pipeline at Lake Kachess. Only the first, No Action alternative is acceptable. Efforts should be put
into more sensible alternatives.
Alternatives could and should include serious consideration of water conservation methods, water
market strategies, crop mix management (e.g., fallowing), use of technology (ditch lining, microirrigation systems, electronic monitoring systems, increased security from water theft), and
advanced technology (underground drip systems). In fact, subsequent analysis of YBIP by the
Water Research Center of Washington State University has shown that the purpose of YBIP can be
achieved at lower cost and with greater effect (i.e., greater net increase in available water) by
application of conservation and water market strategies.
These Lake Kachess projects should be last resort options, if considered at all.
Sincerely,
Lynne Thomas
19917 N Wenas Road
Selah, WA 98942

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

D

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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1 message
:,//,$09$8*+1<groverwfv@comcast.net>
Reply-To: WILLIAM VAUGHN <groverwfv@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 6:49 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley,

Please find attached a document in MS Word 2013 that contains my comments
and questions to the subject document. Do let me know if there are any
difficulties opening this document and I will just make a copy in the body of an e
mail.

Thanks,

William F. Vaughn
Vaughn Family Recreational Partnership
6'(,6&RPPHQWVB:)9BGRF[
16K
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Submitted via e-mail to kkbt@usbr.gov

Comment Letter 471

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley,
The following are just a few comments and questions that I have regarding the reference
document.
1) I am opposed to any of the Kachess SDEIS active alternatives (2-5); a pumping plant and/or
pipeline at Lake Kachess. Alternative #1, No Action is the only acceptable alternative.

2
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2) With almost no exceptions people buy at Lake Kachess for easy access to the lake for
recreational activities. If any of proposed active alternatives (2-5) are put in place it will
significantly affect the usability of the lake in a drought year and years that follow where the
level of the lake will be significantly low. With the lake rendered at times un-usable for
recreation I expect the loss in value for properties and homes there to be substantial. With that
in mind what plans are being made to compensate owners if the government proceeds with any
of the active alternatives?

3
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3) There are an extreme large number of campers (23,000 annually) and boaters (10,000 annually)
(primarily water sports enthusiast) who use the lake. It is largely popular due to its easy access
from Seattle and one can easily take a family outing for just a weekend. What are the plans to
inform this population of the changes that may take place? What other recreational options will
they have if this campground becomes un-usable?

5
D

4) This plan seems like a band aid solution. The water from Kachess will support one bad drought
year and then we are done, left with a lake and environment that is pretty much devastated.
Much of the damage is likely to be permanent. When will there be other real plans that will be
acted upon to both conserve resources and utilize a variety water sources such that we will not
have to devastate an environment in the process?

6
D

Thank you for considering answers to the questions above.
Sincerely,
William F. Vaughn
Vaughn Family Recreational Partnership
11528 SE 321st PL
Auburn, WA 98092
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1 message
:HQVWUXS-RKQ<Wenstrup.John@bcg.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>
Cc: "alexis.wenstrup@gmail.com" <alexis.wenstrup@gmail.com>

Sat, Jul 7, 2018 at 8:08 AM

Please submit the following questions on my behalf:

1.When Kachess Lake was first dammed in 1912, most believed the lake was glacial in origin.
Since, geologists have concluded that Kachess Lake was not carved by glaciers, but instead is
caused by seismic activity from a series of major North-South fault lines. In fact, geologists (see
Lofgren et al, 1973) have concluded that Kachess Fault runs the length of the lake and is bounded
by other major faults (e.g. Kachess Ridge Fault and Thomas Mountain Fault, among others) and
folds (Thorp Mountain anticline and Domerie Creek syncline, among others). Of all dams in the
Yakima Basin region, Kachess is likely to have the greatest risk of catastrophic failure given both its
geological activity and volume of water at maximum fill. While routine periodic checks for dam
integrity are currently conducted, has the risk of geologic activity to the existing dam, and thus the
risk to downstream populations in Easton, Cle Elum, etc., been thoroughly and appropriately
assessed? Given this risk, has a scenario in which the dam is de-commissioned and removed for
safety reasons been considered in your design and benefit calculations?

2.The June 11, 2018 Supreme Court tie in 6WDWHRI:DVKLQJWRQYV8QLWHG6WDWHV re-affirmed a
landmark 9th Circuit Court decision supporting Native American tribal fishing rights and forcing the
state to spend $1.9B to improve fish passage (in this case, for salmon passage through
inappropriately designed culverts). State Attorney General Bob Ferguson, arguing against the
United States and the tribes, suggested that the decision would dramatically shift regulatory power
in the Washington. He stated, “Plaintiffs could use the panel’s decision to demand the removal of
dams and attack a host of other practices.” Has the impact of this new court precedent (e.g. on
impact of required instream flows, potential for dam removal, Bull Trout spawning, potential
litigation, etc.) been fully understood an incorporated into this study?

3.The planned pumping activity will expose lakebed surfaces (playa) which have been
submerged for thousands of years. As the recent ecological disaster at the Salton Sea has shown,
airborne particulates, especially PM10 (particulate matter with diameters up to 10 microns) can
cause major ecological and health risks including cardiovascular disease, respiratory disease, and
mortality (see Frie et al, 7KH(IIHFWRID5HFHGLQJ6DOLQH/DNH 7KH6DOWRQ6HD RQ$LUERUQH
3DUWLFXODWH0DWWHU&RPSRVLWLRQ. Environmental Science & Technology. Has a study been done on
the potentially exposed surfaces, the likelihood of airborne particulates (especially given wind and
weather dynamics), and the impact on populations in the immediate and downstream areas?
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4.Why do your documents continue to refer to Kachess Lake as Kachess Reservoir? Language
matters, as does the truth. Kachess is a natural lake with thousands of years of rich history from our
Native Tribes to thousands of visitors who have enjoyed its campgrounds, trails, and swimming
sites. You are a public agency serving the public and, presumably, attempting to truth rather than
the preferences of a small interest group. You should not allow special interest groups to white wash
what is occurring here – the devastation of an alpine lake to lower costs for (predominantly) grass
and hops farmers who are irrigating scrubland with likely significant ultimate cost to taxpayers.

5.Several irrigation districts have already withheld financial commitment to the K projects given
the obviously unappealing economics of the project, risk of further litigation, and increased likelihood
of renewed debate around removing the dam given recent seismic concerns and Supreme Court
decisions. If only one district (e.g. Roza) were to commit to this project, how would such a narrow
consumption profile and funding source impact the economics and risk associated with this project?

John Wenstrup
1823 285th Place NE
Carnation, WA 98014

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

-RKQ:HQVWUXS
Senior Partner and Managing Director
7+(%26721&2168/7,1**5283
1201 3rd Avenue, Suite 5400
Seattle, Washington 98101 ▪ United States of America
Mobile +1 415 385 4514
wenstrup.john@bcg.com
$VVLVWDQWHaellie Baldwin
Tel. +1 206 858 5123 ▪ baldwin.haellie@bcg.com
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

Read BCG's latest insights, analysis, and viewpoints at EFJSHUVSHFWLYHVFRP

The Boston Consulting Group, Inc.
This e-mail message may contain confidential and/or privileged information. If you are not an
addressee or otherwise authorized to receive this message, you should not use, copy, disclose or
take any action based on this e-mail or any information contained in the message. If you have
received this material in error, please advise the sender immediately by reply e-mail and delete this
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message.
We may share your contact details with other BCG entities and our third party service providers.
Please see BCG privacy policy https://www.bcg.com/about/privacy-policy.aspx for further
information.
Thank you.
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1 message
'DQ:KLWQH\<whitapple1@yahoo.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Fri, Jul 6, 2018 at 10:49 AM

There does not seem to be any seriously good reason for draining Lake
Kachess. The only reasons I have heard are not well thought out and are more
political than anything. When we start making decisions to do something as
drastic as Draining the lake so we can "feel good" and turn the clock back to the
days of the Indians it is time to put clear thinking people in charge . I honestly
cannot believe this is something we are actually debating!
Dan Whitney
Cowiche Wa.
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1 message
-HUU\:LOOLDPV<jaw.home@hotmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 10:13 AM

Ms, McKinley,
Attached is a pdf of a letter which I mailed today with my comments on the
Supplemental Draft EIS for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)
and the Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC) Projects. Thank
you in advance for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
Jerald A Williams
-$:6'(,6&RPPHPWVSGI
10469K
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Comment Letter 474
20121 SE 248111 St.
Maple Valley, WA 9803 8
March 9, 2018

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 9890 1-2058

Ref:

Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keecbelu.s Reservoirto-Kacbess Conveyance (KKC) Projects

Via email to: kkbt@usbr. gov

Dear M s. McKinley:
Please accept these comments in response to the Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) released on April 13 111, 2018 for the proposed Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) andKeechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess
Conveyance (KKC) Projects.

2
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1. The KDRPP Pumpi.n g Plant Facilities.

The "Economic Analyses of the Proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant'' document published April 2015 and made available at the public meeting
on May 16, 20 18, Paragraph 3.2.1 on page 22 states that "The KDRPP would
potentially provide agricultural water supply benefits by increasing water
availability fo r proratable users during drought conditions. Proratable users have
junior water rights that are satisfied by an equal share among al l proratable users,
after senior, nonproratable users have received their fuU allotment (Reclamation
and Ecology, 2011 )". The SDEIS on page 4.22, Paragraph 4.3.4.2 states that
"The primary purpose of KDRPP is to improve water supply for irrigation
districts with proratable entitlements during drought years .... " .
It is not clear in the SDElS if the KDRPP will be sized to provide water for all
users (proratable and proratable) or j ust selected participating entities. It is also
not clear who will be paying the initial construction, and operating and
maintenance costs.
Pumping water out of Lake Kachess below the natural gravitt outlet of the lake
would be pumping water from the lake that would nonnally be available in future
March 2019
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years without pumping. This could have some interesting consequences during
the first year and following years of pumping Lake Kachess below its natural
gravity outlet during a muJtiple year drought. Following are a couple of different
possible scenarios.
A. KDRPP facility with a capacity to provide water for all users
(proratable and nonproratable).

The fu·st paragraph above referenced The Economic Analysis for the
project that states ''The KDRPP would potentially provide agricu]tw-al
water supply benefits by increasing water availabiJity for proratable users
during drought conditions. Pro.ratable users have junior water rights that
are satisfied by an equal share among all proratable users, after senior,
nonproratable users have received their full allotment (Reclamation and
Ecology, 2011 )". The second quote in the fust paragraph above from the
SDEIS states "The primary purpose ofKDRPP is to improve water supply
for irrigation districts with proratable entitlements during drought
years .... ".
Currently, in a drought year nonproratable users get 100% of their water
supplied by gravity, with no pumping required. As stated above, currently
the proratabler users would be satisfied by an equal share among all
proratable users, after senior, nonproratable users have received their full
aJJotment. However, in a drought situation with the KDRPP in place,
additional water would start being delivered to the proratable users during
the growing season with the anticipation of pumping water from the Jake
when the level got below the lake's natural gravity outlet. Once that
happened, it would be necessary to pump water for the nonproratable users
as weU as the proratable users to ensure the non-proratable users receive
their full allotment for the year. To ensure that this criterion is met, the
pumping faculty would have to be sized to provide water for all users.
Figure 4-3 on page 4-26 of the SDEIS indicates that when two or more
drought years occur in a row; it could take two to three years before Lake
Kachess could refill to its natural gravity outlet level. This means that
possibly for multiple years following the first drought year, it could be
necessary to pump every gallon of water (prorateab]e and nonprorateable)
taken from Lake Kachess (for the entire irrigation season on a twentyfour-hour basis).
Comments - Please provide more detail in the FEIS on the sizing
and operation of the KDRPP explaining the following:
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Wm the KDRPP be sized to support both proratable and
nonproratable users?

•

How m11cb of the KDRPP initial cost and operating cost will be
paid for by the users? lf any costs are paid by the users, will
SDEIS-CR-945
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proratable users pay for the costs of pumping water for
nonproratable users in addition to the cost of pumping water for
their own use? This seems only fair, since when the level of Lake
Kachess is lowered below its natural gravity outlet to benefit the
proratabJe users, it then would make it necessary for the water for
the nonproratable users to be pumped also.

B. KDRPP facility with a capacity to provide water for Roza (and
potentially other Proratable Entities) only.

In the SDEIS the last paragraph of Section 1.8 .1 Federal, page 1-17 states
that " If pending Federal legislation is enacted, it would provide statutory
authority for Roza (and potentially other Proratahle Entities) to fw1d1
design, construct, operate, and maintain the proposed KDRPP facilities.
Table 1-1 also states that Roza Irrigation District has the responsibility to
fund, design, construct, operate, maintain the selected alternative.

If Roza were the only Entity to fund, design, construct, operate, and
maintain the proposed KDRPP facility, does that mean that Roza could
construct a facility that meets their needs only (to the exclusion of the
nonproratable and non-participating proratable entities)? If that were the
case, would it mean that, once Roza had pumped the level of Lake
Kachess below the natural gravity outlet of the lake, Roza would be the
only entity that would have access to water from Lake Kachess until the
lake level rose above the gravity outlet of the lake? Would this mean that
during multiple consecutive drought years, when every gallon of water bas
to be pumped out of Lake Kachess (since Roza had pumped the lake down
the previous year), nonproratable and other proratable users could get zero
water for the season because the lake level was below the gravity outlet?
Depending on the answers to these questions, it looks like a single entity
that built the KDRPP, might jump in front of nonproratable and other
proratable users (priority wise), when the level of Lake Kacbess is below
its natural gravity outlet.
Comments - Please provide more detail in the FEJS on the sizing
and operation of the KDRPP explaining the following:

March 2019

•

Will the KDRPP be sized to support Roza 's (and potentiaUy other
participating entities) requirements only, or will it be sized to
support all (both proratable and oonproratable) users?

•

If the KDRPP is sized to satisfy Roza's (and potentially other
participating entities) requirements only, does that mean that
when the level of the lake is below the natural gravity outlet of the
lake, that Roza and the other potential entities are ~he only ones
that will have access to water in Lake Kachess?
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•

If the KDRPP is sized to satisfy all users, the comments for
Scenario A above would apply.

•

What happens if not all entities participate in the funding and
construction of the KDRPP. How are the nonproratabJe users
guaranteed access to their senior water rights? Will nonparticipating proratable users forfeit their rights to some or all of
their water rights that are supposed to be satisfied by an equal
share among all proratable users, after senior (nonproratable)
users have received their full allotment? If an entity does not
participate in the funding and construction of the KDRPP, does
that mean that whenever the level of Lake Kachess is below the
natural gravity outlet of the Jake they will get zero water from the
lake? H that is the case, nonproratable and non-participating
proratable entities could possibly get zero water from Lake
Kachess for one or more seasons during multiple drought years.

•

CJarify user costs for the different options discussed above. If it
becomes necessary to pump water from Lake Kachess for
nonproratable users to protect their senior water rights as
discussed above, will the nonprotatable users be asked to share in
the costs for a pumping facility whose primary purpose is to
improve water supply for proratable users during drought years?

[t appears that the only way to ensure that the water is distributed properly
between senior (nonproratable) and junior (proratable) water rights users (as
described in the first paragraph above) over multiple drought years when a
KDRPP is used; is to size the capacity of the KDRPP to supply water for all
proratable and nonproratable users. If this is not done, only the entities that have
pumping capacity will have access to Lake Kachess water when the level is below
the natural gravity outlet of the lake. For a proratable water rigbt user to pump
this water from the lake is actually taking water from senior water right users,
since that water would have been available the following year by gravity for the
senior users if the KDRPP did not exist

6
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Since some of the options discussed above appear to have the potential for
significant legal actions over water rights~please clarify these issues in the FEIS.

2.

Impact on private wells.

The negative .impact of lowering the water level of Lake Kachess on private wells
(ES-xi) is documented~with the conclusion that significant numbers of wells will
be "dewatered." It is unacceptable to tell citizens that their water supply will
likely disappear, and then offer a remedy of ')nonitor and mitigate." The
possibility of losing water, without an in-place action plan for making
homeowners whole, is unacceptable. A comprehensive strategy composed of
proven techniques that can be implemented immediately upon need is required
prior to a FEIS. Please provide this comprehensive strategy, j ts details, costs, and
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operational features described in detail, and provide citizens with this information
along with an appropriate comment period, prior to issuing a FEIS. Some
property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water 1ights
(purchased through the Department of Ecology's water banking system) for their
wells. According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the Jake is pumped
down. How is it possible that proratable water rights ho lders of the Roza
irrigation district can dewater those Kacbess wells which have senior water
rights? State specific statutes and other justifications. Also, there is no money
for mitigation for the loss of well water. What is the process for getting a well
drilled deeper, and what is the timeline for getting a well repaired which has rw1
dry?

3. Misrepresentation of Lake Kachess
[n Chapter l , Section 1.2 the SDEIS indicates Kachess Reservoir was constructed

over a naturally occurring glacial lake ... Ooioing] ... Big Kachess Lake and Little
Kachess Lake. These two lakes, acknowledged to be lakes in the SDEIS,
represent the entirety of all KDRPP options. Thus, every drop of water to be
pumped by the KDRPP will come from Big Kachess Lake. It is a
misrepresentation to assert this project involves Kachess Reservoir. The KDRPP
has nothing to do with the reservoir (stated in J)age 1- 1 to be the water over the
natural Jake) and exclusively affects the natural Jake, Big Kachess Lake. This
attempt to misrepresent a natural, glacial-created lake as a reservoir bas only one
purpose, to mislead and confuse the public. We ask that all representations ofthis
project be corrected, and that inaccurate and confusing euphemisms such as "dead
storage' and " inactive pool" be eliminated. The correct term should be either
" Lake Kachess" or "Big Kachess Lake" . There is aKachess Reservoir, the
approximately 65 ft. of water currently managed by BOR. Below that is the
natural Lake Kachess, and it is tbis body of water that is exclusively the target of,
and impacted by, KDRPP. KDRPP has nothing to do withKachess Reservoir.
We ask that tbis confusion and misrepresentation stop, and accurate terminology
be used that informs rather than confuses the public. This requires modification
of language used in the SDEIS and all public commwiications, including
correction of schematics such as Page 1-7. And under what authority can BOR
tap into the natural lake? C ite the fede ral or Washington state law which allows
draining of the natural lake.

Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to seeing these comments addressed
in the EIS.
Sincerely,

~ t l .U J ~
Jerald A. Williams
425-747-8103
Email jaw.home@hotmaiJ.com
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1 message
.DUHQ:RUFHVWHU<worcester.karen@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 9:56 AM

Hi,
Attached please find my comments for the KDRPP DSEIS.
Respectfully submitted,
Karen Worcester
.'533SXEOLFFRPPHQWVGRF[
44K
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Comment Letter 475

Karen Worcester
217 239th Way SE
Sammamish, WA 98074
July 9, 2018
Bureau of Reclamation, Columbia-Cascades Area Office
Attention: Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager
1917 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
kkbt@usbr.gov
Dear Ms. McKinley,
As a recreationist and professional environmental scientist I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant.
The Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) is not a public benefit and must not be enacted,
either by the Bureau of Reclamation and Department of Ecology, or by the Proratable Entities interested
in implementing it. It is inconsistent with adopted plans, the analysis is based on missing data and
questionable assumptions, proposed mitigation is lacking, groundwater impacts could be detrimental to
property owners and public recreationists, there are insignificant agricultural impacts given the negative
recreation and environmental impacts, lake habitat for fish is negatively impacted, and it could
potentially increase the fire susceptibility of the area while decreasing the ability of emergency
responders to fight fires. It also radically changes the use of the Yakima Project, which has been
managed for over 100 years as a system for all users and instead essentially earmarks one reservoir for
one irrigation district.

D
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Comprehensive planning within the State of Washington requires that all plans and projects be
consistent with adopted policies; KDRPP does not appear to meet that test in several regards, including
contrasting with the mission of the proposing agencies.
The opening page of the DSEIS cites the missions of the US Department of the Interior, the Bureau of
Reclamation, and the state Department of Ecology. While all agencies have mission facets that can
compete with one another, making mission-project consistency a balancing act, this project does not fit
with the adopted missions more than it does.

-

x

x

x

D
2

Though the US Department of the Interior is directed to “supply the energy to power our future,”
this part of the mission is tertiary to protecting natural resources, which KDRPP does not do.
Instead, it denigrates a natural environment in order to provide economic benefit to a small group.
Reclamation is directed to “manage, develop and protect water” and clearly KDRPP fits within that
purview. However, Reclamation must also do this work “in an environmentally and economically
sound manner,” which is not descriptive of the proposed project.
This project is most inconsistent with the state Department of Ecology’s mission to “protect,
preserve and enhance Washington’s environment, and promote the wise management of our air,
1
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land and water for the benefit of current and future generations.” Undertaking KDRPP has
significant negative environmental and recreational impacts which are not consistent with Ecology’s
mission.
The DSEIS states in Section 4.3.3 that “Alternative 1 No Action does not meet the purposes of the
Proposed Action because it does not address water supply for proratable irrigators or instream flow
conditions in the upper Yakima River basin” (pg 4-21). Later, in Section 4.24 (pg 4-349) the DSEIS
suggests that the proposed project meets several of the Integrated Plan’s goals when, in fact, it does
not. The noted goals include:
x

Provide opportunities for comprehensive watershed protection, ecological restoration and
enhancement, addressing instream flows, aquatic habitat, and fish passage
This plan does not provide “comprehensive watershed protection” and instead increases the
vulnerability of an entire watershed to wildfire risks by lowering groundwater levels and reducing
access to surface water for emergency responders. No ecological restoration or enhancement is
provided other than improving a minority of instream flows analyzed; negative impacts are
projected for aquatic habitat in the lakes and for fish passage as well.

x

Improve water supply reliability during drought years for agricultural and municipal needs
While KDRPP does provide some benefit in drought years, it is insignificant when the adverse
climate change scenario is modeled. A 3% gain in water is hardly worth the negative environmental
and recreational impacts that could permanently occur.

x

Improve the ability of water managers to respond and adapt to potential climate change effects
As noted above, potential climate change effects would severely limit the benefit provided by
KDRPP.

x

Contribute to the vitality of the regional economy and sustain the riverine environment
As noted above, while there are some instream flow objectives that would be met, not all flow
targets would benefit and some are projected to worsen. KDRPP does not meet the established
economic indicator threshold of 1% and ignores the negative impacts to what is likely a large sector
of the economy: recreation.

Further, KDRPP is inconsistent with several adopted plans at both the County and Federal levels.
x

Kittitas County Shoreline Master Program (SMP): Lakes Keechelus and Kachess are designated as
lakes of statewide significance under the State Shoreline Management Act. The Kittitas County SMP
designates the shoreline of both lakes as “conservancy shoreline environment,” which requires
“maintaining the natural character of the shoreline area” (Section 3.15, pg 3-161). The development
of any of the pumping facilities would be in conflict with this requirement as they would significantly
alter the character of Lake Kachess.
Section 3.15 further goes on to state: “Under the draft SMP, the majority of both lakes would be
designated as rural conservancy. The purpose of the rural conservancy environment is to protect
ecological functions, natural resources, and valuable historic and cultural areas in order to provide
2
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for sustained resource use, natural flood plain processes, and recreational activities.” All of these
elements of the Lake to be protected would be negatively impacted by KDRPP.
x

x

Ecology Upper Kittitas County Groundwater Rule (WAC 173-529A): Section 3.5.1 notes that Ecology
in 2011 placed a moratorium on the development of new unmitigated groundwater withdrawals in
upper areas of Kittitas County (pg 3-53). On its face, it does not seem that a project that could
further deplete groundwater resources in this area could be consistent with this rule. How is KDRPP
compatible with this rule?

D
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Forest Service Criteria, 1990 Wenatchee National Land and Resource Management Plan for Lake
Kachess: The USFS has designated Lake Kachess as land allocation Developed Recreation (RE-1)
Retention VQO, Scenic Travel 1 and 2 Retention VQO, and Partial Retention VQO. As stated in
section 3.10.4, “The USFS considers visual quality to be one of the most important resources to be
protected under this land allocation” (pg 3-127). Due to the changes in pool levels that would make
the lake a less dominant element on the landscape, the proposed project is not consistent with
these Forest Service criteria.

DŽĚĞůŝŶŐͬĂƚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐYƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ
A number of admissions within the DSEIS cast doubt on the accuracy and usefulness of the modeling
used in the analysis and even note aspects of the project that were not included in modeling or
evaluation. Data and analysis that are outright missing from this document include:
x
x
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Section 3.7: no formal wetland delineations or plant surveys were conducted for this analysis. 4
Section 4.4.2 (pg 4-81): “Lake Keechelus was not included in drought operations surface
temperature modeling completed by PSU” and “Extended or multi-year drought, or refill conditions
5
were not included in the PSU water temperature model and potential effects of these conditions are
not quantified.”
Section 4.4.7.2 (pg 4-98): water temperature effects and their impacts on the Little Kachess basin
6
from the inflow from Keechelus (through KKC) are unknown, indicating that this aspect of the
project was also not modeled.
Section 4.6.4 (Pg 4-129): “Additional hydrodynamic modeling is needed to precisely estimate 7
reductions in zooplankton abundance…”
Section 4.10: SketchUp (or similar) renderings of all proposed facilities to aid in adequate visual
8
quality analyses are absent. Enough details are provided regarding building mass and location, and
amount and location of vegetation to be cleared to provide these basic models as evidence in this
document.
Section 4.21: The socioeconomic analysis does not analyze the No Action alternative for economic
9
impacts. This glaring lack of data makes it impossible to compare the predicted economic impacts of
the alternatives.
Section 4.21: The socioeconomic analysis also does not describe the impacts of the project to the
recreation economy of the four-county region. Despite noting in Section 3.14 that “visitors to the
lakes are an important part of the economy of upper Kittitas County” (pg 3-147), the economic
10
analysis does not account for the recreation industry or even describe it as a piece of the whole 4
county regional economy.
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One of the fish habitat “benefits” noted in the DSEIS is reduced water temperature in Lake Kachess due
to reduced shallow water areas that would be warmed along the shoreline. The acknowledgement that 11
modeling of prolonged droughts that could result in multiyear drawdowns of the Lake raises questions
about the accuracy of this identified “benefit” and is among other questions raised by admissions within
the DSEIS:

D

x

Section 4.3.7 (pg 4-60) discusses differences that are “likely due to reservoir balancing in the
modeling that may not occur during actual operation” but no explanation is given about how actual
12
operation may differ from what is reflected in the modeling. Are these differences based on
assumptions built into the model that are not accurate or is “reservoir balancing” too complex to
accurately capture in a model? This statement should be better explained to either acknowledge
deficiencies in the model or the highly variable nature of reservoir operation.
Water temperature in Lake Kachess is predicted to decrease with drawdowns, but Section 4.6.4
notes “there is uncertainty around whether prolonged droughts… could cause warming.” Is this
13
uncertainty related to the fact that multi-year and prolonged droughts were not modeled? What is
the level of uncertainty? Why were prolonged droughts not included in the modeling?
A discrepancy is found in Section 4.7.4 (pg 4-156) which states that it could take 2-8 years for Lake
Kachess to return to normal operating levels, as opposed to all other sections of the document
14
which refer to a 2-5 year refill period. With the predicted increase in frequency of droughts, how
was the refill period determined?
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In addition, there are some aspects of the analysis which are not explained adequately, such as:
x

x

x

x

How is target pool elevation determined? If Keechelus does not meet its “target pool elevation” in 15
some years following drought pumping of Kachess, how much longer would it take for Kachess to
refill, assuming KKC is implemented?
Construction methods and plans are fairly detailed for all aspects of the proposed project except for
the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements. Why is there no detailed construction data for this 16
element of the project?
KDRPP was originally proposed to allow pumping of 50,000 acre-feet of water from Lake Kachess but
17
this number has increased to 200,000 acre-feet. What instigated this significant change in the
amount of water to be pumped?
Section 4.13.4.2 notes that noise from operation of the pumping plant is “anticipated” to fall within
a certain range. The construction noise analysis is relatively detailed compared to the analysis of
18
operations. Why is noise data from similar projects not cited or used as a proxy for this analysis?
Additionally, the noise analysis notes that the closest noise sensitive receptors would not be
affected but does not detail what these receptors are. What are the closest noise sensitive
receptors, and where are they located?
Section 4.15 notes that KDRPP would “not increase the amount of irrigated land, but would help to
maintain current levels of production while not ensuring them.” What regulatory guarantees are in
19
place to ensure that no additional agricultural uses or intensifications are allowed after this project
is constructed? This is a relevant question given the fact that the original 1902 legislation
authorized the Tieton and Sunnyside divisions of the Yakima Basin (Section 1.8.1), but others have
been added over time. How will Reclamation prevent other new agricultural uses from demanding
additional water from this project which were not originally intended?
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Further, it is not even clear that limiting agriculture to existing uses is even intended. Section 4.21
notes that the model allows for identification of agricultural activity that “could” occur (pg 4-319),
which seems to allow the door to be open for more or intensified agricultural uses.
x

D
19

Section 4.21 suggests that the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements are expected to have
positive economic benefits (pg 4-324). In what way would these improvements have economic
20
impacts? What additional detail is needed about these improvements to estimate their economic
impact?

D

Completely missing from the SDEIS (perhaps best located in Section 4.23 Health and Safety) is an
analysis of the impact of the project on the fire susceptibility of the surrounding area and the ability of
emergency responders to utilize water from Lake Kachess to fight fires that occur. Local fire
departments make use of water from Lake Kachess to fight fires in the area; how have these
organizations been involved in this process and what mitigation is proposed to address this potential
issue?
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DŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ
Mitigation measures proposed in the SDEIS are severely lacking. While detailed mitigation methods are
proposed related to the construction of the proposed facilities, few definitive mitigation methods are
proposed for the negative impacts stemming from the operation of the proposed facilities. Those
sections missing proposed operational mitigation methods include:
x

x

x

x
x
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4.2.5.2: (pg. 4-9) Erosion control measures would be implemented prior to implementation of
the project “if erosion is identified as a problem.” Isn’t an EIS the opportunity to identify erosion
as a problem? If not identified as a problem at this stage, when would it be identified prior to
implementation of the project? What types of erosion control measures would be
implemented?
4.5.4: (pg 4-106) A well monitoring program is proposed to be implemented to analyze
23
groundwater levels associated with drawdown but no “appropriate mitigation strategies” are
identified for implementation.
4.6.10: (pg 4-148) A water quality monitoring program is proposed to be implemented to
24
document changes in water temperature but no subsequent mitigation is proposed to address
water quality impacts to fish.
25
4.13: Noise mitigation only addresses construction, not operation of the project.
4.14: A myriad of negative impacts on recreation are identified but no mitigation is proposed,
26
other than a boat launch on the opposite end of the lake from the campground. Will alternative
recreation sites for activities other than boating or fishing be provided elsewhere?
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At the very least, mitigation strategies utilized by other agencies on similar projects with similar effects
could be listed as examples of what Reclamation and Ecology might implement, should any future
negative effects occur.
As detailed above, Section 4.15 notes that the project would “not increase the amount of irrigated land,
but would help to maintain current levels of production while not ensuring them.” Specific regulatory
restrictions should be put in place as mitigation for this project to ensure that no additional agricultural
5
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uses or intensifications are allowed after this project is constructed. Without these measures,
Reclamation could not prevent other new, or intensifications of existing, agricultural uses from
demanding additional water from this project.
Section 4.23 notes steep slopes would be a potential safety hazard to the public and proposes a
communication strategy with the public and lake users regarding the hazards and safety measures. Who
is liable for injuries sustained by users due to the steep slopes caused by Roza’s (or Reclamation’s, in the
event Roza cannot pay for construction and continued operation of the facility) operation of KDRPP?
Further, Section 4.2.4.2 notes that slope instability could result “where relatively steep or unstable areas
are exposed” (pg 4-7) and that instability could be caused by “rapid drawdown, heavy or steady rain, a
rain-on-snow event, and earthquake shaking.” While Reclamation proposes to refrain from rapid
drawdowns, it is noted that rain-on-snow events could become more common in the future thus
increasing the risk of exposed slope stability. How will this negative impact be mitigated?
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'ƌŽƵŶĚǁĂƚĞƌ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ
Impacts to groundwater in the area could be severe to private property owners, public recreation sites,
and wildlife and vegetation. Only 6 of the approximately 107 wells in the area were monitored; is this
number and their location representative? The fact that the only 2 privately owned wells to be
monitored were added after the 2015 EIS was published suggests that groundwater analysis is lacking.
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Both sections 3.5 and 4.5 indicate that “groundwater levels near the lake are influenced by lake
elevations, especially during the dry time of the year when very little recharge is occurring and
groundwater elevations are dropping because of discharge from the aquifer” (pg 3-57). Section 4.5.2
notes that well operations could be interrupted due to additional drawdowns, including the well
supporting the USFS Kachess Campground (pg. 4-105/6). What the document does not indicate is the
effect of lowered groundwater levels on vegetation in the area. Lowered groundwater levels would
presumably dry out significant amounts of vegetation, further increasing wildfire risks in the area.
Wildfire risks have increased significantly in all Western states over the last decade, and the costs—both
to fight the fires and the economic costs incurred by those damaged by fires—have significantly
increased as well. To undertake a public works project that increases those risks is negligent.
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/ŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ
For the overall cost of the project and the number and degree of negative impacts to the environment,
wildlife and recreation, KDRPP does not even appear to address the need of Roza district water users to
a significant degree. Under Alternative 1: No Action, proration occurs in 15 out of 90 years; under any of
the action alternatives, proration occurs in 13 out of 90 years, a benefit of only 2 years. The document
suggests that completing multiple additional projects would necessary to provide a meaningful
improvement to proratable water users (Section 4.3.2, pg 4-19). The likelihood of securing permits and
funding for the full list of projects needed to provide meaningful improvement is extremely low given
the state of state and federal budgets. Undertaking KDRPP, and risking permanent drawdown of this
lake, is not in the public’s best interest or the best use of taxpayer money.
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At best, under the historical modeling, the action alternatives would “improve water supply to
proratable water users by up to 22 percentage points in the worst single-drought years” (Section 4.3.2,
pg 4-19). However, agricultural demand for irrigation water is projected to increase due to climate
change, at the same time that “natural runoff and streamflow in the system would decrease by 50% or
more in some months when compared with the historic scenario; therefore irrigation demands and
instream flow targets would have to be met by releasing larger amounts of water from the existing
lakes. Currently, there are many years when the lakes are not capable of meeting these demands”
(Section 3.12.3.4 Climate Change, Changes in Water Supply, pg. 3-138). Additionally, prolonged or
multi-year droughts are expected to occur more frequently in the future (odds of a drought increase
from 17% to 49% in any given year, according to Section 4.21.4, pg 4-329), and modeling under the
adverse climate change scenario shows only a 3% improvement in proratable water delivery (pg 4-251).
Further, the analysis finds that “the improvement under (the Action Alternatives) would be less in the
third year of a multiyear drought because some of the inactive storage in Lake Kachess would be used in
the first one or two years of drought, leaving less for a third year of drought” (Section 4.3.2, pg 4-19).
Section 3.21 notes that “agriculture is the third largest sector at the four-county scale” and accounts for
approximately 11% of the four-county economy. No analysis is provided of the economic impact of the
No Action alternative, only the conjecture that the impact of reduced prorationed water supplies “could
be greater than 1 percent of the agricultural sector output” (pg 4-323). Without this information, it is
difficult to make a meaningful comparison between the economic impacts of the No Action and action
alternatives. However, a comparison is not necessarily valuable given that Section 4.21.4 states that
“the average annual impacts during operation on output, personal income, and employment are well
below the 1 percent threshold for the impact indicators at the four-county regional level” (pg 4-325). If
the economic benefit is projected to not meet the identified threshold of significance, why are
Reclamation and Ecology considering implementing a project that could cost over $225M to construct
(including interest, for the preferred alternative, though costs increase to $675M should another
alternative be chosen) and $25M a year to operate, not accounting for potential cost increases of 30-50
percent? Clearly, the public benefit is not obvious, nor is the benefit to farmers who would receive
water, as in 2015, farmers in the Roza district refused to pay for a similar proposal estimated to cost
$85M.
In addition to providing only a negligible improvement in water deliveries under the adverse scenario
(3% improvement), permanent risks to the lake and the surrounding wildlife and vegetation significantly
worsen: “The predicted changes in snowpack and runoff associated with climate change would alter
KDRPP operations by producing larger and more frequent drawdowns, and would more frequently
result in years when Lake Kachess fails to refill” (Section 4.12.3, pg 4-238). “Compared with Alternative
1 under the adverse scenario, the mean lake level would be approximately 42’ lower over the period of
record, and 20-90’ lower in drought years” (Section 4.12.5, pg 4-248). This is a significant difference that
could lead to long-term impacts to groundwater levels, recreation opportunities, fish and wildlife
habitat, and fire susceptibility of the region.
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ZĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ
Recreation was specifically authorized as an additional purpose of the Yakima Project in Section 1205 of
YRBWEP in 1994, but it does not appear that any recreation organizations have been involved in the
7
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development of this plan, other than USFS. What outreach was made to recreation organizations, or
users (such as the estimated 23,000 annual users of the Lake Kachess Campground), to provide notice of
this proprosal? The DSEIS notes that a communication strategy related to the project is called for in the
future, but why has one not been undertaken to educate and seek input on the project during the
development stage?
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Due to its proximity to the greater Seattle area, Lake Kachess is an invaluable recreation location; 3.61
million people in the Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue Metropolitan Statistical Area are within a roughly one-to
two hour drive of the camping, hiking, boating, fishing and other general opportunities to appreciate
nature offered at this lake. Section 3.14 notes that “population increases have increased demand for
recreation and the campground is routinely full… Kachess has a higher number of recreational visitors
than Keechelus or Cle Elum Lakes… (pg 3-147) The Cle Elum Ranger District is the busiest in the area and
its campgrounds tend to be completely booked on summer weekends… The Kachess Campground is the
most popular in the district… (pg 3-149).” In addition, this section notes that dispersed recreation at
informal camp locations along the lake is common in the summer when the campground is full.
Despite this increasing need, and the positive economic benefit it has for Kittitas County, this project
could reduce recreation opportunities in the area by:
x
x

x

x
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Potentially impacting well operations at the campground and privately owned residences along the
lake to a degree that these sites are unusable;
Increasing the distance from the campground and residential areas along the west shore to the
water line from 400’ at the current maximum drawdown to 1,500’ (over ¼ mile) at the proposed
maximum drawdown. Section 4.10.4.2 (pg 4-215) notes that “In most areas, the reservoir pool
would recede approximately 200 additional feet under the maximum drawdown condition…”;
In addition to increasing the distance between users and the shoreline, the slope of the shoreline
near some recreation areas would be hazardous to humans (and presumably animals attempting to
access the lake for water) at 20-30 degrees near the campground and private development on the
west side of the lake, and 20-40 or 40-60 degrees on the east side. These steep slopes also pose
risks to boaters using the lake (Section 4.23, pg 4-343); and
These reductions in recreation opportunities would then increase pressure at other nearby
recreation sites such as Lake Cle Elum or Lake Easton.

Section 4.14 Recreation identifies two impact indicators for recreation: “loss of fishing access or
reduction of fishing opportunities that exceeds current seasonal loss of use due to existing drawdown
conditions; reduction of usability of recreation due to construction activities or the receding of the
shoreline more than 100’ from the recreation site or with a slope greater than 20 degrees” (pg 4-275).
The action alternatives have “major impacts on recreation” (pg 4-277) when evaluated by these
34
indicators. Mitigation proposed for the first impact indicator is a new boat launch on the East shore,
which could be usable at all lake levels; no mitigation is proposed for the second impact indicator. This
boat launch would be on the opposite shore (east vs. west) and lake end (south vs. north) of the lake
from the campground: what is the drive distance and time from the campground to the proposed boat
launch? How is this acceptable mitigation for campers? Would it really even be usable by them, or only
by day visitors intending solely on boating? Due to the steep slopes, how would any boaters access
developed recreation sites?
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Assuming that recreation (including camping, hiking, fishing, boating, day trips and the presence of
secondary homeowners who conduct personal business in the area) is as negatively impacted as noted
in the DSEIS, what are the economic impacts to Kittitas County and the four-county region as a whole?
Section 3.21 notes that “the service industry is responsible for the most employment at the state and
four-county scales and is roughly double the next largest sector” (pg 3-178); is recreation included as
part of the service industry or does it stand on its own? State wide, outdoor recreation is a $26.2B
industry, which provides for 201,000 jobs, generates $7.6B in wages and salaries, and produces $2.3B
annually in state and local tax revenue; surely a fair share of that is going to this four-county region. This
part of the economy is ignored in Section 4.21 Socioeconomics but deserves consideration or, at the
very least, acknowledgement.
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EĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ&ŝƐŚ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ
While there are some positive benefits to KDRPP and KKC related to meeting desirable stream flows on
certain river reaches during some parts of the year, the overall impact to stream flow does not seem
positive. Further, the DSEIS notes that fish would need ten consecutive years of positive conditions in
these reaches in order to boost their numbers to those projected in Section 4.6.7 (pg 4-147); given the
climate predictions for the future, achieving ten consecutive years of positive conditions seems highly
unlikely, especially given that winter and spring flows are unlikely to meet targets, so the benefits of
KDRPP for stream flows are even less significant. Section 4.6.2 notes that under all Action Alternatives,
“increases in annual instream flows, and in July-August instream flows during drought years in the
Easton Reach, would decrease the quantity of rearing habitat available to spring Chinook and rainbow
trout subyearlings, resulting in a negative impact to these species during drought years” (pg 4-117). So
although the same section notes that instream flows would be benefited in the spring, flows later in the
year would be negatively impacted, which may negate the earlier benefits. The same situation is
described for the Keechelus Reach: that instream summer flows are projected to be met more often, but
winter and spring flows are negatively impacted; without meeting instream flows throughout the year,
what benefit is it to these fish populations to meet flow targets only occasionally, and particularly when
so many additional negative impacts would occur for these species in Lake Kachess?
Fish, including Bull Trout and salmon in Lake Kachess would be negatively impacted by all Action
Alternatives in several ways, including increased turbidity (pg 4-117), decreased hydraulic residence
time, lower minimum lake levels, reduction of shoreline vegetation, degraded thermal refugia for
predator and prey species (pg 4-116), disturbances to fish near the pumps, and increased risk of
entrainment in the facility (Table 4-79, pg 4-115). As noted above, the water temperature modeling is
inadequate, so the potential benefit of lowered water temperature is questionable, as the DSEIS notes
in several sections that water temperatures may increase due to prolonged or multi-year droughts.
Taken together, these impacts result in a reduction of available prey within the lake, more overlap
between predator and prey species, reduced feeding efficiency of predators that visually locate prey,
and reduction in habitat complexity. Section 3.6.2.1 notes that “Kokanee in Lake Kachess exhibit slow
growth and small size at age compared to other lake populations and the population is at risk of a feed
and growth bottleneck in summer” (pg 3-74); KDRPP puts this population at further risk. Prior to the
construction of the Kachess Dam, Lake Kachess supported a variety of anadromous species that no
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longer have access to the lake (pg 3-66); KDRPP would put those species left in the lake at further risk of
survival.
The only negative impact that is proposed to be mitigated by this project is the loss of connection
between Little and Big Kachess Basins: the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvement would be
constructed. Purporting that this “improves surface water connectivity” is a misstatement – it replaces
a naturally functioning connection that this project completely destroys. Section 3.2.3 notes that
“around the rim of Lake Kachess, 31 creeks flow into the lake from the uplands. Twenty-two creeks flow
into the Little Kachess basin” (pg 3-7). Section 4.3.10 (pg 4-77) specifically notes that bull trout would be
adversely affected by the loss of access to upstream tributaries. How will connectivity to these creeks
be mitigated when the lake is 80’ lower and up to 1,500’ farther away from their current connection
points?
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zĂŬŝŵĂWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐĂ^ǇƐƚĞŵ
The Yakima Project includes five major storage reservoirs that provide irrigation water to six districts, as
well as flood control, instream flow requirements, and municipal uses. As is clearly stated in Section
1.2.1 Yakima Project (emphasis added): “Reclamation manages these storage reservoirs as a system, and
does not designate any one reservoir or storage space to a specific irrigation district.” How does
allowing one particular district to build and operate this project on one particular reservoir meet the
objective of managing these reservoirs as a system? To a taxpaying, recreating citizen, it appears to be a
taking of a public good for the economic development of private entities, which undertook a risky
business venture attempting to start or maintain a farm in a district without Senior, or even Junior,
water rights.
Besides not providing a significant amount of water in drought years, this water is likely to be wasted
due to the condition of the irrigation canals used by Roza. The district’s canal system is 97 miles long,
and 67 miles of these canals are unlined, open air, earthen ditches built in the Yakima desert. In a 2016
Capital Press article, Roza representatives state that water seepage in these earthen ditches “is lessened
by fast flowing water creating a hard pan of silt on the canal bottom.” However, during drought, when
the water has slowed considerably, this layer of silt is broken up and dispersed, causing the canals to
leak. Before undertaking any projects that would take additional water from reservoirs, all of these
canals must be improved with concrete or plastic liners to prevent water waste.
The fact that only one of the six irrigation districts has expressed genuine interest in this project
suggests that it is for the benefit of the few and not the whole. Rather than implement a costly public
works project with significant negative environmental and public impacts, perhaps a more systemic
solution could be found that creates appropriate incentives for all water users to use water sustainably.
Section 1.2.3 notes that a Market Reallocation effort is a part of the Integrated Plan. This would
reallocate “water resources through a ‘water market’ or ‘water bank’ where water rights would be
bought, sold or leased on a temporary or permanent basis to improve water supply and instream flow
conditions.” Such a solution would create incentives for all water districts, not just those that are
proratable users, to invest in water conservation methods that allow water to be used more wisely.
Given the fact that KDRPP cannot meet the projected need (and falls far short of meeting that need
given climate change assumptions), implementing a water market reallocation first makes much more
10
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sense. If such a reallocation were highly successful, it might negate the “need” for KDRPP or any of the
other public works projects proposed as part of the Integrated Plan.

ID

Additional storage for water that is currently “wasted” could also be effective in meeting some of the
need without causing permanent, or long-term, negative environmental and recreational impacts.
Section 4.3.7 notes that “in most years, Reclamation spills water from Lake Keechelus because it cannot
store all of the runoff from its watershed” (pg 4-49). Section 3.12.2.1 notes that “snowpack is
considered the ‘sixth reservoir’ in the Yakima River basin… (but that) only about 30% of the average
annual total natural runoff above the Parker stream gage can be stored in the current Yakima River
basin reservoirs” (pg 3-134). Winter flows in the Yakima River area high and are projected to increase.
Are there alternative storage options for this water that is currently not put to use later in the season
when demand is high? Aside from an additional reservoir, could water be stored on farms in cisterns for
use on demand? Are there other out of the box ideas that could be considered that might offer greater
flexibility with less cost?
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ƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ
After reading the entirety of this DSEIS, it is extremely difficult to understand how the document can
assert that there would be “ongoing beneficial effect” for vegetation, and “no cumulative impacts” to
surface water, reservoir elevation, ESA-listed fish, or land use. The following are excerpts from the
DSEIS describing the level of Lake Kachess under Alternative 2 as compared to Alternative 1, emphasis
added (Section 4.3.4, pg 4-23 and 4-25):
x

x

...levels would be lower than those under Alternative 1 in 44 years out of 90 years modeled. In 31 of
the 44 years, Alternative 2 had a lower Lake Kachess level than Alternative 1 for every day of the
year… both when Reclamation operates KDRPP in drought years and in years following droughts
when the lake is refilling to its normal operating levels.
Lake Kachess would be below the level at which the two lake basins become separated (elevation
2,220) in 76 out of 90 years modeled, and increase of 3 years from Alternative 1. The mean duration
would be 154 days per year, an increase of 76 days per year compared with Alternative 1. … The
duration would increase during all months under Alternative 2; under Alternative 1, the separation
of the lake basins occurs from Sept to March.

The DSEIS claims, almost consistently, that Lake Kachess would refill in 2-5 years following a drought,
however, this is based on “the historical record of droughts.” Even without accounting for the adverse
climate change scenario, more recent historical records suggest that it is unlikely the lake would refill
within 2-5 years (emphasis added):
During multiyear drought conditions such as those in 1992-1994, Reclamation would draw the lake
down as much as 80’ below the existing outlet elevation. Following a multiyear drought comparable
to that of 1992-1994, lake levels would recover to normal operating levels 2 years later when
followed by a wet year such as 1996. In a single-year drought, such as occurred in 2001, the lake
would be drawn down to 50’ below the existing outlet elevation. Full recovery would not have been
achieved until 2008, because of a series of dry years (2003 & 2004) and a subsequent drought (in
2005). During the 2005 drought year, the lake level would be 40’ below the existing outlet
elevation. (pg 4-25)
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Given that the adverse climate change scenario predicts that droughts are nearly three times more likely
in any given year, it is reasonable to conclude that following a significant drawdown, Lake Kachess might
never refill completely. This is most certainly a “cumulative impact,” not only to surface water, reservoir
elevation, fish, and land use, but more generally to the recreating public or those that value the
environment in its own right.
Beyond the environmental and recreational impacts of concern above, the construction, maintenance
and operating costs are also a significant cumulative impact to the public. Although the Proratable
Entities claim to intend to undertake and pay for the project themselves, there is dissention among their
ranks with some members foreseeing an inability to pay for the water resulting from the project, and
presumably all of the associated project costs. As disclosed in the DSEIS, construction costs could range
from $225M-$675M (depending on the selected alternative) and operating costs could be as high as
$25M annually. Construction cost estimates for the project alternatives could increase by 30-50%
(depending on project alternative), and inflation is not accounted for in the annual maintenance and
operation estimates. This is an unacceptable cost to add to taxpayer burden at the same time that
recreation opportunities are taken from the public.
Overall, the benefits associated with the small amount of water provided do not outweigh the
significant negative environmental and recreational impacts. This project must not be implemented.

10
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Respectfully Submitted,

Karen Worcester
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Comment Letter 476

fleceiveci in Mailroom

Ms. Candace McKinley
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Environmental Prog:am Manag:r
_Yekima, W2:~hfnator1
Bureau of Reclamation Columbia-Cascades Area Office
" · '
1917 Marsh Road Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Dear Ms McKinley:
Subject: comments on the "Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance" project proposal

I am writing to you with comments on the proposal to withdraw more water from the Yakima River under the
guise of the "Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kacl1ess Reservoir Conveyance"
project. I don't believe that this project is necessary or that the alternatives have been adequately explored or
explained, that it benefits a modest number of irrigators while depriving the general public of greater benefits if the
resources (money and property) were used in other ways, and that expanding irrigated agriculture in the Yakima
Basin provides little benefit to the general citizen and taxpayer. Irrigation projects in the Yakima River system have
degraded habitat and water quality, and extirpated important native fish species. A century ago this was generally
accepted as standard practice, since then public opinion has shifted toward protecting and restoring the environment
as the extent and impact of previous degradation has become painfully obvious (e.g. severely reduced salmon
fisheries across the Pacific Northwest), unfortunately the Bureau of Reclamation's priorities seem to be more
nineteenth century than twenty first. I believe that remediation of the damage resulting from irrigation should be
well under way before any Increase in water withdrawal is considered (there is insufficient discussion of whether the
existing water rights cover such an increase).
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I will also suggest ways to accomplish the goal of more reliable water availability for junior water rights holders
and projects which would be precluded by this project which would be of greater benefit to the residents of
Washington State.
Necessity: there is no discussion of the continuing waste of water withdrawn from the Yakima River for irrigation. I
have included a note on how waste should be defined, identified some of the worst forms of waste in the basin
and improvements which could be made. Until the amount of water which could be saved if wasteful practices
were significantly reduced and a determination made of whether the water saved would be sufficient to
eiiminate the need for extra storage before the decision to proceed is made. Ecology's guidance on water
rights is clear that when there is not sufficient water to meet everyone's water rights the junior water right
holders have no claim for additional water beyond their allocation. How does the decision to take extra water
from the river (in tl1e following year(s)) conform with this policy?
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Remediation: The damage to the fisheries in the Yakima River was gratuitous and disregarded existing legal
requirements to provide fish passage at dams. The major reservoirs still lack fish passages, several
opportunities to combine fish passage structures with other major construction activities at the dams were not
taken. Major projects for irrigation should be put on hold until fish passage facilities have been put in place.
There are ongoing efforts to reintroduce species which had been extirpated in the basin, but flow manipulations
4
(aka the FlilpFlop) continue to be used to suppress salmon spawning. The use of the river channel in lieu of a
--------a1~.ill-Gr-pip@lin@-ciegr-aGles-tt-ie-valL-Je-0f-tt-le-r-iver-GAaF1Hel-f.0r--r-ear-iA€1-0f-fisl:J-ar-1El-tl:Je-r-et1:1r-A-0f-t-ai-lwat-er-t-0-tt-1---- - - - ~
river degrades water quality, Installing a pipeline to convey water from the reservoirs to the irrigation districts,
as was proposed for using Columbia River water in the BlackRock project, would allow more natural, although
reduced, river flows and create the conditions to eliminate or sharply reduce waste of water and discharge of
wastewater containing sediment, nutrients and pesticides into the river. Such a pipeline system would also

D
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provide (seasonal) hydropower and eliminate the need for pumps for advanced irrigation systems. Water
delivered to the irrigation districts would be of higher quality (none of the pollutants in the wastewater currently
returned to the river) and require less effort to screen out fish and debris Uust at the intake at the reservoir).
The potential for restoring a healthy river system by removing the irrigation water from the river needs to be
seriously evaluated before additional flow modifications are implemented.
Financing: The current irrigation conveyance system has been largely financed by loans from the Federal
government, starting over a century ago. Most of the loans have not been repaid, despite (because of?) the
very favorable terms, additional loans should not be made until the outstanding loans have been repaid. A
general truism is that if you don't value something you won't worry about wasting it. The cost of water to
irrigators does not include a charge for the value of the water, just the costs of delivering the water (to the
extent that those costs are not subsidized by unpaid loans and direct subsidies). The continued waste of water
through faulty or improper design of the distribution system and use of inefficient (in terms of delivering water
to the crop) irrigation systems is an outrage. At some price, requiring payment for the water withdrawn will
result in better practices, there should be a charge for water with the price increasing until the needed reforms
have been achieved. The fees for use of water owned by the public should go to the public (government) for
public projects; charging for water is little different from selling timber harvested from public lands. The costs
of a pipeline to replace the inefficient system of canals, ditches and misuse of tl1e river channel should be paid
by the irrigators, but ownership of the pipeline and the hydropower plants be public witl1 profits going to the
general fund and local government.
Public Benefit/Expense of irrigated agriculture: The water for irrigation was taken without respect for the existing
(indirect but very much essential) users such as those fishing for salmon spawned in the Yakima basin. There
appears to have been no reparations (and the descendants of many of those harmed would be hard to identify
now a century later but there are some obvious claimants) or restoration of the fisheries directly (and indirectly)
extirpated by construction of the irrigation supply system, notably the reservoirs over existing spawning and
early rearing lakes for Sockeye Salmon. Shouldn't there be acknowledgement of the extirpation of Sockeye
(there are mentions of the extirpation of Coho, Gray Wolves and Bull Trout) as a result of construction of the
dams (and efforts by tl1e Yakama Nation to reintroduce them) in this report?
In recent decades those working in orchards, etc., are no longer citizens, but instead immigrants. The
lmmigrants are reported to include legal (green card holders and H2-A authorized workers) and undocumented
(or those using fraudulent documentation - a recent artlcle in the Seattle Times (28 June 2018) reports that
orchardists do not use the official site for establishing the immigration status of workers and many are likely are
not properly authorized to work in the United States). There are also reports of abuse of immigrant workers
(failure to pay for work done, unsafe working conditions, sexual abuse) that continues because the workers are
so desperate for the money and afraid of being deported that they fail to reportthese problems. The irrigators
claim that they Americans won't work in agriculture, this includes the American born children of immigrant farm
laborers. My observation of workers on highway construction, roofing, etc. lead me to believe that people are
willing to work under challenging conditions (hot, fumes from asphalt) and the issue is one of pay - why work
in the fields if the pay at WalMart or the local fast food establishment is comparable, especially if conditions are
less onerous, employment is more predictable and there are benefits such as health care. Hiring immigrant
labor l1as a similar impact to sending work overseas to where labor is less expensive - the wages (or in the
case of immigrants, a portion of the wages) are not spent in the United States and so aren't part of the chain of
money passing from one worker through a local business (or local outlet) and on to the next worker. The
shipment of agricultural products overseas is equivalent t6 shipping water out of the water short Yakima Basin,
where it could otherwise be used by the native fishery or crops consumed in the United States.
Alternative Investments: I have already described how the existing system of canals and using the river channel for
conveying water from the reservoirs to the irrigation districts is wasteful of water (leakage and tailwater when
withdrawals and flows don't balance) and the wastage of the gravitational potential energy between the
reservoirs and irrigation districts can both be corrected by use of pipelines and distributed hydropower plants.
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Kachess and Keechelus Reservoirs appear to be well-placed for use as pumped hydropower storage, using
connections similar to those proposed but probably of a different size. This would benefit the general public by
evening out the short term fluctuations in solar and wind power as well as accommodating the fluctuations in
daily demand from industries which don't operate 24 hours a day and the peak usage periods of households.
These two options should be evaluated before committing to using Kachess Reservoir for increased storage
capacity and further impacting flows in the upper river.
Future Concerns: As proposed the project would be used only in official drought years (the available water would be
less than 70% of the water rights of the junior water rights holders) and in the year(s) following while Kachess
Reservoir is refilled, leaving the infrastructure idle for potentially years. With the facilities available I expect
that there will be considerable pressure to use the system to supplement irrigation supplies in years when there
is less than a full allotment available but above the 70% threshold. Using these reservoirs for pumped
hydropower storage would involve daily usage all year, that is a more efficient use of the investment with little
or no impact on flows in the river.
For all of tire above reasons I believe the proposal should not move forward until the issues I have raised have
been satisfactorily addressed: installation of fish passage at the reservoirs, restoration of channel geometry and
more natural flows in the river, reducing the waste of water withdrawn and the amount of polluted water returned to
the river. The alternative use of the reservoirs for pumped hydropower storage also deserves to be evaluated before
the project moves forward.
Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.
Sincerely,

(~~/-3409 Taylor Way
Yakima, Washington 98902
(509) 454-0871

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-964

8
D

9
D

10
D

Water Rights and Beneficial Uses - definitions and a discussion
I have included the sources I cite in the following from informational pages from Ecology and WSU
Extension plus a definition in the water rights code on the following pages. All emphasize using water for
growing a crop (there are other allowable uses but commercial agriculture is the primary user of water
from the reservoirs in the headwaters of the Yakima River system). I did not find the specific agreement
between Washington State and the Bureau of Reclamation, which addresses irrigation districts rather
than water rights issued to a specific parcel.
From conversations with friends who worked for the Water Rights program within Ecology and
farmers with water rights, I believe the following statements are true for individual rights and would have
to be modified for irrigation districts, but still the broad principles would apply:
A water right is approved for growing a specific crop (especially applicable to perennial crops such
orchards) or suite of crops which may be grown in rotation (typically annual crops)
The amount of water allowed per acre of a particular crop is defined by studies published by WSU,
see Appendix Bin sources cited. In the users manual for scheduling irrigation, the use of drip
irrigation and the smaller volume of soil wetted is noted; what is not noted is that broadcast
irrigation of a crop such as apples will apply water to areas between the root zones of the crop.
A strict definition of beneficial use (which is implicit in the WSU irrigation scheduling program) is that
only water which is taken up (typically by the roots) by the target crop is put to beneficial use. Water
applied outside of the root zones of the individual plants forming the crop is not beneficially used - it is
either taken up by different plants or percolates below the field and out of reach of the crop. Water
applied to grass between trees in an orchard can be useful for controlling dust and mud, but this is not
beneficial use by the basic definition and this function can be served by applying a mulch.
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Each irrigation system has the potential to apply water in areas or amounts beyond the needs of the
crop, that is wasted and if returned to the river is also usually polluting:
Water carried in earthen ditches saturates the soil beneath the ditch, which then percolates toward
the groundwater below, again not a beneficial use and avoidable by using lined ditches or
pipes;
Flood and rill irrigation require saturating the soil in the area nearest the start of irrigation in order to
satisfy the needs of the plants at the far end of the area irrigated. Unless the lower end of the
field is diked to retain water long enough to infiltrate, water will flow past the crop, that is
tailwater. Water is being applied in excess of plant needs at the top of the row and as
tailwater.
Sprinkler irrigation applies water to the entire area of a field or orchard, including over areas without
roots from the crop (this is especially true for annual crops before reaching maturity), resulting
in wasting water. Aerial application (sprinkling) of water results in evaporation which never
reaches the field and is aiso wasted.
Drip irrigation applies water near the base of the plant, i.e. at the start of the roots, and if properly
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___µ,=ac......e....
d-1.r.....
es"-'1.wilt:s.v-J.lio-'-'=less....w.ater_escapi.n.gJ:bacr.op.'.s-.r.oots-(.tbe-r.oots-dor.i~t.g.r.0-1N-beyo.nd-tl-1e-woo.ebl--------- - zone). The use of a plastic mulch to control weeds will also reduce the potential for
evaporation from the soil surface.
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Driving through the Yakima Basin over the past two decades I have seen more sprinkler systems
installed and fewer rill or flood irrigation systems in use. In the Toppenish Valley it appears that the
vegetable growers use the combination of drip irrigation and plastic mulch, hopyards also appear to use
drip irrigation extensively (the coils of black hose at the ends of rows during the winter), but the orchards
use sprinklers and grass cover. Progress in replacing inefficient (especially rill and flood) irrigation has
been slow and there are just three references to irrigation efficiency in the proposal, on pages 1-2, 2-2,
and 4-352, which are more aspirational than actual progress. There is a challenge in promoting
efficiency, irrigators are expected to 'return' the water saved by improved application methods to
Ecology, which they interpret as taking away their water right, which is a misunderstanding: the water
right is only for the amount of water needed to grow the crop on the land to which the water right
applies and amount needed is (in principal, but apparently not in practice) defined by the current best
practices. Water saved by improved application methods is not allowed to be used to irrigate additional
land, this is called water spreading. My understanding is that irrigation districts have the area which may
be irrigated (acres not specific fields) as part of their water right. I don't know the law so that using
'saved' water to make up for reduced water availability due to low precipitation seems allowable within an
irrigation district.
A water right is the right to withdraw water for private use, within constraints due to water reserved
for more senior water rights holders (including Native Americans who hold the most senior rights) and
any other restrictions on diversions, such a minimum flows in the river. Replacing the water withdrawn
from the 'dead pool' of Kachess Reservoir is only effective if it is replaced subsequently. What guarantee
is there that water withdrawals when refilling the reservoir (or filling it to capacity, since it does not
regularly fill to capacity), will not exceed the existing water right for that year?
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Water Rights and Beneficial Uses - Sources
The following are selected quotations from the web page at the head of the quotation (sources cited). Most of these apply
specifically to individual water rights rather than for an irrigation district or Bureau of Reclamation, but the general principles of not
wasting water still apply to the proposal and projects.
httg_;if_apps.leg. \IY..MPV /WAC/defitUlt. aspx?citec: 173-517-,Q~ co pied 7 July 2018

WAC 173-517-030
Definitions.
For the purposes of this chapter, the following definitions apply. If these definitions differ from those in related rules, the
definitions presented here shall apply for this chapter:
(3) "Commercial agriculture" means the production of crops for sale, crops intended for widespread distribution (e.g., markets), and
nonfood crops such as hay and lavender. Commercial agriculture includes livestock production and livestock grazing. Commercial
agriculture does not include crops grown for household consumptiOn (e.g., household vegetable gardens or fruit trees).
https: /jfortress. waAg ov/;;~L.pubti c<1.ti on_§L_do cumentsl;i61804swr ,pqf copied 7 July 2018
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Water Rights in Washington
The Department of Ecology (Ecology) manages the state's water l'esources, working to meet all the varied demands on Washington's
public waters.

Q: What is a water right?
A: A water right is a legal authorization to use a cc:l'tain amount of public water for a beneficial purpose. The water must be
appHed without waste to uses such as irrigation, domestic water sllpply and power gern~rntion, to narne a few.

Q: Does my water right protect me during a drought?
A: No. A water right does not guarantee the availability of water. The degree of
reliability depends on your watei· source and the relative seniority of your water right.
Publication Number: 96-1804-S&WR

https:LLecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-sur:rnly/Water-rights copied 7 July 2018
Wa ter·: A public resource

We are responsible for managing the water resourr.es of the state, including issuing the right to use water as well as protecting the instre,irn
resources for tl1 e benefit of the public. We manage a portfolio of over 230,000 active water right certificates, permits, applications, and claims to
help meet the state's many water supp ly needs. Many of these permits have been in existence since the late 1800s. Before we eon issue a wote r
right permit, the proposed use must meet a four-part test:

2.
J.

4.

Water must be available: (both phy$1ca1!y aud !~gall,)
Waler mnsl l~ ns~d bendfriully
Wakr us~ nmst b~ in th~ public's int~rest
Wakr us,: nmst 1wt imJHlir ,rnotb~r existing us,:
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tl.lli/://irriga tion .wsu. edu/Content/Fact-Sheet s/FSW R001-WA-Wat er-Rights-v 3.pdf copied 7 July 2018
W a s h i n g t o n S t a t e U n i v e r s i t y E x t e n s i o n F a c t S h e e t • FS W R OO 1

How much money are my water rights worth? Water rights can increase property val ues 5-10 times. Water can enable the
production of agricultural crops worth up to thousands of dollars per acre on land where nothing at all could be profitably grown
without it, This production stimulates local economies and industries, produces jobs, and increases the state's tax revenue. Water
not only makes life possible, it makes it enjoyable. Although it is difficult to put a direct dollar/ gallon value on it, wat er is extremely
valuable. Please don't waste it.

http://weather.wsu.edu/ is/lSMMa nual. pdf copied 7 Jul y 2018

irrigation scheduler mobile

User's Manual and Documentation
R. Troy Peters, P.E., Ph.D.
Water is held in the empty spaces between soil particles. When these empty spaces are com pletely filled, the soil
is said to be saturated (Figu re S). Excess water will drain out over time until a point where the soil can hold a
certain amou nt of water indefinitely against the downward pull of gravity. This so il water content is the soil's full
point called field capacity {FC} and in this application is measured in inches of water per foot of soil depth. The
excess water that drains will move down to lower soil layers. Applying more water than a soil can retain in t he
plant's managed root zone results in water loss to deep percolation {DP) or "deep water loss" . Water loss to deep
percolation w astes water, pumping energy, and vit al plant nutrients that are held in t he soi l water sol ution .

How Much Water is the Plant Using?
The amount of water required to grow a crop consists of the water lost to evaporation from a wet soil surface and
leaves, and transpiration of water by the plant. Together these are called evapotranspiration (ET) and are also
referred to as crop w ater use. ET is measured in i nches of water used per day. The crop evapotranspiration (He) is
calculated as:
where ETr is the estimated evapotranspiration of a referen ce surface of f ull grown alfalfa that is calcul ated from
measured weather data. The weather data used to ca lculate ETr include solar radiation, air temperatures,
humidity, and wind speed data.

Other Model Assumpti(,ns
The following addit ional assumptions are made by this soil water balance m odel.
• All water entered as an irrigati on amount infiltrates into the soil.
• Water In t he plant's root zone is equally available to t he plant regardless of depth.
• The season begins with a full so il protrle (at field capacity). This can be mod ified by usi ng the "Reset/ Correct Soil
Water Availabi lity" option on the first day in t he Daily Budget table. Plant roots grow into soil at field capacity.
• Water moves quickly into the soil and excess water is lost quickly to deep percolation.
• All rainfa ll goes towards satisfying t he calculated ET demand.

For Drip/Micro,% of Soil Wetted: In many perennial cropping systems under dri or micro irri ation the
en tire soi volume is not used. For example a drip irrigation system in a wi ne grape vineyard may wet a 4 f t width
of soil in an 8 ft row spacing. In this case only 50% of the soi l is used to store water since the inter-rows remain dry.
The soil's water holding capacity can be red uced by multl plying by thi s percentage t o r eflect t hi s.
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Appendix B: Crop Defaults Used in the Model. Alternative crops and defaults can be set up for
different states or climatic regions. Crop Development Dates for Crop Coefficient Curve (DOY)
[I could not align the headers exactly, 'Root Depths' applies to the last two columns; this is only the
first portion of the table]

Crop Development dates for crop coefficient curve
Depths
Crop
Name

Planting

> 10% of

I

Field

Alfalfa
Apples
Apricots
Asparag

Emergen
ce
91
110
110
120

100
112
112
130

Crop Coefficients

Root

Full
Cover/>
70%

Initial
Maturati
on

End of
Season

Initial

Full
Cover

Final

Starting

Max.

122
149
149

139
244
220
260

278

0.33
0.39
0.39
0.36

1.07
1.05
1.10
1.00

0.95
0.50
0.50
0.87

4.0
3.5
3.5
3.5

5.0
3.5
3.5
5.0

214

278

278
278

us

Beets
(table)
B!ackber
ries
Blueberr
ies
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117

135

195

239

276

0.40

0.88

0.79

0.2

90

95

145

190

280

0.25

1.05

0.70

3.5

4.0

85

90

111

195

225

0.25

1.03

0.90

3.0

4.0

136

153

195

229

243

0.42

0.71

0.50

0.5

3.0

2.5

Cantalo
upe
Carrots
Cauliflo
wer
Celery

91
91

119
119

160
160

220
218

243
243

0.70
0.58

0.85
0.87

0.75
0.79

0.2
0.2

2.0
2.0

127

140

186

220

253

0.65

0.80

0.80

0.2

1.5

Cherries

110

112

141

220

278

0.39

1.12

0.50

3.5

3.5

[The smaller the numbers in the coefficient columns, the less water that crop requires compared to the
reference standard of Alfalfa, I tried to remove rows from the table, but only created empty rows]
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Comment Letter 477
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess, Comments re: SDEIS for KDRPP and
KKC
1 message
Steve Fury <steve@furyduarte.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:50 PM

Dear Ms. McKinley,
Please see attached letter with comments and questions.
Please note that I oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC projects. Only Alternative
1, “No Action” is acceptable.
-C. Steven Fury
steve@FuryDuarte.com

4 attachments
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Comment Letter 477

C. Ste'Ven :Fury
1606 14stn .'A.'Venue S.'E.
1Jetrevue, 1V.'A. 98007
206.437.3343
ste'Ve:fury@gmaiC:com

Submitted via email to kkbt@us br.gov
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
191 7 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058

RE: Kacbess and Keecbelus DEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley:
I own property on Lake Kachess. These are comments to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) 2018 Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) released on April 131\ 2018 and also those comments by The Alpine Lakes Protection
Society, The Sierra Club, The Wise Use Movement and The North Cascades Conservation Council which were
made about the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance (KKC) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated January 9, 2015. All comments are
submitted under both NEPA and SEPA.
Comments

I oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC projects. Only Alternative 1, "No Action" is
acceptable.
Consideration of all reasonable alternatives. Only the Yakima Basin Integrated Water Management Plan
(YBIP) and No Action are considered. How will this be rectified? Why conservation efforts and purchase of
water rights and other alternatives considered? The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires
consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action
[40 CFR 1508.18]. Consideration of "reasonable alternatives" means all state-of-the-art alternatives must
be rigorously explored and properly evaluated, as well as those other alternatives which are eliminated from
detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them [Section 1502.14). Of particular
concern with regard to the KDRPP-KKC SDEIS , and its predecessor the KDRPP-KKC DEIS, the alternatives
must not be slanted to favor the interests of a particular party.
The stated purpose of the DEIS was to "provide more reliable and sustainable water resources for the health
of the riverine environmental and for agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs. (Page ES-I, January 2015).
The 2018 Supplemental EIS failed to offer a stated purpose and one must presume the 2015 DEIS statement
of purpose applies to the 2018 document.
The 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS fail to meet the explicit NEPA requirement of considering a reasonable
range of alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action. The 2015 DEIS considered only
two alternatives: the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) with two locations, and the KeechelusMarch 2019
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to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC) with two locations. In fact, the DEIS stated these should all be considered
part of a single action because they could not be separated. (That is, Lake Kachess could not be drained
without a refill mechanism from Lake Keechelus.) In reality, therefore, only one action alternative was
considered (pumping plant plus conveyance) vs. no action in the 2015 DEIS. The 2018 SDEIS continued and
compounded this failure. A conveyance tunnel with two locations was considered, and a pumping plant with
three locations. While the SDEIS makes an effort to have these appear to be several different alternatives,
they are in fact one alternative ... extracting water from a natural lake to benefit downstream special interests.
Compliance with NEPA would require consideration of true alternatives to accomplish the stated purpose of
providing more reliable and sustainable water resources. Any reasonable list of alternatives would include
serious consideration of water conservation methods, water market strategies, crop mix management ( e.g.,
fallowing), use of technology (ditch lining, micro-irrigation systems, electronic monitoring systems, increased
security from water theft), and advanced technology (underground drip systems). In fact, subsequent analysis
of YBIP by the Water Research Center of Washington State University has shown that the purpose of YBIP
can be achieved at lower cost and with greater effect (i.e., greater net increase in available water) by application
of conservation and water market strategies. Why were these not considered? What would a true analysis
show if they were?
Others have repeatedly noted this deficiency in the 2015 DEIS, and repeated it for the 2018 SDEIS. Both the
DEIS and the SDEIS fail to comply with the NEPA requirement of considering all reasonable alternatives to
achieve the stated purpose. In fact, this fatal flaw originates from the Programmatic EIS released in 2012,
which failed to consider all reasonable alternatives and entrenched the problem which was carried forward in
the 2015 DEIS and 2018 SDEIS. The 2012 Programmatic Yakima Plan EIS not only failed to consider a
range of alternatives, as required by NEPA, it failed to follow federal Program Principals and Guidelines (PPG)
in accurately assigning costs and benefits to the arbitrarily narrow list of alternatives. All subsequent NEPA
processes and documents have therefore been legally inadequate and the SDEIS cannot be "tiered" to an
inadequate PEIS. The only way to rectify this problem is to return to the original Programmatic Yakima
Plan EIS and do it correctly. We ask that the NEPA legal requirements be met by re-issuing a NEPA compliant
Programmatic EIS, follow that with a NEPA compliant Draft EIS, and proceed in a manner that considers a
range of alternatives to the YBIP' s stated purpose.

D
2

Water conservation methods, water market strategies, state-of-the-art water management technologies, and
crop management strategies should be considered separately and in combination to achieve the purpose(s) of
YBIP, and, as alternatives to the proposed Kachess Lake pumping plant. It is clear the PEIS, DEIS and SDEIS
have been prepared (in violation of NEPA guidance) "slanted to the interest of special interest groups". The
NEPA process must be followed as required so that all alternatives not considered be listed and a full
explanation be given .. .including data, references, and review procedures ... for excluding each alternative.
Page 1-4 notes that the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan has 7 components, but several are not included in the
KDRPP EIS (groundwater storage, water conservation, market reallocation). Define the number of acre-feet
saved by water conservation and market reallocation in the whole Yakima watershed.
The process that generated the DEIS and SDEIS ofrecord cannot be relied upon to produce a NEPA compliant
document that objectively represents all reasonable alternatives, and we therefore request that an independent,
non-biased, non-government, academic entity be engaged to conduct these analyses.
Involvement of Native American tribes. The SDEIS notes the Yakama Nation has historical ties to the Lake
Kachess area, and documents historical and cultural heritage connections. The Snoqualmie Tribe also has
roots in the Lake Kachess area, and artifacts from that federally recognized tribe have been found along the
shoreline of Lake Kachess. How will the Snoqualmie Tribe' s historical and cultural standing be recognized
in regard to this project, and they be brought into the discussion? How will the Snoqualmie Tribe be
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contacted, the potential impact of this project on their culture be explained, and will they be given an
opportunity to provide comment prior to a Final DEIS and/or ROD? Also, please describe what happens with
Native American artifacts unearthed during construction or following activation of pumps and draining to /
below the natural lake level. When I built a logging road on my property adjacent to Lake Kachess, it required
inspection by
Lack of communication to the affected public, including campers at Lake Kachess (Page ES-xiii) The
DEIS states the project will implement a "public communication strategy" to inform recreationists and others
of the impacts of the proposed action(s) on USFS campgrounds, fishing, boating, hiking and other activities,
and to mitigate the impact. Given that a single USFS campground (Lake Kachess Campground) registers
23,000 people and 11,000 boat launches annually, it should be obvious that this communication strategy
should be pro-active, and communicated now, not at an unknown time in the future. Citizens must be
informed prior to experiencing impact, in order to understand the potential impact on individuals and families,
and to participate meaningfully in the deliberative process. Given the SDEIS documentation of negative
impact on recreational activity, and the acknowledgement most affected individuals come from the Seattle
area, it is clear NEPA/SEP A process represented by the SDEIS has failed to involve and inform affected
citizens and organizations as required by law. Please develop, describe, distribute for comment, and
implement a "public communications strategy" immediately, to reach the thousands of affected parties who
have not been recognized or adequately served by the SDEIS.
This strategy should include mass
communications, well-publicized meetings, and other techniques throughout the Seattle and Puget Sound
area.
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The impact on the thousands of annual visitors and boaters at USFS Lake Kachess Campground will be
enormous. The SDEIS indicates the lake could be drawn down 80 feet "as early as June in severe drought
years," the very weekend that the campground typically opens. This means that the campground could not
open. To date there has been no effort at communicating with the individuals, families, and organizations
that use this campground, some with decades of continuous annual use. The possibility of drastically reduced
access to this treasured recreational facility has never been communicated to its users, let alone the possibility
that it would close and not re-open for a year or more. Why has there been such inadequacy of a post hoc
communication strategy to inform recreational users of the impact of KDRPP-FPP. The impact on USFS
Lake Kachess Campground is but one, but a very important example of the need for a different and better
approach. How will the past users of USFS Lake Kachess Campground be contacted and informed of the
potential impact on Lake Kachess, and will they be provided an opportunity for public comment? It is clear
the current SDEIS has failed to accomplish this essential public information obligation, and that a subsequent
SDEIS and full public disclosure are needed to correct this failure. Please provide a written plan as to how
the past campground users will be contacted and the timeline for this process.
Funding ambiguity. The SDEIS states the Bureau of Reclamation will "fund ... some or all, or authorize Roza
to fund" the KDRPP-FPP. This statement inadequately informs Washington citizens ... as well as Roza
farmers ... of their likely obligations for financial support of the KDRPP-FP. Who will, in fact pay for the
project and how? Please provide the legal, legislative, and/or other basis for stating Bureau of Reclamation
will fund some or all of the project, the conditions under which that funding would occur, the criteria for
obligating Washington citizens to finance this project, how "all or some" will be determined, and by whom,
and the time frame for securing financing. How much will who pay? What is the proposed source of the
funds? Will I have to pay for a project that I oppose and that will damage my property? The statement that
the Record of Decision (ROD) will determine which entity (BoR, Dept. Ecol., Roza, etc.) will be responsible
for what action (fund, design, construct, operate, etc.) further confuses the financing issue. These are not
details to be clarified at a later time, but substantively important issues of signal concern to the citizens of the
State of Washington and Roza farmers that we all must know in order to provide infonned comment. Please
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provide all the information that is promised for a future ROD, but in a subsequent SDEIS that will be made
available to citizens with an appropriate comment period.
Change in Scope (Page ES-viii) The SDEIS states that the KDRPP-FPP is the "proposed action" and
BoR/Dept. Ecology have not identified a "preferred alternative." This represents a major departure from the
previous DEIS, which indicate a KKC conveyance project and a KDRPP project must be considered as a
"single action and cannot be separated." The logic of that position was that emptying Lake Kacbess in an
artificial and unprecedented manner, would require a refill mechanism (e.g., KKC). Apparently that logic
was incorrect and has been superseded by new policy. The SDEIS continues to show substantial impact with
long term and irreversible damage. Please summarize the negative impacts ofKDRPP known in 2012, any
differences (positive or negative) in impacts based upon the SDEIS, and explain why the differences are
"acceptable" in 2018. This explanation should also serve to inform citizens as to why no "preferred
alternative" is provided. This explanation is critical to citizens' understanding of the project and their
potential financial obligations. It appears, under the meaning of the law, this action essentially removes
KKC options, and thereby changes the scope of the original Programmatic DEIS to a different Program. BoR
must explain how this change in scope of the program can be accomplished within a no-longer-accurate
description of the PDEIS.
This SDEIS Table indicates roles and responsibilities of participating entities. Roza Irrigation District will
(according to Table 1-1) "Fund, design, construct, operate ... etc .... the selected alternative." This can only
refer to the KDRPP-FPP. This statement of :financial obligation also appears on Page 1-17. Unfortunately,
there is confusion in the public's mind, largely due to conflicting public comments by Roza representatives
and BoR representatives. It is imperative that this confusion be removed before any Final DEIS and/or ROD
be issued. Please provide a complete and unambiguous statement of financial obligation of KDRPP-FPP.
Who will be responsible for 100% of the costs of implementing KDRPP-FPP, including all mitigation,
litigation, and other assigned costs? The SDEIS does not say. That is a gross inadequacy and
misrepresentation.
P2-76 notes that the parcels north of the existing beach road on the East side are indeed private and may need
to be purchased from their current owners for the boat ramp and parking lot. There is no money in the SDEIS
for property purchase. How many lots and at what expected price will be purchased? These additional costs
should be included in the SDEIS Alternatives. A revised SDEIS is warranted.
The mitigation costs must be included when id,entifying how and by whom funding will be accomplished. The
required Bull Trout Volitional Passage is stated in the text to cost $23,000,000 but is not included. This does
not include the large mitigation costs of private well failure mitigation, campground restoration and mitigation,
negative impact on private property values, fire risk hazard increase, fire suppression cost increase, and many
others mentioned in the SDEIS but not budgeted, and thus, apparently, ignored. It is thus likely that the
financial obligation will exceed $500,000,000.
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In summary, the budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, incomplete, and systematically biased to
undervaluation. Please provide accurate cost estimates and funding mechanisms for review and comment
before a Final DEIS and/or ROD is released.
Impact on private wells (Page ES-xi) The negative impact of lowering the water level of Lake Kachess on
private wells (ES-xi) is documented, with the conclusion that significant numbers of wells will be
"dewatered." I own water rights to connected with my property that will be severely and negatively affected.
It is unacceptable to tell citizens that their water supply will likely disappear, and then offer a remedy of
"monitor and mitigate."
How will mitigation be accomplished? Well failures will likely occur in
October/November when Lake Kachess is at its lowest level, this is also shortly before snow arrives and
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access to homesites becomes difficult. The possibility oflosing water at this time, without an in-place action
plan for making homeowners whole, is unacceptable. A comprehensive strategy composed of proven
techniques that can be implemented immediately upon need is required prior to a Final DEIS and/or ROD.
We ask that this comprehensive strategy, its details, costs, and operational features, be described in detail,
and citizens be provided with this information along with an appropriate comment period, prior to issuing a
FDEIS or ROD. How are these costs calculated and included in the overall financing plan?
Some property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for their wells. According
to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the lake is pumped down. How is it possible that prorated junior
water rights holders of the Roza irrigation district can dewater those Kachess wells which have senior water
rights? State specific statutes and other justifications. Also, there is no money for mitigation for the loss of
well water. What is the process for getting a well drilled deeper, and what is the timeline for getting a well
repaired which has run dry?
Misrepresentation of Lake Kachess (Chapter 1, Section 1.2) The SDEIS indicates Kachess Reservoir
was constructed over a naturally occurring glacial lake ... [joining] ... Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess
Lake. These two lakes, acknowledged to be lakes in the SDEIS, represent the entirety of all KDRPP options,
including the proposed action KDRPP-FPP. All the water to be pumped by the KDRPP will come from Lake
Kachess. It is an intentional misrepresentation to assert this project involves Kachess Reservoir. The KDRPP
has nothing to do with the reservoir (stated in page 1-1 to be the water over the natural lake) and exclusively
affects the natural lake, Lake Kachess. This attempt to misrepresent a natural, glacial-created lake as a
reservoir has only one purpose, to mislead and confuse the public. This representation must be corrected, and
that inaccurate and confusing euphemisms such as "dead storage" and "inactive pool" be eliminated. The
correct term should be either "Lake Kachess" or "Big Kachess Lake". There is a Kachess Reservoir, the
approximately 65 ft. of water currently managed by BoR. Below that is the natural Lake Kachess, and it is
this body of water that is exclusively the target of, and impacted by, KDRPP.
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Bull Trout The Bull Trout Volitional Passage project is described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9. The "steep slope
conditions" between Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake will occur when the water level is
approximately 2,208 elevation and the pumping operation begins. These "steep slope" conditions will occur
an additional 6,225 days if KDRPP-FPP is installed, this will mean 34 additional years (out of 90 modeled),
and an average of 183 days a year, when Bull Trout Passage will be completely dependent on the Volitional
Passage.
In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 - 2008) the pump .. .and therefore the
channel .. .will be in continuous operation. Eight years of steep slope conditions, requiring 8 years of Bull
Trout dependence on the volitional passage, represents 2-3 spawning cycles. The entire population of Lake
Kachess Bull Trout will be destroyed if the volitional passage is not effective. No evidence is provided that
the volitional passage is effective, has been demonstrated in other Bull Trout population support activities,
has completed a "proof of concept" test, or is in any way assured to be successful to preventing destruction
of the Lake Kachess Bull Trout population. Also, because the volitional passage is not included in the budget
costs, it cannot be assumed to be part of the project going forward. Another concern is the lack of water
flowing into tributaries of Little Kachess Lake, which will be the water needed to charge the volitional
passage. The SDEIS states the tributary water disappears at the end of the year. .. when the water will be
needed in the passage. There is no description of the length of the passage (the length and Southern outlet
are never described in text, numeric, or schematic terms).
Mitigation of the effect on bull trout must be described in ways that make sure sufficient water will be
available to charge the passage, the length, slope, and other characteristics of the passage will not deter Bull
Trout passage, the returning redds will be able to find the entry point of the volitional passage, and the
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passageway to Box Creek will be maintained. The current plastic and straw bale approach is inadequate and
has led to further declines of the population.
The volitional passage design and operation must be updated to address all of these concerns, and that the
revised design be available for review and comment in a subsequent SDEIS, prior to any Final DEIS or ROD.
What fraction of the resident endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess is estimated will be killed
under the proposed alternative and all the active alternatives? What fraction of loss is allowable under law
and the EPA? How will the active alternatives and the proposed alternative meet these legal requirements?

14
D

I personally require more than a "conceptual design" of the volitional passage. My property on Lake Kachess
is very ear to the passage between Little and Big lake Kachess. It will be severely affected by any volitional
passage. How will this impact to my property be mitigated?
Increased forest vulnerability and Fire Hazard. The vegetation and wetlands (Page 2-70) and densely forested
watershed (Page 3-98) will, according to the SDEIS suffer with reduced water levels in Lake Kachess. This
will mean stressed trees and other foliage in a single drought year, and in multiple years of pump operation
dead trees due to lack of water and insect vulnerability. The Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has
the primary responsibility fire and emergency medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus
areas. This state agency has repeatedly raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced capacity
to suppress fires ( due to lowering of the lake and removal of a source of water for firefighting), the increased
incidence of accidents and injuries due to construction activity, and need for public education and
communication strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects. Despite numerous and repeated
expressions of concern and requests to meet with the responsible Fire Departments, the BoR has ignored and
rejected these requests. This is a clear violation of the NEP A/SEPA process and renders the current SD EIS
incomplete and unacceptable. As part of the NEPA/SEPA process for Lake Keechelus/Lake Kachess project
proposals, BoR and other affiliated entities must engage leadership of the Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue
agency and work together to develop a mutually acceptable plan for mitigating the previously stated concerns.
A plan must be developed and included in a subsequent SDEIS, distributed to all stakeholders, and submitted
for public comment prior to any Final DEIS or ROD.
The SDEIS consistently under-represents the impact on private residences and
Impact to my property
property owners. Page 3-155 refers to "several private parcels and homes or cabins" that will be affected,
but a better description would be "substantial numbers of private residences ... etc." Lake Kachess Village
HOA has 162 homesites, East Kachess HOA has 70 homesites, Kachess Ridge has approximately 80
homesites, and East Kachess Ride another 20-30, plus numerous unaffiliated residences in the area. I own 5
lots on the east side of Lake Kachess on the waterfront that are among the unaffiliated. This easily numbers
in excess of 300 homesites, far more than would be inferred from the term "several." The SDEIS must include
an accurate description, in numerical terms, of individuals and homesites affected by the Lake Kachess
drawdown. As a mininrnm, this would include all homesites on Kachess Lake Road, Via Kachess Road, the
Kachess Dam and eastern shoreline road, and private residences within 5.0 miles of the shoreline.
BoR commissioned a study by Dean Potter LLC, a real estate appraisal firm, to determine the negative impact
on private properties resulting from the pumping drawdown. This study showed a negative impact of 5-10%,
but even this was an under-estimate. The Potter study imposed a primary screening criterion that the only
value a lake had, was the view it provided to a homesite. This eliminated 85% of the homesites in the
immediate area of the lake, even though the residents had chosen their homes because of access to the lake.
The Potter LLC study claimed that even though the lake could become inaccessible for years at a time, people
who lived there to enjoy boating, fishing, hiking, picnicking, and other water-related activities, would not
notice the lake had disappeared. The only ones who would be adversely affected would be those people with
a view ... but not just any view, an " unfiltered view." The study actually claimed that a view of a full lake
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within 0.1 miles, and a view of the drawn dov.rn lake more than 0.1 miles away, would be equivalent. There
is no precedent for such exclusionary criteria, and there is no justification using standard methods of appraisal.
The entire exercise is a transparent effort to minimize any negative impact. Even so, a 5-10% negative on
impacted properties was reported.
Even though the BoR commissioned this study, and even though the study went to extraordinary lengths to
minimize impact, the BoR declared in the _SDEIS there was "no way to reliably assign or assess impacts ... "
The only analysis reported was that conducted by Dean Potter LLC, it used flawed methods that were biased
to under-reporting of negative impacts on private property values, but it still reported significant (5-10%)
negative impacts.
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Lake Kachess homeowners have repeatedly requested to be involved in designing a valid and reliable study
of the negative impacts on property values of proposed alternatives. BoR has ignored and rejected all requests,
and instead contracted for a study that (although flawed by its obvious intent to minimize findings of damage)
still showed significant damage to private property caused by the 80 ft. drawdown.
The in1plications of negative impact on private property values go beyond the affected citizens. A reduction
in property values affects the tax base of the county and fire departments, and will reduce available resources
to provide essential services. This is acknowledged in SDEIS Page 4-326 as follows: "while effects on
property values would most directly affect property owners, the wider community would also experience
effects. " In other words, private property owners, fire departments, city and county governments, and others
would also be negatively impacted.
It is unacceptable to ignore and misrepresent the obvious reality that drawdown of Lake Kachess will have
substantial negative impact on property owners and the wider community. How will and has BoR engaged
the Lake Kachess community in designing and conducting a valid and reliable study of negative impact on
private property values. This study should be conducted by an independent and non-conflicted expert with
the results peer-reviewed according to standard practice. This study must be conducted and distributed in a
subsequent SDEIS, with the public provided an opportunity to comment before a Final DEIS or ROD is
issued.

Further, how will the effect on private property and property values be mitigated? Who will pay for it? How
will it affect the final overall cost of the project?
Impact on Senior Water Rights How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000 acre-ft of water
currently stored by Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer available once Lake Kachess
water level is lowered below the outlet to its dam? Who will pay to provide senior water rights holders with
the water they have a right to? How will it affect the senior water rights holders' own farming operations
and/or enjoyment of their property? Further studies concerning the effect on senior water rights and
communication to those senior water rights holders of possible impacts to them by the SDEIS active
alternatives needs to be undertaken and another public comment period be opened for their comments.
New Water Rights Table 1-2 on p 1-20 notes that ecology will "issue water rights as necessary." How will
new water rights be issued? To whom?
KKC tunnel material 115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel excavated material comes out on Kachess Lake
Road with no mention of where it will be trucked to or the impact of over 5000 truckloads of material being
hauled off. Where will the 115,000 cubic yards ofKKC tunnel material be deposited? What safety measures
and scheduling of hauling equipment will be made during the tunnel construction to insure the safe and
customary use of Lake Kachess County Road by campground users and local property owners and guests?
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I own property to the outlet of the tunnel. How will the effect of the outlet on my property be mitigated>?
Who will pay?
How will the water from Keechelus be moved to Kachess? What kind of filtration system will be installed
to prevent any I-90 pollutants in Lake Keechelus from being transferred to Lake Kachess? If any hydraulic
equipment is used, how will any PAH be kept from entering Lake Kachess?
Lake Drainage during construction the description of the prefen-ed alternative notes that the lake would need
to be drained to allow construction (p2-41 ft).
Describe the mechanics of draining the lake to allow
construction. What happens to the excess water, and how is the "flip-flop" flow pattern maintained if the lake
is drained early in the season? What is the effect on the Easton reach of the Yakima river spawning?
Because both the NEPA and SEPA process must be followed, the Bureau of Reclamation and WA Department
of Ecology must each provide separate personal responses to the above comments to me and the public.
Please send me a copy of any additional SDEIS, FEIS or Record of Decision that is released.
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Comment Letter 478

Questions regarding Lake Kachess Pumping Plan ESI
1. Did Lake Kachess have a Salmon run prior to building the Dam?
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2. How many years will be until lake Kachess gets salmon passage?
3. Why are salmon passage plans not addressed in the pumping plan?
4. Have the courts ruled that fish passage should be restored to Lake Cle Elum, Lake Kachess, Lake Cle
Elum, Lake Keechelus?

5. How many times is the word" Salmon" used in The Kachess Pumping Plant EIS document. It appears
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to have been deleted. (out of sight out of mind)

6. It appears that "salmon and chinook" has been carefully deleted. Is this true? I do see the word Bull
Trout several times in the Document.
7. Why is there not information about the effect of the Kachess pumping Plant would have on a future
fish passage over or around Lake Kachess Dam? Lower lake levels might not work with a fish ladder. This
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question concerns salmon or chinook, not bull trout.

8. Did the Yakima Nation cut a deal to get a fish ladder at Lake Cle Elum and abandon plans for a fish
ladder at Lake Kachess?
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9. How many times in the last 10 years has Kittitas County declared a drought?
10. In declared drought years, what was the percentage of water allocations for each drought year?
{example, 2004 did they get 65% of their allocated water?)
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11. During a declared drought assuming for example irrigators only were getting 65% of their allocation,
the proposed pump would only pump 5% more water. Limiting the allocations to 70%?
12. What would the yearly cost be for that 5% water that is pumped, include also the cost for the
operating the pump.
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13. 5% of the irrigators water allocation is how many acre feet of water.
14. Since the Pumping Plant would only operate in a drought year, could it pump more then 70% of the
water allocations?
15. Would it be cheaper to build a new reservoir somewhere else, where there are not historic fish
runs?
16. ATV's and trucks and jeeps drive all over the south end of the Lake when the water level is low. But
hey are not stopped~tthe-takeis-towered;ttre-probterrrwtl-J-be-wurse:-1tre-suath end of the-rake"wtJturn into a dust pit and when it rains a mud pit for 4x4 vehicles. Nesting areas for birds will be
destroyed.
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17. Will the forest service install a sign limiting camping to 14 days.
18. Several camp sites exist where campers stay for months and leave garbage and crap all over the

D
11

place, nothing is done to stop this. What will the forest service to prevent this?
19. A unimproved boat launch is at the southeast end of the lake, but the forest service will not work
with land owners to share the cost of maintaining FS Road 4818. The land owners maintain it at their
own expense.
20. Is Washington State spending millions of Tax Payers money researching this pumping plan that is
doomed to failure. Over costly and Unpractical.
21. What is the cost to build a new reservoir? At a location where it would not have so much a effect on
a recreational lake and it's community and the environment?
22. When will Lake Kachess get salmon passage?
23. When will Lake Keechelus get Salmon passage?
Alan Kirlin
Seattle WA

Questions or comments on the SDEIS will be accepted until July 11, 2018. Comments may
be submitted to kkbt@usbr.gov, by mail to the Bureau of Reclamation, Attn: Ms. Candace
McKinley, Environmental Program Manager, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima, WA, 98901; by
telephone at (509) 575-5848, ext. 603; or by facsimile to (509) 454-5650.
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Comment Letter 479
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess Floating Pump Plant
1 message
Larry.Steele@wellsfargo.com <Larry.Steele@wellsfargo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 2:10 PM

Ms. McKinley – Please see attached letter regarding the Lake Kachess Floating Pump Plant.

Thank you,

Larry Steele
Home Mortgage Consultant
NMLSR ID 583048
Wells Fargo Home Mortgage | 10210 NE POINTS DR, Ste 110 | KIRKLAND, WA 98033
MAC P6440-010
Tel 425-828-2210 | Cell 425-457-2194
Larry.Steele@wellsfargo.com

If this email was sent to you as an unsecured message, it is not intended for confidential or sensitive information.
If you cannot respond to this e-mail securely, please do not include your social security number, account number,

This may be a
promotional email. To discontinue receiving promotional emails from
Wells Fargo Bank N.A., including Wells Fargo Home Mortgage, click
here NoEmailRequest@wellsfargo.com .

or any other personal or financial information in the content of the email.

Wells Fargo Home Mortgage is a division of Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. All rights reserved. Equal Housing Lender.
Wells Fargo Home Mortgage-2701 Wells Fargo Way-Minneapolis, MN 55467-8000

Lake Kachess Doc 7-11-18.pdf
20K
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Comment Letter 479

July 11, 2018

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia- Cascades Ar~a Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Dear Ms. McKinley

The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project between
Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest should not
be built now or at any time in the future. These funds should be allocated on more
uneconomical and environmentally damaging water projects in the Yakima River Basin, the
Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of Ecology should promote water
conservation, water efficiencies and water markets during drought years. Please reconsider the
proposition for the sake of all involved.

d Stasia Steele11th Ave NE
d, Washington 98033
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Comment Letter 480
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess Proposal - Reject!!!
1 message
Jeremy.Vanbeek@wellsfargo.com <Jeremy.Vanbeek@wellsfargo.com> Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 2:33 PM
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Dear Ms. McKinley,

The proposed floating pumping plant for Lake Kachess and proposed tunnel project between Lake
Keechelus and Lake Kechess within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest should NOT be built
now or at any time in the future. I love summers at Lake Kachess, and these proposals would be
devastating. These funds should be allocated on less economically and environmentally damaging
water projects in the Yakima River Basin, the bureau of Reclamation and Washington State
Department of Ecology should promote water conservation, water efficiencies and water markets
during drought years. Please reconsider the proposition for the sake of ALL involved.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

JEREMY VANBEEK
Mortgage Associate
NMLSR ID 1501185
Wells Fargo Home Mortgage | 10210 NE POINTS DR, suite 110 | KIRKLAND, WA 98033
MAC P6440-010
Tel 425-828-2204 | Cell 425-466-5058
Jeremy.Vanbeek@wellsfargo.com

If this email was sent to you as an unsecured message, it is not intended for confidential or sensitive information.
If you cannot respond to this e-mail securely, please do not include your social security number, account number,

This may be a
promotional
email. To discontinue receiving promotional emails
from
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or any other personal or financial information in the content of the email.
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Wells Fargo Bank N.A., including Wells Fargo Home Mortgage, click
here NoEmailRequest@wellsfargo.com .
Wells Fargo Home Mortgage is a division of Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. All rights reserved. Equal Housing Lender.
Wells Fargo Home Mortgage-2701 Wells Fargo Way-Minneapolis, MN 55467-8000
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Comment Letter 481
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Resonse to Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
1 message
Campbell, William H <bill_campbell@unc.edu>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 9:22 PM

To: (via e-mail) Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
191 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 P
hone: 509-575-5848, ext. 603 Fax: 509-454-5650 Email: kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. McKinley:
The attached document has been submitted by Jay Scwartz, describing in detail the numerous
errors and omissions of the hydrology analysis embedded in the SDEIS for the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant. On behalf of myself, my family, and the organization I represent, Friends
of Lake Kachess, I want to submit and support the Schwartz analysis. Please accept this as a
request to address all of the questions raised by Mr. Schwartz in the attached analysis.
Thank you,
Bill Campbell
Friends of Lake Kachess
P.O. Box 613
Easton, WA 98925
YBIP.SDEIS Comments - Jay Schwartz 20180711 (3).pdf
415K
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To: (via e-mail)
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
191 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Phone: 509-575-5848, ext. 603
Fax: 509-454-5650
Email: kkbt@usbr.gov

Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance Supplemental DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. McKinley,
On behalf of myself, my family, and the many people committed to preserving Kachess Lake, I
respectfully submit the following public comments regarding the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.
Thank you for your attention addressing these critical issues.
Respectfully,
Jay Schwartz
781 26th Ave E
Seattle, Washington 98112
Land and home-owner in Section 29 above Kachess Lake
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Introduction
For over three years I have been the dog who would not let go of the ankle of those trying to
move the YBIP forward without objective and unbiased analysis and transparent and balanced
process. I have reviewed literally thousands of pages of data and performed extensive external
analysis in an effort to bring fair and trustworthy data and analysis forward.
My approach has focused on three critical issues:
1. How much additional water will the project deliver?
2. How much will the water cost and is this a good economic decision?
3. What impact will it have on Kachess Lake?
Unfortunately, rather than being a willing partner in providing simple answers to these simple
questions, BuRec has steadfastly evaded and forestalled accountability to engage thoughtfully
and transparently in providing these answers. I have played a game of “cat and mouse” with
them now for over three years. Often, I had to find data on my own, force BuRec to review my
analysis, and then receive little to no feedback as to how BuRec planned to respond to the
significant data integrity and analytic concerns.
Perhaps a few examples would be helpful:
I.

Hydrology Data: For three years I have had to force BuRec to provide the Riverware
model output data needed to review the “projected” benefits presented in BuRec
documents. In 2015, I literally downloaded 90-years of daily Hydromet data to provide
my first set of outputs. Eventually, BuRec published the 2016 Phase II Hydrology
Technical Memorandum and I used this extensive data set to present a number of
meaningful concerns. BuRec then created a Phase III TM and failed to provide the
report and left critical data out of the Phase III version that were included in the Phase II
report. Then for the SDEIS, BuRec created unpublished hydrology data that were only
fully released to me two weeks prior to the due date for SDEIS comments. Given the
fact that I have had 4 in-person meetings to review in-depth hydrology data, one would
think BuRec would inform me when new data is available. Accordingly, evaluating how
much water the project will deliver and assessing the impact on Kachess Lake have
consistently been compromised.

II.

Conservation Projects: For some reason, BuRec included unplanned, unfunded and
unknown conservation projects in all hydrology scenarios in the Phase II TM. While
these projects had no tangible concepts or plans, BuRec insisted on including them with
the results associated with KDRPP. I complained bitterly about the distortion created by
this poor analytical decision. Nonetheless, BuRec proceeded to repeat the same
approach in 2017 with the Phase III TM and the scope of the unplanned, unfunded and
unknown conservation project increased significantly. They added over 1 million acrefeet of water to the project results. Surprisingly (and for unexplained reasons), the
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unpublished SDEIS hydrology data appropriately removed the conservation projects and
the ability to more accurately assess the impact of KDRPP is thus enabled.
III.

Comparisons to Actual Results: The entire Riverware approach is built on a single
model view of history and then re-runs this history assuming specific projects, like the
KDRPP, are in place to provide updated alternative results. Unfortunately, no onemodel set of assumptions can replicate history across the board. It invariably changes
history as human decisions include error and adjustments over time. So while this
reliance on a single-model is unavoidable, it needs to be tempered by comparison to
actual results to keep the modeled expectations and projections in check with realworld experience. BuRec has consistently refused to compare hydrology projections to
the actual real-world yearly results. Sadly, this continues to be a challenge with the data
presented in the SDEIS. Fortunately, historical data is available to help address this
issue.

As I have extensive analytic experience (Notre Dame Finance degree, Stanford MBA, 15 years of
strategy consulting experience with McKinsey, Bain and Lake Partners) and meaningful
exposure now after 3+ years of in-depth review of the KDRPP project, the purpose of these
comments is to identify and call into question a number of material hydrological and economic
deficiencies of the SDEIS. Specifically, I call into question the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Kachess Outflows vs Actual History
TWSA Proration Data
Kachess Outflows vs Total ID Diversions
Roza Diversions vs Actual
KRD Diversions vs Actual
Hydrology analysis at water elevation 2199.5
Economics

Please note BuRec provided me the detailed Kachess Outflow, Kachess Storage, TWSA details,
and ID Delivery data from the SDEIS Riverware model. This data has yet to be released publicly
and BuRec reports they are in the process of preparing this data for public access. All of the
analysis in these comments is from this BuRec SDEIS data set or from the BuRec Hydromet data
for station KAC – Kachess Lake.
Issue 1: Kachess Outflows vs Actual History – the “No-Change” scenario incorrectly reduces
Kachess Outflows in drought years, creating a significant error of projected additional water
for irrigators with the “KDRPP” scenario.
Without explanation, the Historical SDEIS hydrology analysis artificially reduces Kachess Lake
outflows in drought years in the “No Change” scenario. This creates a significant error of the
projected additional water for irrigators in the “KDRPP” scenario. As BuRec has widely
reported, the average total water year Kachess Outflows are ~213 kAF. As can be seen below
and focusing on the 1977-2015 water years, when you break out the historical Kachess
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Outflows to drought years and non-drought years, the actual average Kachess Outflow history
is for 210.9 kAF in drought years and 212.6 kAF in non-drought years. When focusing on the
core irrigation season of April-Sept Kachess Outflows, the actual data shows 183.3 kAF for
drought and non-drought years.
When reviewing the SDEIS hydrology data for Kachess Outflows, the model for some reason
drops the drought year “No Change” Apr-Sept Kachess Outflows to 149.4 kAF. This removal of
33.4 kAF (18.5%) is unexplained and serves to reduce the baseline for which to compare the
benefits of the KDRPP scenario. Interestingly, the non-drought year outflows remain relatively
consistent with actual history at 179.3 vs 183.3 kAF (an acceptable 2.2% variance from actual).
The SDEIS then represents the “KDRPP” scenario as a significant increase from the “No Change”
scenario of 248.6 vs 149.4 kAF (an increase of 99.3 kAF on average). This is factually incorrect
as the irrigators received 183.3 kAF in drought years and the correct increase is 65.4 kAF on
average. This is a 51.8% overstatement of benefits to irrigators. Sadly, this data is not
presented for review but the claimed benefits are broadly stated in the SDEIS.
Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x

Why was this data not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
What calibration analysis was done to ensure the accuracy of the SDEIS Kachess Outflow
data? Why was it not presented in the SDEIS?
Why does the SDEIS not present actual historical results as well as results from the SDEIS
hydrology model?
Actual vs "No-Change" vs "KDRPP" Kachess Outflows
Hydromet & "Historic" data: 1977-20 15
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Actual Hydromet Data
Actual - Full
WY

IAverage Drought Year
IAverage Non-Drought Year

Historic SDEIS Projections

Actual - Apr- "No Change" Sept
Apr-Sept

210.9

183.3

149.4

-33.9

248.6

65.4

212.6

183.3

179.3

-3.9

161.4

-21.8

Actual Hydromet Data
Actual - Full
WY

Total
Average
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"No-Change"
"KDRPP" to
to Actual "KDRPP" - AprActual
Variance
Sept
Variance

Actual - AprSept

Historic SDEIS Projections
No Change Apr-Sept

No-Change to
KDRPP - AprActual
Sept
Variance

KDRPP to
Actual
Variance

Water Year
1977

226.3

193.5

150.4

-43.1

299.0

1978

143.5

142.0

154.2

12.2

106.7

-35.3

1979

293.8

271.9

180.4

-91.5

112.3

-159.6

1980

103.6

92.8

152.5

59.7

135.1

42.3

1981

200.3

188.4

169.8

-18.6

144.3

-44.1

105.5

1982

209.9

199.4

173.1

-26.3

164.4

-35.0

1983

212.2

191.6

165.7

-25.9

165.7

-25.9

1984

235.1

212.8

180.3

-32.5

180.3

-32.5

1985

243.7

230.1

182.7

-47.4

182.7

-47.4
-39.5

1986

230.8

221.4

181.9

-39.5

181.9

1987

172.3

163.3

169.8

6.5

222.4

59.1

1988

161.0

155.0

153.0

-2.0

166.7

11.7

1989

144.8

139.3

159.7

20.4

125.9

-13.4

1990

194.3

160.6

182.4

21.8

154.3

-6.3

1991

301.9

190.5

199.9

9.4

199.9

9.4

1992

271.0

226.1

190.7

-35.4

252.8

26.7

1993

170.2

165.5

152.4

-13.1

242.2

76.7

1994

140.4

134.6

116.7

-17.9

197.5

62.9

1995

142.1

138.9

148.2

9.3

101.1

-37.8

1996

398.1

301.6

207.2

-94.4

142.4

-159.2

1997

212.5

211.8

246.3

34.5

231.1

19.3

1998

219.5

178.7

196.6

17.9

196.6

17.9
-12.6

1999

241.6

197.7

185.1

-12.6

185.1

2000

234.6

188.4

214.3

25.9

214.3

25.9

2001

247.9

202.6

127.1

-75.5

279.8

77.2

2002

138.2

134.5

159.4

24.9

104.2

-30.3

2003

248.1

206.6

170.2

-36.4

123.8

-82.8

2004

183.1

158.4

188.0

29.6

175.0

16.6

2005

203.5

167.5

111.1

-56.4

264.8

97.3

2006

119.9

112.5

163.2

50.7

107.8

-4.7

2007

213.8

177.2

183.3

6.1

133.6

-43.6

2008

182.8

145.6

142.7

-2.9

148.1

2.5

2009

247.2

207.6

177.3

-30.3

179.5

-28.1

2010

170.3

131.9

163.6

31.7

163.6

31.7

2011

260.5

218.7

192.9

-25.8

192.9

-25.8
24.6

2012

226.1

175.7

200.3

24.6

200.3

2013

237.9

189.8

185.4

-4.4

185.4

-4.4

2014

240.6

210.8

199.9

-10.9

199.9

-10.9

2015

255.4

212.9

176.7

-36.2

230.5

17.6

8,279.0

7,148.0

6,754.4

-393.6

6,993.9

-154.1

212.3

183.3

173.2

-10.1

179.3

-4.0
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Issue 2: TWSA Proration Data – Due to the above reduction in the “No-Change” scenario, the
baseline TWSA data is artificially lowered and the presented Proration data is also incorrectly
reduced. This again creates a significant error in the projected TWSA and Proration benefits
of the “KDRPP” scenario.
In addition to the above errors in Kachess Lake Outflows, the artificial reduction of the NoChange drought year water supply also distorts the TWSA and Proration projections presented
in the SDEIS. As shown below, the Historic No-Change TWSA data significantly reduces the
baseline Proration levels to an average of 45.4%. The “KDRPP” scenario then increases the
Proration levels up to an average of 59.3% with SDEIS proclaiming increases of nearly 22% when
referring to the 21.3% change in 2005.
When compared to the actual Sept 30 Proration levels published by the BuRec (but not
provided in detail in the SDEIS), we see the actual baseline average Proration level of 53.3% and
thus the overall benefit of “KDRPP” drops to 6.0% on average (a 56% reduction in benefits) with
the SDEIS example of 2005 now showing only an 11.5% improvement.
The net effect of this error is like when a retailer increases the price of an item and then puts it
“on-sale” back down to a price similar to the original price. The SDEIS artificially reduces the
baseline “No-Change” scenario to imply to the public and irrigators a much more significant
benefit of KDRPP than is factually true.
Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x
x

Why was this data not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
What calibration analysis was done to ensure the accuracy of the SDEIS Proration data?
Why was it not presented in the SDEIS?
Why does the SDEIS not present actual historical results as well as results from the SDEIS
hydrology model?
Given the artificial reduction in the “no-change” baseline scenario, should irrigators and
the public be informed of the modeled benefits as well as the change from actual
benefits? If not, please explain why?
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Historic SDEIS Projections
Drought Year
1977

Historic NoChange
Proration
42.8%

Historic
KDRPP
Proration
60.4%

Actual Hydromet Data

KDRPP vs No- Actual BuRec
Change
Proration
Data
17.6%
70.0%

KDRPP vs
Actual
-9.6%

1987

62.8%

70.0%

7.2%

68.0%

2.0%

1992

64.3%

64.1%

-0.2%

58.0%

6.1%

1993

52.5%

70.0%

17.5%

67.0%

3.0%

1994

24.0%

33.4%

9.4%

37.0%

-3.6%

2001

32.7%

52.7%

20.0%

37.0%

15.7%

2005

32.2%

53.5%

21.3%

42.0%

11.5%

2015

51.9%

70.0%

18.1%

47.0%

23.0%

Average

45.4%

59.3%

13.9%

53.3%

6.0%

Issue 3: Kachess Outflows vs Total ID Diversions – While the SDEIS presents a scenario as
“KDRPP Only”, there are clearly other operational changes occurring at the same time. This is
made clear by comparing actual Kachess Outflows to the total Irrigation District Diversions
whereby the ID Diversion increases are far in excess of the Kachess Outflow increases.
Accordingly, there should be an additional alternative scenario that allows for operational
changes without any other projects (like KDRPP) and in-excess of the “No Change” scenario.
Further, the SDEIS should be more upfront in stating the benefits due to operational changes
vs those from KDRPP.
The SDEIS goes to great lengths to model the benefits of multiple participating “Proratable
Entities” and formally includes KRD, RID and WIP Irrigation Districts in the SDEIS Irrigation
District Diversion analysis. However, under the “KDRPP-only” scenario, the modeled irrigation
water benefits far exceed the amount of additional Kachess Outflow water. As shown below, in
drought years, Kachess Outflows under “KDRPP” increase by 522.5 kAF of water (above
historical actuals) but the projected ID Diversions increase by 966.9 kAF, (84.9% more than
Kachess Outflows). Clearly there are other operational parameters at work here but no
meaningful data is provided with which to assess these operational changes.
This concern is further compounded when assessing all years from 1977-2015. For the full
period, the KDRPP scenario actually reduces total Kachess Outflows (from Actual) by 154.1 kAF
yet ID Deliveries increase over this same time frame by 624.4 kAF. The resulting and
unexplained variance of 778.5 kAF above and beyond Kachess Outflows represents an
important alternative in and of itself and needs much further explanation.
Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x

Why was this data not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
What calibration analysis was done to ensure the accuracy of the SDEIS Irrigation District
Deliveries data? Why was it not presented in the SDEIS?
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x
x

Why does the SDEIS not present actual historical results as well as results from the SDEIS
hydrology model?
Given the significant variance in water delivered outside of KDRPP, why are the
operational changes not explained more fully? Why are they not run as an independent
alternative in the SDEIS?

Water Year
1977

Historical
KDRPP
Change from
Historical
Historical
Historical
Actual
KDRPP - KRD KDRPP - Roza KDRPP - WIP
Hydromet
Impact
Impact
Impact
105,456
58,752
70,838
66,055

Historical Total ID
Impact
Variance kAF Variance %
195,645
90,189
85.5%

1987

59,103

9,006

16,546

15,737

41,289

-17,814

-30.1%

1992

26,708

-301

-482

-457

-1,240

-27,948

-104.6%

1993

76,747

28,077

42,504

40,209

110,790

34,043

44.4%

1994

62,939

38,118

34,259

34,328

106,705

43,766

69.5%

2001

77,151

72,513

73,053

66,461

212,027

134,876

174.8%

2005

97,270

74,767

75,314

71,559

221,640

124,370

127.9%

2015

17,551

26,685

28,614

24,763

80,062

62,511

356.2%

Drought Years

522,924

307,617

340,646

318,655

966,918

443,994

84.9%

Non-Drought Years

-677,032

-97,688

-87,502

-157,358

-342,548

334,484

-49.4%

Total

-154,107

209,929

253,144

161,297

624,370

778,477

-505.2%

Issue 4: Roza Diversions vs Actual – The SDEIS itself only speaks to irrigation water increases
in terms of changes in Proration levels. With the non-public BuRec SDEIS irrigation district
diversion data and the historical actual diversion data (also provided by BuRec), an analysis of
SDEIS projections vs actual irrigation district diversions is possible. In the case of Roza, the
projected KDRPP diversions are scarcely more than the actual water delivered in drought
years. This represents a glaring and material misstatement of benefits to irrigators and needs
to be addressed.
As shown below, actual Roza diversions in drought years total 1,697 kAF. The SDEIS “NoChange” baseline scenario suggests Roza water deliveries in the same years would be 1,368
kAF, a decrease from the actual water deliveries of 329 kAF. Diversions under the “KDRPP”
SDEIS scenario then increase to 1,709 kAF in drought years and are presented as a material
improvement from the “No Change” scenario (an increase of 341 kAF). In fact, the “KDRPP”
scenario only delivers a net increase of 12 kAF from the actual deliveries and in many years
delivers less water. The failure to provide a comparison to actuals and to present this level of
detail to the Roza irrigators is an egregious error.
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Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x
x

Why was this data not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
What calibration analysis was done to ensure the accuracy of the SDEIS Roza Irrigation
District Deliveries data? Why was it not presented in the SDEIS?
Why does the SDEIS not present actual historical results as well as results from the SDEIS
hydrology model as it relates to Roza deliveries?
As Roza is the current and only committed ID, why should they fund a project that does
not deliver any meaningful benefit to them?
Drough Year Impact: Actual vs SDEIS "Projections"
"Historic" Roza ID Diversions
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SDEIS "No
Change"

SDEIS "With
KDRPP"

Variance:
KDRPP vs
Actual

1977

238

155

226

-12

1987

292

246

262

-29

1992

246

231

231

-15

1993

244

220

263

19

1994

159

119

154

-5

2001

160

127

200

40

2005

182

115

190

8

2015

176

154

183

7

Total

1,697

1,368

1,709

12

-329

341
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Issue 5: KRD Diversions vs Actual – The SDEIS itself only speaks to irrigation water increases
in terms of changes in Proration levels. With the non-public BuRec SDEIS irrigation district
diversion data and the historical actual diversion data (also provided by BuRec), an analysis of
SDEIS projections vs actual irrigation district diversions is possible. In the case of KRD, the
projected KDRPP diversions are significantly more than the actual water delivered in drought
years. In fact, they are greater than the amounts delivered to Roza, who has 57 kAF more
annual water rights than KRD. This seems to be both ill-advised and illegal, with significant
litigation risk as well.
As shown below, actual KRD diversions in drought years total 1,419 kAF. The SDEIS “NoChange” baseline scenario suggests KRD water deliveries in the same years would be 1,465 kAF,
roughly the same. However, diversions under the “KDRPP” SDEIS scenario increase to 1,773
kAF, a material improvement of over 300 kAF from both actual and “no-change” data.
Unfortunately, the diversions for the same years are 74 kAF greater than Roza (1,709 kAF) who
has 57 kAF more annual water rights. Further, Roza’s increase over actual deliveries of only 12
kAF will call into significant legal question KRD’s increase of over 300 kAF. The failure to
address the KRD vs Roza delivery levels as well as a comparison to actuals and to present this
level of detail to the Roza and KRD irrigators is unconscionable.
Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x
x

Why was this data not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
What calibration analysis was done to ensure the accuracy of the SDEIS KRD Irrigation
District Deliveries data in comparison to the Roza deliveries? Why was it not presented in
the SDEIS?
Why does the SDEIS not present actual historical results as well as results from the SDEIS
hydrology model as it relates to KRD deliveries?
As Roza is the current and only committed ID, why should they fund a project that does
not deliver any meaningful benefit to them yet provides significant benefits to a
currently non-participating ID?
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Drough Year Impact: Actual vs SDEIS "Projections"
"Historic" KRD ID Diversions
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Issue 6: Hydrology analysis at water elevation 2199.5 – Previous Hydrology Technical
Memorandum as well as extensive Bull Trout documents make reference to the critical water
elevation of 2199.5, below which Bull Trout can no longer migrate up through the Narrows.
The SDEIS fails to address this critical water level with any detailed analysis or references.
As the below references from the May 2016 Bull Trout document clearly indicate, assessing the
frequency and duration of water levels below 2199.5 are essential for Bull Trout migration. The
SDEIS fails to address this water level. It is such an important metric that the BuRec has not
lowered the Kachess Lake below this level since 1977, even in the face of 8 droughts. And while
the SDEIS addresses several other water level concerns as it relates to Bull Trout, it fails to
provide any data or discussion on this most important and not recently violated critical water
level.
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Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x

Why was data for the 2199.5 water level not presented in detail in the SDEIS?
How many days and years will the water level be below 2199.5 in all of the historic and
climate change scenarios?
If not already done, can the updated SDEIS data be shared with the public and with the
BiOp agencies?

Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource
Management Plan

Kachess Reservoir Bull
Trout Passage Appraisal
Report
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Issue 7: Economics – Simply put, there is no meaningful economic analysis in the SDEIS. It
assumes broad econometric analysis is the same as substantial Benefit-Cost or ROI analysis.
And it specifically fails to address the question of how much the water will cost and how and
where it will be used in a rational economic return on investment approach.
In my prior comments previously submitted for the DEIS process and in my extensive reviews
and presentations with the BuRec, I have provided very detailed and specific commentary on
the many economic short-comings of the KDRPP project. Those comments are now included
again in these comments by reference. Further, they foster the following specific questions:

Questions for the SDEIS:
x
x
x
x

What is the life-time cost per Acre Foot of water for the KDRPP project?
What is the incremental profit of an acre-foot of water per crop type in the Yakima
Basin?
Which crops have a positive Benefit-Cost vs a negative Benefit-Cost?
For crops with a negative Benefit-Cost, how can the using KDRPP water be justified as a
private or public good?
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x

Given the likely negative Benefit-Cost for a majority of Yakima Basin crops, how can the
overall economics of the KDRPP provide any positive economic return? How can the
water be used only on crops with a positive Benefit-Cost? How can we enable only those
irrigators with a positive Benefit-Cost to pay for and use the water from KDRPP?
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Comment File 481
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Response to KDRPP/KKC SDEIS
1 message
Campbell, William H <bill_campbell@unc.edu>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 9:34 PM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
191 7 Marsh Road Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Phone: 509-575-5848, ext. 603 Fax: 509-454-5650 Email: kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. McKinley:
On behalf of myself, my family, and the organization I represent...Friends of Lake Kachess...I
submit and support the attached statement from David Dicks of Tatoosh Law Firm. While the
document is some 16 pages long, it succinctly summarizes the Floating Pumping Plant in Lake
Kachess: "It is a terrible idea, and it is illegal."
Thank you,
Bill Campbell
Friends of Lake Kachess
P.O. Box 613
Easton, WA 98925
YBIP.SDEIS. Dicks Letter.7.11.2018.pdf
546K
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D

To: (via e-mail)
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Columbia-Cascades Area Office
191 7 Marsh Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
Phone: 509-575-5848, ext. 603
Fax: 509-454-5650
Email: kkbt@usbr.gov
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Ms. McKinley,
On behalf of the Kachess Community Association I respectfully submit the following public
comments regarding the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter,
David Dicks – JD
Tatoosh Law and Policy Group
318 1st Ave S, Suite 310
Seattle, Washington 98104
On behalf of:
The Kachess Community Association
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You can fool all the people some of the time, and some of the people all the time, but you
cannot fool all the people all the time. - Abraham Lincoln
Introduction
Although the new SDEIS is a staggering 906 pages it is hopelessly confused and fails conclusively
to comply with the procedural and substantive requirements of NEPA and SEPA. It also
proposes a project that indisputably violates the Endangered Species Act.
Specifically, the SDEIS has 8 fatal flaws that will be explained in this comment letter:
1. Reclamation and Ecology Should Have Published all Comments and Responses to the
2015 DEIS Before Releasing the 2018 SDEIS
2. The Purpose and Need Section is Internally Contradictory and illegally limits the
number of alternatives that are analyzed in the draft. It also inappropriately takes a
“public” SDEIS and converts it into “private” proposal by the Roza Irrigation District
3. The Proposed Action is The Only Alternative Other Than the No Action Alternative
4. The Project is Unauthorized by Congress and Ecology Does Not Have Funding to
Implement the Project
5. The Alternatives Analysis Is Far Too Limited To Comply With NEPA and SEPA
6. All of the Alternatives Except the No Action Alternative Violate the Endangered
Species Act
7. Reclamation’s Failure to Consult under The Endangered Species Act is Illegal
8. The Project Violates Water Law Generally and the Yakima Allocation Specifically
For these reasons - and many others articulated in our prior comments and the comments of
others - the SDEIS must be rejected in its current form to comply with NEPA, SEPA, and the
Endangered Species Act. We believe that is an impossible task and therefore recommend that
the “No Action” alternative be selected.
Introduction
This SDEIS is required under both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Under both laws agencies considering
“actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment” must prepare and issue
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an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C); Nw. Envtl. Advocates v. NMFS,
460 F.3d 1125, 1133 (9th Cir.2006). An EIS:
“Shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform
decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1; Nw.
Envtl. Advocates, 460 F.3d at 1134.
Thus, the EIS is more than a mere “disclosure document.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. Agencies must
take a ‘hard look’ at the potential environmental consequences of the proposed action.”
Klamath–Siskiyou Wildlands Ctr. v. BLM, 387 F.3d 989, 993 (9th Cir.2004) (citing Churchill
County v. Norton, 276 F.3d 1060, 1072 (9th Cir.2001)). By focusing on the environmental effects
of the proposed agency action, “NEPA ensures that the agency will not act on incomplete
information, only to regret its decision after it is too late to correct.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at 371,
109 S.Ct. 1851 (1989). Reclamation and Ecology are the agencies charged with the meeting
these duties and they have failed to meet this burden in this DEIS.1
In the 2015 DEIS Reclamation and Ecology prepared the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) as a single document. It includes environmental analyses for the both the KKC
and KDRPP projects. The DEIS was released to the public in January 2015 and described the noaction alternative and five action alternatives. The public comment period ended June 15, 2015.
As we noted in our comments regarding the 2015 DEIS there are were at least seven fatal flaws
with that DEIS that rendered it insufficient under NEPA and SEPA. This SDEIS does nothing to
resolve these insufficiencies and, in fact, creates many new problems that make the current
NEPA/SEPA process even worse. This comment letter explains a series of major substantive and
procedural flaws in the SDEIS and poses a series of questions that should have been addressed
in the SDEIS. As required by both NEPA and SEPA, and their implementing regulations, we
expect both Reclamation and Ecology to provide responses to each of the questions posed in
this letter. Importantly, Reclamation and Ecology have still not satisfied this obligation with
regard to the 2015 DEIS
While we agree that the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of
Ecology needed to draft a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) this
supplement fails to meet even the most basic requirements of NEPA, SEPA, and all of the
alternatives proposed in the document (except the “no action” alternative) blatantly violates
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) because of their impact on listed Bull Trout and Spotted
Owls.
The New SDEIS
1

Washington State’s Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) mirrors NEPA and places the same burden upon
Washington State agency actions.
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To understand this SDEIS one needs to understand a complex web of related processes and
projects. Mr. David Ortman’s comment letter to this SDEIS does an excellent job of articulating
the many problems with the historical situation and the multiple conflicting mandates that
burden this entire situation. (This letter incorporates his comments by reference). As the SDEIS
itself explains:
Following development of the Integrated Plan, Reclamation and Ecology prepared the
Integrated Plan FPEIS to assess the environmental effects of implementing the Integrated Plan
(Reclamation and Ecology, 20124). The Integrated Plan FPEIS was issued in March 2012. In July
2013, Reclamation published the Record of Decision (2013 Integrated Plan ROD) to implement
the Integrated Plan in cooperation with Ecology and other Federal, State, local, and Tribal
partners. The selected alternative in the 2013 Integrated Plan ROD implements the Integrated
Plan. Projects associated with the seven elements will be implemented in a phased and balanced
approach. The Integrated Plan three-phase strategy (10-year increments over 30 years) may
combine or implement actions simultaneously. Additional project-level environmental
compliance will be completed prior to implementation of specific projects and actions.
The action alternatives examine constructing and operating a pumping plant to access up to
200,000 acre-feet of water in Kachess Reservoir during drought years. Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) is evaluated as a component of the KDRPP alternatives. The
KKC involves constructing and operating a gravity flow tunnel from Keechelus Reservoir to
Kachess Reservoir and is also a component of the Integrated Plan, but is not being pursued as a
standalone project at this time. These projects are part of the Yakima Basin Integrated Water
Resources Management Plan (Integrated Plan).” (SEPA Fact Sheet p. 11 of SDEIS)
It is important to distinguish between the Integrated Plan as a political compromise document,
and the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement as an environmental compliance
and disclosure document. The Integrated Plan was determined as a politically appropriate
synthesis of programs, taking into account the political positions of the state and federal
agencies, counties and tribal representatives in the planning process organized by Ecology and
Reclamation. There is no legal requirement that all viable alternatives be considered in a
political planning process. There is, however, a legal requirement that all viable alternatives be
considered in an environmental compliance and disclosure document required by the National
Environmental Policy Act.
Previously referred to as the Kachess Reservoir Inactive Storage Project, the proposed Kachess
Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) could withdraw up to 200,000 acre-feet of lake storage
water up to 80 feet below the reservoir’s existing outlet works, which were designed to allow
storage and supply of water equal to the average annual watershed precipitation. In other
words, the lake was increased in size to store the maximum amount of water available in the
watershed. The current “storage” is all the water above the natural level of the lake prior to
dam construction. The current proposal would remove water below the natural level of the
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lake by up to 80 feet. This means that the proposal would drain much of the original Alpine
Lake.
Supposedly, the KDRPP would operate only during a Washington State-declared drought with
the goal of providing, when feasible, up to 70 percent water rights to proratable users. The
SDEIS now includes a new variation of the KDRPP known as the “KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant”
(KDRPP FPP) which was not analyzed or even proposed in the 2015 DEIS. This was proposed by
the Roza Irrigation District. Apparently, it was the addition of this new KDRPP FFP (the new
Proposed Action) which convinced Reclamation and Ecology that they needed to supplement
the 2015 DEIS.
All of the Pumping Plant proposals also could include the addition of Keechelus Reservoir-toKachess Reservoir Conveyance project (KKC), which is intended to help refill Lake Kachess in the
years following a drought by sending water from Lake Keechelus via tunnel to Lake Kachess. In
addition, each of the Pumping Plant alternatives could operate without the KKC (although that
would greatly increase the amount of time needed to refill the lake and significantly increase
environmental damage). Finally, Reclamation and Ecology have abandoned the formerly
proposed South Tunnel Alignment of the KKC because it was impractical and too expensive.
Fatal Flaw # 1 – Reclamation and Ecology Should Have Published all Comments and
Responses to the 2015 DEIS Before Releasing the 2018 SDEIS
According to the 2018 SDEIS:
Reclamation and Ecology have reviewed all comments on the DEIS, developed a new floating
pumping plant alternative, collected additional scientific data as necessary, and evaluated new
findings. The new alternative and new findings have been documented in the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) released to the public April 13, 2018. The SDEIS
will not contain comment letters received on the DEIS; instead, letters and response to
comments from both the DEIS and SDEIS will be in a final environmental impact statement.” ESxvii
If Reclamation and Ecology have already reviewed all the comments from the previous DEIS
why did they fail to release the comments and responses in the almost 3 years since the DEIS
comment period closed? This puts the public at a substantial disadvantage to understand the
need for and reasoning behind the publication of the SDEIS. The required comment period for
this SDIES is, therefore, flawed because Reclamation and Ecology have vast amounts of
information that are not in the public domain. To make matters worse the SDEIS acknowledges
that the comments raised issues that led in part to the decision to issue the SDEIS. (ES-xv) At a
minimum the agencies should extend the current public comment period and publish the 2015
public comments and responses. This would put the public on semi-equal footing with the
decision maker in terms of understanding the implications of the project, the changed
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circumstances, and new information (stemming from public comments on the 2015 DEIS) that
led to the decision to publish a SDEIS.
How do the agencies justify their decision not to publish the comments and responses to the
2015 DEIS in this SDEIS?
Fatal Flaw # 2 - The Purpose and Need Section is Internally Contradictory
The Purpose and Need section of an EIS is critical because it frames the entire discussion about
the proposed project and leads to potential project alternatives. In this situation there are
three Purpose and Need sections for three different “project proponents” and there is only one
way to meet all of their goals: Selecting the “Proposed Action” as the “Preferred Alternative”.
Reclamation’s Purpose and Need
According to the SDEIS:
Reclamation’s purpose and need for action is to provide more sustainable water resources for
agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs, while also helping to restore ecological functions
and the health of the riverine environment in the Yakima River basin.
Specifically, Reclamation needs to analyze, implement, and fund as authorized, the site- specific
projects identified here in accordance with the 2013 Integrated Plan ROD. Reclamation may
fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action, if authorized
to do so pursuant to Section 4007 of the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act
or other law which provides similar authorization.
How can reclamation participate financially in the project is not authorized by Congress? The
statement above confirms that Reclamation may only “fund, design, construct, operate, and
maintain some or all of the Proposed Action, if authorized to do so pursuant to Section 4007 of
the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act or other law which provides similar
authorization.” How can Reclamation make financial commitments when the necessary
authorization does not exist under Federal Law?
How can Reclamation wear both the project proponent hat and the regulatory hat if Congress
does not authorize them to act as a project proponent?
The SDEIS further states: “Alternatively, any other project proponent may choose to fund the
project independently; in which case, Reclamation then needs to respond to them as applicant
and to determine whether to authorize, as necessary, any such entity to design, construct,
operate and maintain certain projects, as necessary, related to the two objectives set forth in
the Integrated Plan: (1) access water that is currently not accessible in the Kachess Reservoir to
improve the water supply and reduce prorationing, and (2) improve water supply flexibility and
storage between Kachess and Keechelus reservoirs.”
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Ecology’s Purpose and Need
Ecology’s purpose for the action is to participate in the Integrated Plan and fund (not more than
50 percent) of the plan, and promote timely and effective implementation of associated projects
in an aggressive pursuit of water supply solutions for instream and out-of-stream uses in the
Yakima River basin [Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 90.38.005].
So, Ecology is in a slightly more legitimate position because they do have a State authorization
to fund up to 50% of the Integrated Plan. Unfortunately, they do not have not ability to
promise funds on their own without acts of both the Governor and the Legislature.
How does Ecology intend to fund the plan?
Why would Ecology fund a project that has no benefit to the ecology of Washington State
destroys an alpine lake and violates SEPA, NEPA, and the Endangered Species Act by extirpating
listed Bull Trout?
Roza and Proratable Entities’ Purpose and Need
Roza and the Proratable Entities’ purpose for the action is to access up to 200,000 acre-feet of
water from Kachess Reservoir during drought years, as they need to improve water supply and
reduce prorationing, whenever feasible, and improve flexibility to respond to the uncertainties
of climate change. To participate in the Proposed Action, Roza and/or the Proratable Entities
would need to seek all necessary authorizations. This document was prepared by Reclamation
and Ecology, but Roza and/or other Proratable Entities may adopt this document for their own
purposes.
At least this section of the Purpose and Need section is honest. Roza wants the water and they
are willing to pay for it. This, however, takes this entire process in a very different direction as
apparently this has pivoted from a “public project” led by Reclamation and Ecology to a Roza
Irrigation District project hidden behind the veil of public agencies and the Integrated Plan.
Reclamation and Ecology participating in a Project Action that is in effect a proposal from Roza
to take 200,000 acre-feet of water from an Alpine Lake, draining the lake by 80 feet, causing
untold hardships, ruining a major Federal camp ground, extirpating a Threatened species listed
under the ESA, etc? How can this be justified?
x

We understand why Roza wants this outcome but please explain how that result can
possibly be in the public interest?

x

It is obvious that the Purpose and Need section is internally contradictory. Ecology has
one goal, Reclamation a different goal, and Roza a third. How can they be reconciled?
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Legally, this proposal is dead on arrival as an analogous case decided by the 9th Circuit is on
point here. In National Parks & Conservation Association v. Bureau of Land Management, 606
F.3d 1058 (9th Cir. 2010) Landowners and conservation group brought suit against the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) over a proposed public-private land swap adjacent to Joshua Tree
National Park to allow a private company to build and operate a landfill. The court determined
that the BLM‘s considerations leading to the land swap were deficient, disallowing the
exchange. The case upheld the necessity of a transparent process. The court looked to whether
the BLM considered reasonable alternatives to the accepted landfill project. An agency has
some discretion in selecting alternatives. However, the alternatives considered cannot be
unduly narrow. In this case, the court looked to whether the goals were those of the BLM or
those of Kaiser (the landfill developer). The court determined that alternatives other than
Kaiser‘s landfill should have been reasonably considered in the BLM‘s purpose and need
statement; however, the statement was so narrowly written it excluded any option other than
a landfill. The court affirmed the district court‘s decision, stating that the BLM put Kaiser‘s
needs before the public‘s in the determination of purpose and need and failure to consider a
reasonable range of alternatives.
This SDEIS is even worse than the situation with BLM above. In this situation there are three
Purpose and Need sections for three different “project proponents” and there is only one way
to meet all of their goals: Selecting the “Proposed Action” as the “Preferred Alternative”.
As the 9th Circuit wrote this is a clear violation of NEPA:
The BLM's definition of the project's purpose will necessarily affect the range of alternatives
considered, because when “the purpose is to accomplish one thing, it makes no sense to
consider the alternative ways by which another thing might be achieved… Our holdings
in Friends and Carmel–By–The–Sea forbid the BLM to define its objectives in unreasonably
narrow terms. The BLM may not circumvent this proscription by adopting private interests to
draft a narrow purpose and need statement that excludes alternatives that fail to meet specific
private objectives, yet that was the result of the process here. The BLM
adopted Kaiser's interests as its own to craft a purpose and need statement so narrowly drawn
as to foreordain approval of the land exchange. (P. 1070)
Here Reclamation and Ecology have adopted Roza’s interests in just the same way that the BLM
adopted Kaiser’s interest. This was deemed improper by the 9th Circuit and just like in the case
above by crafting the purpose and need section so narrowly Reclamation and Ecology
“forordain” the selection of the Floating Pumping Plant. This will also be deemed illegal.
Fatal Flaw #3 - The Proposed Action is The Only Alternative Other Than the No Action
Alternative
Although the SDEIS claims to evaluate true alternatives it is evident that the only real
alternative to no action is the new Floating Pumping Plant which not surprisingly is defined as
the “Proposed Action”. This Proposed Action is a new term that was not included in the DEIS.
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Although, legally there is a potential distinction between the Proposed Action and what may be
selected as the Preferred Alternative, this SDEIS seems to conflate the two terms and reveals
that the agencies have already made up their mind that the Floating Pumping Plant is in fact the
Preferred Alternative.
According to the SDEIS:
“The Proposed Action for this SDEIS is to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain a
floating pumping plant on Kachess Reservoir in order to recover up to 200,000 acre-feet of
inactive water storage from Kachess Reservoir during drought years when prorationing is less
than 70 percent supply. This water would otherwise remain in Kachess Reservoir at an elevation
below the existing gravity outlet works. The Proposed Action would also include volitional fish
passage at the downstream end of the Narrows which is located between the upper and lower
Kachess reservoirs. Reclamation and Ecology each propose to fund, design, construct, operate,
and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza to fund, design, construct,
operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action.
The Proposed Action implements the Kachess Inactive Storage project identified in the 2012
Integrated Plan FPEIS to provide additional water supply from the Kachess Reservoir during a
State-declared drought. Since 2012, the KDRPP has undergone additional refinement and
design.
In the DEIS, the KDRPP proposal focused on a shoreline pumping plant with deep tunnel intake.
Since then, Roza identified an additional design for the KDRPP proposal. Based upon this, the
agencies have decided to include a floating pumping plant as the Proposed Action, and to
analyze the shoreline pumping plant design alternatives considered in the DEIS as alternatives.
The alternatives considered also include KKC, which was identified in the Integrated Plan FPEIS
as the Keechelus-to-Kachess Pipeline. Although the floating pumping plant is the Proposed
Action, Reclamation and Ecology have not yet identified a Preferred Alternative.
Reclamation would need to issue a ROD documenting the selected alternative and approving
the construction of the pumping plant on Kachess Reservoir, over which the agency has
jurisdiction. The agency would provide any necessary permits, agreements, or other approvals,
review design, oversee construction, coordinate and manage water releases from Kachess Dam
and deliveries to downstream users, and possibly enter into water, power, and transmission
contracts.
Ecology may need to take actions implementing regulations, participating financially, and
issuing permits as required for implementation of the selected alternatives. The changes
described above require additional SEPA review in this SDEIS.”(ES-viii)
This is an embarrassing attempt to finesse a superficial distinction. There is no reason that
Reclamation and Ecology would have spent three years, vast amounts of money, and added a
new Project Proponent (Roza) to study a Proposed Action (proposed by Roza) that they are not
going to select as the Preferred Alternative. The Floating Pumping Plant is both the Proposed
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Action and the illegally predetermined Preferred Alternative. This is flatly banned by both NEPA
and SEPA.
More evidence of the pre-determination can be found in the Purpose and Need section
discussed above. This section suddenly includes a new player and a new “Propose and Need for
the Action” that was not in the 2015 DEIS and is apparently the basis for this new SDEIS. In this
instance the SDEIS does not even attempt to distinguish between the Proposed Action and
Preferred Alternative:
Reclamation and Ecology each propose to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some
or all of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza to fund, design, construct, operate, and
maintain some or all of the Proposed Action. Reclamation expects that the ROD would
determine which entity would carry out each of these functions. Reclamation, Ecology, and Roza
are each referred to herein as a “project proponent” and, collectively, as “project proponents.”
ES – viii (Emphasis added)
This is a remarkable paragraph. One the one hand, the Bureau and Ecology claim that they
have not selected a Preferred Alternative and on the other they say they each propose to “fund,
design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza
to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action.” They
continue by stating that the ROD will determine which entity would carry out each of these
functions. Finally, they state that Reclamation, Ecology, and Roza are each referred to herein as
a “project proponent” and, collectively, as “project proponents.” ES – viii (Emphasis added).
This is clearly predecisional and is a blatant NEPA and SEPA process violation.
Worse still, at a practical level how is it possible to generate and opinion on the project if we do
not even know who would “fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the
Proposed Action”?
Knowing who is in charge of implementing the project is a threshold piece of information and
even this is not clarified in the SDEIS. The sheer number of actors, combinations of actions and
combinations of a potential funding mosaic make the number of potential results virtually
infinite. The point of the SDEIS, and NEPA and SEPA in general, is to define what the
environmental consequences from a project are. It is antithetical to the letter and spirit of
NEPA and SEPA to provide a hypothetical scenario with a virtually infinite number of
possibilities from which the public can only guess at.
Fatal Flaw #4 – Reclamation does not have Authorization from Congress to Implement or
Fund The Project and Ecology Does Not Have Funding to Implement the Project
The SDEIS says the ROD will “determine which entity would carry out each function” but
Reclamation does not currently have authorization from Congress to fund this project and by
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definition has not developed an appropriations strategy? Either their potential commitment is
illegal or it simply designed to confuse the public.
Similarly, how can Ecology commit to any of the functions without the funding necessary to
carry them out. At best, Ecology would need to request and receive funding from the
legislature and governor next year during the 2019 legislative session to receive the necessary
funding. Does that mean the FEIS and ROD will not be finalized until Spring of 2019, after the
legislative session, assuming Ecology gets funding from the Legislature?
The Bureau and Ecology are not known for making such bold and unauthorized statements.
It seems, therefore, far more likely that the real story here is that Roza has agreed in non-public
meetings to fund and operate the new floating pumping plant. If this is the case this entire
SDEIS should be shelved and a new “private proponent” led Draft EIS should be prepared by
Roza.
In effect the SDEIS is simply an entirely new DEIS, poorly disguised as a SDEIS in order to avoid
compliance with statutory requirements and deny the public necessary information to evaluate
the “new alternative” not previously contemplated. The SDEIS proposes an entirely new
alternative not contemplated or researched in the DEIS. The public has no way of evaluating
this alternative relative to the prior DEIS as Reclamation and Ecology have intentionally refused
to publish or respond to prior comments that led to the issuance of the SDEIS.
The Major Conclusions Section
The major conclusions section of the Executive Summary validates this theory about what this
proposal really is: a backdoor effort to build the Floating Pumping Plant. As the SDEIS states:
“Based upon the analysis of impacts to these resources in Chapter 4, major conclusions of the
SDEIS are as follows:
x

Change in Water Supply: Action alternatives would improve water supply to proratable
water users by up to 22 percentage points in the worst single-drought years, raising the
proration percentage to about 53 percent of entitlement. This would be a substantial
benefit to water supply because it would offer substantial progress toward the
Integrated Plan’s 70 percent proration goal.

x

Change in Reservoir Levels: Under all the action alternatives, Reclamation would operate
Keechelus Reservoir to help Kachess Reservoir refill following a drought. This action
would result in slightly lower mean Keechelus Reservoir pool levels, with a maximum
incremental reservoir drawdown of 18 feet in late summer (in 1996) compared to No
Action. Under all action alternatives, Kachess Reservoir would be drawn down by as
much as 80 feet below existing minimum pool conditions.
Listed Species:
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x

Based on modeled water surface elevations, under Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, there would
be an increase in days where Kachess Reservoir water surface elevation would drop
below 2,200 feet (the evaluation at which Big and Little Kachess reservoirs separate and
begin to affect fish passage, particularly for Bull Trout). These impacts to passage of bull
trout would be mitigated by the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements.
Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C would result in an increase in days of flows in Keechelus
Reach of the Yakima River that are suitable for Middle Columbia River steelhead
outmigration. All alternatives would result in noise impacts to northern spotted owls, but
are not expected to harm or injure northern spotted owls, or impact their habitat.

x

Regional Economic Impacts and Benefits: The socioeconomic effects of the action
alternatives arising from changes in water supply available for agriculture would be
beneficial, resulting in a net gain in regional economic activity relative to No Action.”

So Roza gets the water and the supposed economic benefits and the environment, the
community, and the public at large lose. It’s that simple. It is also a terrible idea and illegal.
Fatal Flaw # 5 – The Alternatives Analysis is Far Too Limited to Comply with NEPA and SEPA
It gets worse. Under National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) agencies considering “major
Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment” must prepare and
issue an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C); Nw. Envtl. Advocates v.
NMFS, 460 F.3d 1125, 1133 (9th Cir.2006). The EIS:
“shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform
decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1; Nw.
Envtl. Advocates, 460 F.3d at 1134.
Thus, the EIS is more than a mere “disclosure document.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. Agencies must
take a ‘hard look’ at the potential environmental consequences of the proposed action.”
Klamath–Siskiyou Wildlands Ctr. v. BLM, 387 F.3d 989, 993 (9th Cir.2004) (citing Churchill
County v. Norton, 276 F.3d 1060, 1072 (9th Cir.2001)). By focusing on the environmental effects
of the proposed agency action, “NEPA ensures that the agency will not act on incomplete
information, only to regret its decision after it is too late to correct.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at 371,
109 S.Ct. 1851 (1989). Reclamation and Ecology fail to meet this burden in this DEIS. 2
In the first landmark NEPA case, Calvert Cliffs’ Coordinating Committee, Inc. v. Atomic Energy
Commission, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit highlighted the importance of these
requirements and noted that they seek:
2

Washington State’s Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) mirrors NEPA and places the same burden upon
Washington State agency actions.
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[T]o ensure that each agency decision maker has before him and takes into proper account all
possible approaches to a particular project (including total abandonment of the project) which
would alter the environmental impact and the cost benefit analysis. Only in that fashion is it
likely that the most intelligent, optimally beneficial decision will ultimately be made. 449 F.2d
1109 (D.C Cir 1971).
The SDEIS purports to evaluate:
Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative
Alternative 2 – KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant;
Alternative 3 – KDRPP South Pumping Plant;
Alternative 4 - (Proposed Action) – KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant;
Alternative 5A – KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant with KKC North Tunnel Alignment;
Alternative 5B – KDRPP South Pumping Plant with KKC North Tunnel Alignment;
Alternative 5C – KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant with KKC North Tunnel Alignment.
In reality it only really evaluates the Proposed Action and No Action. In doing so it doesn’t even
attempt to meet the legal requirements for an alternatives analysis.
NEPA section 102(2)(C) requires an EIS to discuss “alternatives to the proposed action.” The
CEQ, in its implementing regulations, emphasizes alternatives as the “heart” of the EIS. CEQ’s
regulations provide detailed directions on the contents of the alternatives discussion in an EIS.
Specifically, agencies shall:
(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives
which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated.
(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed
action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.
(c) Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.
(d) Include the alternative of no action.
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(e) Identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft
statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the
expression of such a preference.
(f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or
alternatives.
Another important principle outlined in the CEQ regulations is that all reasonable alternatives
must be discussed. This comports with NEPA’s central purpose of fostering informed decisionmaking. Thus, it is not surprising that many NEPA challenges revolve around whether the
agency considered a reasonable range of alternatives, with courts holding that the existence of
reasonable but unexamined alternatives renders an EIS inadequate.
Courts also look to the goals, needs, and purposes defined for the project in determining
whether the alternatives discussion is reasonable. While giving deference to the agencies,
courts are wary when agencies narrowly define the purpose or scope of an action. For example,
when considering the scope of reasonable alternatives in an EIS, the Seventh Circuit stated that
“[o]ne obvious way for an agency to slip past the strictures of NEPA is to contrive a purpose so
slender as to define competing ‘reasonable alternatives’ out of consideration (and even out of
existence).”
Courts also look to the complexity of the action in considering whether the amount of detail in
the alternatives section is sufficient. Agencies are directed to “present the environmental
impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the
issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the
public.” “The touchstone for [a court’s] inquiry is whether an EIS’s selection and discussion of
alternatives fosters informed decision-making and informed public participation.” This SDEIS
conclusively fails to meet this standard
SEPA has similar requirements to evaluate alternatives WAC 197-11-442(2) requires Ecology to:
Discuss impacts and alternatives in the level of detail appropriate to the scope of the nonproject
proposal and to the level of planning for the proposal. Alternatives should be emphasized. In
particular, agencies are encouraged to describe the proposal in terms of alternative means of
accomplishing a stated objective (see WAC 197-11-060(3). Alternatives including the proposed
action should be analyzed at roughly comparable level of detail, sufficient to evaluate their
comparative merits (this does not require devoting the same number of pages in an EIS to each
alternative). [underline added]
The Washington Supreme Court has found that “The environmental significance of the
nonproject action creates the obligation to examine alternatives to the nonproject action. . .
SEPA requires an examination of reasonable alternatives to the nonproject action.” Citizens
Alliance to Protect Our Wetlands v. City of Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356, 366 (1995). In Blair et. al. v.
City of Monroe, CPSMHB 14-3-0006c, Final Decision and Order (Sept. 19, 2014), the Central
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Puget Sound Regional Growth Management Hearings Board considered the scope of review
under WAC 197-11-442(4). There the Board found that the City of Monroe had failed to
adequately comply with SEPA review requirements (SEPA is to function “as an environmental
full disclosure law,” Blair at 22. “[t]he range of alternatives considered in an EIS must be
sufficient to permit a reasoned choice.” SWAP v. Okanogan County, 66 Wn. App. 439, 444
(1992).
Thus, both NEPA and the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) require
consideration of all reasonable alternatives. Under both laws an EIS must include a detailed
statement and analysis of all “reasonable alternatives” to the proposed action. This SDEIS fails
this test.
Finally, it should be noted that the severely restricted alternatives analysis in both the 2015
DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS stem from the fact that the proposed projects are part of a broader
political compromise solution known as the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan (YBIP) developed by
the YRBWEP Workgroup (Workgroup). Because of this, it is not surprising that the Reclamation
and Ecology did not want to consider other ways to achieve the desired fish enhancements and
increases in water storage and flows – those options were not part of the mandate of the YBIP.
Whatever one thinks of the YBIP it is clear that it includes the KKC and KDRPP and does not
include other alternatives that could meet the same underlying objectives but were not agreed
upon by the Workgroup in the YBIP. Reclamation and Ecology’s inclusion of other public
officials and stakeholders interested in and affected by Yakima Basin water shortage problems
is perhaps laudable. It does not, however, relieve either agency from complying with the
statutory requirements of state and federal law.
They SDEIS takes this predetermination even further by inviting a new proposal by Roza (the
floating pumping plant) and names it the “Proposed Action” and includes Roza as a “Project
Proponent”. This means that in effect there are only two alternatives the floating pumping
plant or no action.
Key Questions for Reclamation and Ecology
Why were more alternatives not considered?
Are the alternatives considered actually real alternatives or are Alternative 4 and the no action
alternative really the only alternatives?
Why wasn’t water conservation explicitly considered as an alternative?
Why was Kecheelus not evaluated for a drought relief pumping plant with a canal or pipeline
diversion directly from Kecheelus to Easton? This alternative would accomplish the same
objectives in a significantly less environmentally harmful and dramatically less costly manner.
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Why were alternative storage locations not considered?
Fatal Flaw #6 - All of the Alternatives Except the No Action Alternative Violate the
Endangered Species Act
All alternatives except, no action, violate the Endangered Species Act (ESA). As the Supreme
Court articulated in the landmark ESA case TVA v. Hill:
It may seem curious to some that the survival of a relatively small number of three-inch fish
among all the countless millions of species extant would require the permanent halting of a
virtually completed dam for which Congress has expended more than $100 million. . . . We
conclude, however, that the explicit provisions of the Endangered Species Act require precisely
that result.” “One would be hard pressed to find a statutory provision whose terms were any
plainer than those in § 7 of the Endangered Species Act. . . . The language admits of no
exceptions. TVA v. Hill
The DEIS admits in multiple locations that the draining of Lake Kachess will lead to the killing of
listed Bull Trout. Killing of listed Bull Trout is illegal without an incidental take permit (ITP)
which requires a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). There has been no discussion of a HCP or ITP
in this setting.
As the SDEIS states:
Based on modeled water surface elevations, under Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, there would be an
increase in days where Kachess Reservoir water surface elevation would drop below 2,200 feet
(the evaluation at which Big and Little Kachess reservoirs separate and begin to affect fish
passage, particularly for Bull Trout). These impacts to passage of bull trout would be mitigated
by the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements. Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C would result in
an increase in days of flows in Keechelus Reach of the Yakima River that are suitable for Middle
Columbia River steelhead outmigration. All alternatives would result in noise impacts to
northern spotted owls, but are not expected to harm or injure northern spotted owls, or impact
their habitat.
This means that the Bull Trout cannot migrate to their spawning grounds which is obviously
“take” under the ESA and jeopardizes the species continued existence.
The plan attempts to mitigate for this damage to Bull Trout by proposing an untested and
speculative Volitional Fish Passage Project. The Bull Trout Volitional Passage project is
described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9. The “steep slope conditions” between Big Kachess Lake and
Little Kachess Lake will occur when the water level is approximately 2,208 elevation and the
pumping operation begins. These “steep slope” conditions will occur an additional 6,225 days if
KDRPP-FPP is installed, this will mean 34 additional years (out of 90 modeled), and an average
of 183 days a year, when Bull Trout Passage will be completely dependent on the Volitional
Passage.
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In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 – 2008) the pump…and
therefore the channel…will be in continuous operation. Eight years of steep slope conditions,
requiring 8 years of Bull Trout dependence on the volitional passage, represents 2-3 spawning
cycles. In other words, the entire population of Lake Kachess Bull Trout will be destroyed if
the volitional passage is not effective. No evidence is provided that the volitional passage is
effective, has been demonstrated in other Bull Trout population support activities, has
completed a “proof of concept” test, or is in any way assured to be successful to preventing
destruction of the Lake Kachess Bull Trout population.
Finally, the Bull Trout find their way to spawning tributary by a complex but not-wellunderstood physiology of chemo and geo receptors. This returns them to the spawning
tributary, and eventually spawning bed, where they started life. Creating a volitional passage
means the Bull Trout will have to find an artificial tributary that did not exist when they were
young and locate it several miles from where the “narrows” and “steep shelf” originated their
life cycle.
To make matters worse, the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the population
in Kachess (dredging a channel between big and little Kachess but ignoring the side stream Box
Creek where the trout actually are) but mitigating with improved populations elsewhere. P1-13
notes “While bull trout enhancement was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not
included in the Proposed Action, therefore not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.”
What fraction of the resident endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess is estimated
will be killed under the Proposed Alternative and all the action alternatives?
This is simply not how the ESA works. Here we have a known major impact on listed species
and an unproven, speculative, and at best limited technological proposal minimize some
unknown percentage of the negative impact.
The No Action Alternative is the only legal alternative and should be selected.
Fatal Flaw # 7 Failure to Consult under The Endangered Species Act
In addition to the massive substantive impacts that will undeniably impact Bull Trout and
Spotted Owls, Reclamation has inexplicably disregarded the Federal Agency process mandated
under the ESA. Section 7 of the ESA requires federal agencies to consult with either the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service to ensure that any action
authorized or carried out by the agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
any endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat of the species. ESA § 7, 16 U.S.C. § 1536. This process requires the Services to
prepare a biological opinion that includes a finding as to whether the proposed action is likely
to jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered or threatened species or its habitat. 50
C.F.R. § 402.14.
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Although the current SDEIS acknowledges repeatedly that there will be substantial negative
impacts to ESA listed species including Bull Trout and the Northern Spotted Owl (among others)
and the habitat of these species, it fails to quantify those impacts adequately. This failure
stems from the fact that the Reclamation has not initiated a Section 7 Consultation under the
ESA. The SDEIS does state that such a Consultation will occur in the future but the lack of a
concrete understanding of the impacts on listed species makes the selection of a preferred
alternative arbitrary and capricious. It is exactly of this reason that both the NEPA and ESA
regulations encourage simultaneous NEPA review and ESA Section 7 consultations.
In fact, Reclamation’s own NEPA regulations state:
NEPA activities should be coordinated with other environmental requirements so that their
requirements are, when possible, met concurrently rather than consecutively. This specifically
includes FWCA, CWA, NHPA, ESA, and other environmental review laws and Executive orders. P
3-10, 3-11. (emphasis added).
The NEPA Guidelines state further:
To the fullest extent possible, agencies shall prepare draft environmental impact statements
concurrently with and integrated with environmental impact analyses and related surveys and
studies required by...the Endangered Species Act....” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25. (emphasis added).
The “studies” required by section 7 are those needed for consultation on any federal action
that may affect ESA-listed species. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(b), (c).
ESA section 7(c) states that the action agency's biological assessment, a precursor to a
biological opinion, “may be undertaken as part of a Federal agency's compliance with the
requirements of Section 102 of the [NEPA].” 16 U.S.C § 1536(c)(1). Again, what is plainly
intended is that the action agency's consultation duties regarding its proposed action may be
coordinated with its NEPA review of that action. Similarly, FWS's regulations regarding section
7 state: “consultation ...procedures under section 7 may be consolidated with interagency
cooperation procedures required by other statutes, such as [NEPA].” 50 C.F.R. § 402.06.
Again, Reclamation’s own NEPA regulations state:
Special attention should be given to the integration of NEPA and the ESA. Section 7(a)(2) of the
ESA requires consultation with the Service and/or NOAA-NMFS for any Reclamation action
which may affect a species federally listed as threatened or endangered (listed species). This
consultation process may result in the Service and/or NOAA-NMFS issuing a biological opinion
containing actions to be undertaken to avoid jeopardizing a species or to reduce the level of
take associated with the proposed action. Reclamation shall, to the fullest extent possible,
integrate ESA and NEPA analyses and schedules.” (Bureau of Reclamation’s NEPA Handbook
Section 3.15.1) (emphasis added).
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The failure to consult is especially troubling because this is the second time that Reclamation
has failed to conduct an ESA consultation. The first time came in the Programmatic EIS for the
entire YRBIP process. In that document Reclamation stated:
Reclamation has concluded that consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is
not required at this time because preparation of the PEIS and selection of a preferred alternative
would have no effect on listed species in the action area. Reclamation has discussed this
conclusion with both the Service and NMFS, and neither agency found any fault with
Reclamation’s reasoning which led to the no effect determination. See Appendix G for a
summary of the correspondence. Consultation would be conducted for individual projects that
may affect listed species or critical habitat and that Reclamation would fund, authorize, and/or
carry out under the Integrated Plan in the future.” PEIS 6.2.2.
Reclamation’s failure to consult with USFWS and NOAA is inexcusable and has led to an
incomplete evaluation of the true impacts on endangered species and potential mitigation for
these impacts.
Key Questions for Reclamation and Ecology
Why wasn’t a Section 7 consultation completed before the DEIS was published?
Why wasn’t a Section 7 Consultation completed before the SDEIS was published?
How does Reclamation believe it meets its own NEPA regulations or the CEQ regulations
regarding threatened and endangered species?
How can the NEPA decision maker or the public fully understand the impacts on listed species
without input from the ESA expert agencies USFWS and NOAA?
Given that Reclamation and the USFWS are both part of the Department of Interior how can the
lack of a Section 7 consultation be justified?
How can Reclamation contend that there is “no effect on listed species” in the PEIS and then
acknowledge there will be significant effects upon listed species and habitat in the SDEIS.
Fatal Flaw # 7 – The DEIS repeatedly relies on vague and hypothetical mitigation measures
One essential ingredient of an EIS is to identify adverse environmental impacts and then discuss
the steps that will be taken to mitigate unavoidable adverse environmental consequences. The
projects evaluated in the DEIS have numerous environmental consequences that will require
extensive mitigation. The requirement that an EIS contain a detailed discussion of possible
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mitigation measures flows both from the language of the NEPA and, more expressly, from
CEQ's implementing regulations for NEPA.
Implicit in NEPA's demand that an agency prepare a detailed statement on “any adverse
environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented,” 42
U.S.C. § 4332(C)(ii), is an understanding that the EIS will discuss the extent to which adverse
effects can be avoided and mitigated for. See D. Mandelker, NEPA Law and Litigation § 10:38
(1984).
The Supreme Court considered the duty to mitigate under NEPA in Robertson v. Methow Valley
Citizens Council (109 S.Ct. 1835). In that case the plaintiffs challenged a Forest Service permit
for a ski resort in a national forest. The Court held that the requirement that an agency discuss
mitigation measures is implicit in “NEPA's demand” and CEQ regulations. The omission of a
“reasonably complete discussion” of mitigation measures would undermine NEPA's actionforcing functions. Without such a discussion, the Court added, neither the agency nor other
interested groups or individuals, could properly evaluate the severity of the adverse effects of
the action. That is exactly the problem with this SDEIS.
On January 14, 2011, the White House Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) finalized
guidance entitled “Appropriate Use of Mitigation and Monitoring and Clarifying the Appropriate
Use of Mitigated Findings of No Significant Impact.” The guidance is intended to make federal
agencies more accountable for mitigation measures that they identify in conducting National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) reviews of proposed actions.
CEQ seeks better implementation of mitigation commitments by making them express,
measurable, and viable. According to CEQ, NEPA and decision documents should “carefully
specif[y]” any relied-upon mitigation “in terms of measurable performance standards or
expected results, so as to establish clear performance expectations.” CEQ also asks agencies to
disclose and assess potential funding shortfalls upfront in the NEPA analysis and explore
adaptive management or specific mitigation alternatives if the selected mitigation does not
succeed.
The proposed mitigation in the SDEIS doesn’t even come close to meeting this standard. The
mitigation proposed in the current SDEIS is far too general and hypothetical, and even
undermines the mitigation already being implemented by WSDOT under the Interstate 90 FEIS.
Therefore, it fails to meet the NEPA/SEPA threshold to provide the decision maker or the public
with a full understanding of the environmental consequences of any of the alternatives under
consideration and to
As noted above one glaring example centers around Bull Trout, a threatened species in Lake
Kachess. The plan calls for reducing the level of the lake by an additional 82.75 vertical feet.
This draw down will prevent the fish from spawning in Box Canyon by creating an 82 ft high cliff
impediment. Yet, there is no plan to mitigate this loss of habitat and reduction in population of
the threatened species. The Gold Creek bull trout are distinct from Lake Kachess Bull Trout.
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Over 5 miles, 2 dam structures, and Kecheelus Ridge separate the populations. Therefore, the
Gold Creek bull trout mitigation plan cannot affect the Lake Kachess bull trout population.
Therefore, the proposed mitigation plan, which only affects Lake Kecheelus, cannot mitigate
this loss. The DEIS alludes to vague considerations for mitigation of bull trout habitat
destruction and population decline, but does not provide definitive or even viable proposals
with cost estimates, which is particularly important in this case because the harmful effects are
so dramatic and potentially impossible to mitigate such as 82’ cliffs in spawning gateways.
In another example, the SDEIS accurately states the Kachess Lake aquifer will be depleted and
private wells may be compromised or fail entirely ( DEIS 1-19). The only accommodation will be
for “…Reclamation to develop appropriate mitigation strategies” if water levels and wells are
adversely impacted. This we will figure it out later approach which permeates much of the
SDEIS is simply inadequate under NEPA and SEPA and supporting regualtions. The DEIS does
not provide any indication of what mitigation efforts would be considered or appropriate. It is
essential that these mitigation efforts be identified in advance, the likelihood of their need to
be implemented also identified in advance, and that these estimates be quantitative, based
upon scientific evidence.
Forest and Wetlands Will Be Impacted
The vegetation and wetlands (Page 2-70) and densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will,
according to the SDEIS suffer with reduced water levels in Lake Kachess. This will mean
stressed trees and other foliage in a single drought year, and in multiple years of pump
operation dead trees due to lack of water and insect vulnerability. The Snoqualmie Pass Fire
and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility fire and emergency medical services in the
Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas. This state agency has repeatedly raised concerns
about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced capacity to suppress fires (due to lowering of the
lake and removal of a source of water for firefighting), the increased incidence of accidents and
injuries due to construction activity, and need for public education and communication
strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects. Despite numerous and repeated
expressions of concern and requests to meet with the responsible Fire Departments,
Reclamation has ignored and rejected these requests. This is a clear violation of the NEPA and
SEPA process and renders the current SDEIS incomplete and unacceptable.
Private Wells Will Be Dewatered
The negative impact of lowering the water level of Lake Kachess on private wells (ES-xi) is
documented, with the conclusion that significant numbers of wells will be “dewatered.” It is
unacceptable to tell citizens that their water supply will likely disappear, and then offer a
remedy of “monitor and mitigate.” Well failures (“dewatering”) will likely occur in
October/November when Lake Kachess is at its lowest level, this is also shortly before snow
arrives and access to homesites becomes difficult. The possibility of losing water at this time,
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without an in-place action plan for making homeowners whole, is unacceptable. A
comprehensive strategy composed of proven techniques that can be implemented
immediately upon need is required in this SDEIS. We ask that this comprehensive strategy, its
details, costs, and operational features, be described in detail, and citizens be provided with
this information along with an appropriate comment period, prior to issuing a FDEIS or ROD.
Federal Campground Will Be Ruined
The impact on 23,000 annual visitors and 11,000 annual boaters at USFS Lake Kachess
Campground will be devastating. Page 2-6 indicates the lake could be drawn down 80 feet “as
early as June in severe drought years.” [NOTE: The campground typically opens on Memorial
Day Weekend…June 1.] In other words, the campground would not open, possibly for a
number of years. To date there has been no effort at communicating with the individuals,
families, and organizations that use this campground, some with decades of continuous annual
use. The possibility of drastically reduced access to this treasured recreational facility has never
been communicated to its users, let alone the possibility that it would close and not re-open for
a year or more. The impact on USFS Lake Kachess Campground is but one, but a very
important example of the need for a different and better approach. We ask that the past users
of USFS Lake Kachess Campground be pro-actively contacted and informed of the potential
impact on Lake Kachess, and that they be provided an opportunity for public comment. It is
clear the current SDEIS has failed to accomplish this essential public information obligation, and
that a subsequent SDEIS correct this failure.
The current SDEIS precludes public comment on specific mitigation measures and by extension
does not allow the public or the NEPA/SEPA decision maker to truly understand the
implications of the proposed action. That is a violation of SEPA and NEPA.
How can the SDEIS propose to “take” a Federal camp ground to begin with?
How can the USFS allow this without a thorough mitigation plan?
Why is the USFS a “cooperating agency” when the action will ruin their own campground.
Fatal Flaw # 8 – The Alternatives Violate Water Law Generally and the Yakima Allocation
Specifically
Although the SDEIS acknowledges the proper law regarding rights to water in the Yakima basin
it proposes to violate that law directly.
The following water entitlements in the Yakima River basin include senior water rights,
proratable water rights, and junior water rights:
• Senior water rights (referred to as nonproratable) existed prior to the development of the
Yakima Project, and are served in the order of their priority dates; they have precedence over
proratable and junior rights.
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• Proratable water rights share the priority date that the United States obtained for the Yakima
Project. Proratable entitlements share equal priority, as they have a common priority date, and
their water deliveries are subject to proration (reduced proportionately) in years when the
water supply is insufficient to meet demand based on the court doctrine of Total Water Supply
Available (TWSA). TWSA is estimated by Reclamation annually based on forecasted runoff,
forecasted return flows, and storage contents.
• Junior water rights were established after the Yakima Project, and have priority dates after
May 10, 1905. When there is insufficient water, the first deliveries to be curtailed are those with
junior water rights in the order of their priority dates. (Section 1.2.1)
Many property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for their wells.
According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the lake is pumped down.
How is it possible that prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza irrigation district can
dewater those Kachess wells which have senior water rights? The answer: it is not possible as
it is flatly illegal.
How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000 acre-ft of water currently stored
by Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer available once Lake Kachess water
level is lowered below the outlet to its dam?
Who will pay to provide senior water rights holders with the water they have a right to?
How will it affect the senior water rights holders’ own farming operations and/or enjoyment of
their property?
How can the Bureau and Ecology allow a taking of private rights where:
1) the recipient of the taking is a private, not public entity,
2) no condemnation has occurred,
3) no compensation is contemplated
4) owners of the rights have been denied due process?
Conclusion
This project should not happen because it is a bad idea and has massive negative impacts on
natural resources and the local community. This project will not happen because it is flatly
illegal. As was noted earlier, the draining lake Kachess by 80 feet to supply water to proratable
irrigators is a component if the Integrated Plan. The problem is that as part of the Integrated
Plan it simply cannot survive the NEPA and SEPA requirements to evaluate a reasonable range
of alternatives (not to mention the direct impact on ESA listed species). Essentially,
Reclamation and Ecology are caught on the horns of a dilemma. If they do not implement the
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Kachess Pumping Plant project they are not implementing the Integrated Plan and if they do
attempt to implement the Kachess Pumping Plant project they are violating NEPA, SEPA, and
the ESA and are not acting in the public interest.
As was noted earlier, it is important to distinguish between the Integrated Plan as a political
compromise document, and the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement as an
environmental compliance and disclosure document. The Integrated Plan was determined as a
politically appropriate synthesis of programs, taking into account the political positions of the
state and federal agencies, counties and tribal representatives in the planning process
organized by Ecology and Reclamation. There is no legal requirement that all viable alternatives
be considered in a political planning process. There is, however, a legal requirement that all
viable alternatives be considered in an environmental compliance and disclosure document
required by the National Environmental Policy Act and Washington State’s Environmental Policy
Act.
The advice provided to Reclamation and Ecology by the YRBWEP Workgroup does not supplant
the requirement that Reclamation and Ecology themselves consider environmental alternatives
when making decisions about major actions significantly affecting the quality of the
environment. Reclamation and Ecology may not delegate that decision-making authority to
others, or accept a workgroup recommendation without comparing that recommendation
against other alternative courses of action. That delegation, however, is exactly what
Reclamation and Ecology did in the 2015 DEIS and have done again in this 2018 SDEIS. This
level of “predetermination” and failure to independently evaluate reasonable alternatives to
the Kachess Pumping Plant Project contained in the Integrated Plan leads to a “black letter law”
violation of NEPA and SEPA is fatal to both 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS.
Ultimately the Kachess Pumping Plant project is doomed because there is no way for it to
comply with the most basic provisions of Federal and State environmental laws.
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Comment Letter 482
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Questions regarding Lake Kachess Pumping Plan ESI
1 message
alN <flyfreebird@comcast.net>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Fri, Jul 13, 2018 at 6:15 PM

Questions or comments on the SDEIS will be accepted until July 11, 2018.
Comments may be submitted to kkbt@usbr.gov , by mail to the Bureau of
Reclamation, Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager, 1917
Marsh Road, Yakima, WA, 98901; by telephone at (509) 575-5848, ext. 603; or by
facsimile to (509) 454-5650.

Questions regarding Lake Kachess Pumping Plan ESI
1. Did Lake Kachess have a Salmon run prior to building the Dam?

ID1

2. How many years will be until lake Kachess gets salmon passage?

2
10

3. Why are salmon passage plans not addressed in the pumping plan?

lo3

4. Have the courts ruled that fish passage should be restored to Lake Cle Elum, Lake Kachess ,
Lake Cle Elum, Lake Keechelus?

lo

5. How many times is the word” Salmon” used in The Kachess Pumping Plant EIS document. It
appears to have been deleted. (out of sight out of mind)

lo

6. It appears that “salmon and chinook” has been carefully deleted. Is this true? I do see the word
Bull Trout several times in the Document.

ID6

7. Why is there not information about the effect of the Kachess pumping Plant would have on a
future fish passage over or around Lake Kachess Dam? Lower lake levels might not work with a fish
ladder. This question concerns salmon or chinook, not bull trout.

4

5
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8. Did the Yakima Nation cut a deal to get a fish ladder at Lake Cle Elum and abandon plans for a
fish ladder at Lake Kachess?

ID

9. How many times in the last 10 years has Kittitas County declared a drought?

ID9

10. In declared drought years, what was the percentage of water allocations for each drought year?
(example, 2004 did they get 65% of their allocated water?)
11. During a declared drought assuming for example irrigators only were getting 65% of their
allocation, the proposed pump would only pump 5% more water. Limiting the allocations to 70%?
March 2019

SDEIS-CR-1024

8

10
D

12. What would the yearly cost be for that 5% water that is pumped, include also the cost for the
operating the pump.

lo

13. 5% of the irrigators water allocation is how many acre feet of water.

12
lo

14. Since the Pumping Plant would only operate in a drought year, could it pump more then 70% of
the water allocations?

lo

11

13

15. Would it be cheaper to build a new reservoir somewhere else, where there are not historic fish
runs?

lo

16. ATV’s and trucks and jeeps drive all over the south end of the Lake when the water level is low.
But they are not stopped. If the lake is lowered, the problem will be worse. The south end of the lake
will turn into a dust pit and when it rains a mud pit for 4x4 vehicles. Nesting areas for birds will be
destroyed.

015

14

17. Will the forest service install a sign limiting camping to 14 days.

16
ID

18. Several camp sites exist where campers stay for months and leave garbage and crap all over
the place, nothing is done to stop this. What will the forest service to prevent this?

lo

19. A unimproved boat launch is at the southeast end of the lake, but the forest service will not work
with land owners to share the cost of maintaining FS Road 4818. The land owners maintain it at
their own expense.

17

18
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20. Is Washington State spending millions of Tax Payers money researching this pumping plan that
is doomed to failure. Over costly and Unpractical.

lo

21. What is the cost to build a new reservoir? At a location where it would not have so much a effect
on a recreational lake and it’s community and the environment?

20
D

19

22. When will Lake Kachess get salmon passage?

21
ID

23. When will Lake Keechelus get Salmon passage?

22
lo

Alan Kirlin
Seattle WA
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Comment Letter 483
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] LAKE Kachess
1 message
Linnet Botkin <Linnet98@hotmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Mon, Jul 16, 2018 at 10:59 AM

You have tried a fast one, Lake Kachess is a LAKE not a reservoir leave the lake alone.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
Linnet Botkin
Ellensburg, WA
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Comment Letter 484
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Fwd: SDEIS Comments
1 message
Mark B <burkepostoffice@gmail.com>
To: Uca K2KConvey Bor <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

Thu, Jul 19, 2018 at 6:37 AM

Dear K2KConvey, BOR UCA,
I would like to ask if your below email (specifically listing all individual email addresses & names) is a
violation of the Department of the Interior’s Privacy Policy as well as the mandate of the Privacy Act
of 1974, which requires that such records be safeguarded in accordance with Privacy Act procedures,
and explain why or why not.£
If so, this breach should be publicly disclosed and parties who were contacted in this manner should
be contacted and told of the error and informed of the measures being taken to prevent this from
occurring again.
Kind regards,
Mark
Begin forwarded message:
From: "K2KConvey, BOR UCA" <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>
Subject: SDEIS Comments
Date: July 13, 2018 at 9:57:47 AM PDT
To: <dicklanden@aol.com>, <733lee@fairpoint.net>, <dougda1959@hotmail.com>,
<Lindap@fvbmt.com>, <kachess99@gmail.com>, <paigecryan@gmail.com>,
<jpowens99@yahoo.com>, <mnesiakdotcom@gmail.com>, <Roba@harsch.com>,
<wendejc@comcast.net>, <eamodery@earthlink.net>, <gernor@comcast.net>,
<djdiener@comcast.ne>, <rcernick@gmail.com>, <jimbarbelder@gmail.com>,
<rrosen326@gmail.com>, Austin Burke <austinmarkburke@gmail.com>,
<tpappas@tarragon.com>, <tbocek@comcast.net>, <DMcIntyre@tarragon.com>,
<shenoh@icloud.com>, <JSTARCEVICH@malcolmdrilling.com>,
<andy.dulin.b7wc@statefarm.com>, <chris.black@wellsfargoadvisors.com>,
<rdietrich@hnw.law>, <kathykearny@comcast.net>, <camfitzpatrick@gmail.com>,
<aarondressler@gmail.com>, <groverwfv@comcast.net>, <gkengberg@msn.com>,
<smbocek@gmail.com>, <kcemail@prodigy.net>, <keimar@comcast.net>,
<doug@smith.net>, Jerry Watts <jerrygwatts@gmail.com>, <pkim481@gmail.com>,
<mob201@gmail.com>, <brandyjahn@gmail.com>, <alysesnelson@gmail.com>,
<Patty@jordanfour.com>, <angie.armstrong.jt7w@statefarm.com>,
<worcester.karen@gmail.com>, Mark B <burkepostoffice@gmail.com>,
<Wenstrup.John@bcg.com>, <David.Brown@yakimawa.gov>,
<cjguilfoyle@gmail.com>, <whitapple1@yahoo.com>, Jerry Williams
<jaw.home@hotmail.com>
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Thank you for your comments and questions on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS).
Your comments and questions have been recorded for consideration and attention. We
will be collecting comments throughout the 90-day comment period (April 13 through
July 11, 2018). After July 11, all comments and questions will be categorized,
considered, and responded to in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Many of your questions and concerns may already be addressed in the SDEIS. You
can access this document at
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/kprojectsdeis2018.pdf
We appreciate your participation in the comment period. We have recorded your email
address, and you will be notified when the Final Environmental Impact Statement is
released.
Thank you
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Comment Letter 485
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Re: SDEIS Comments Received by July 11
1 message
Mark B <burkepostoffice@gmail.com>
To: "K2KConvey, BOR UCA" <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

Sun, Jul 15, 2018 at 6:35 AM

Dear K2KConvey,
Unfortunately None of our questions have been answered by the SDEIS. We look forward to your
answers.
Kind regards,
Mark Burke
On Jul 14, 2018, at 2:04 PM, K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov> wrote:
Thank you for your comments and questions on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS).
Your comments and questions have been recorded for consideration and attention. We
will be collecting comments throughout the 90-day comment period (April 13 through
July 11, 2018). After July 11, all comments and questions will be categorized,
considered, and responded to in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Many of your questions and concerns may have already be addressed in the SDEIS.
You can access this document at
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/kprojectsdeis2018.pdf
We appreciate your participation in the comment period. We have recorded your email
address, and you will be notified when the Final Environmental Impact Statement is
released.
Thank you
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Comment Letter 486
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Draining Lake Kachess
1 message
william chan <mychevy85@yahoo.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jul 19, 2018 at 1:28 PM

Love camping at Lake Kachess and draining it will destroy the setting and landscape for fishing and
hiking
Sent from my iPad
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Comment Letter 487
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save Lake Kachess
1 message
Lyndsey Jarvis <lyndsjarvis@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
I'm writing to oppose the project at Lake Kachess. Thank you

Fri, Jul 27, 2018 at 12:27 PM

lo
1

Sincerely,
Lyndsey Jarvis
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Comment Letter 488
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Comments on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Plant
1 message
Ann Marchand <marchand.ann@gmail.com>
To: Kkbt@usbr.gov

Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 10:43 AM

Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of ReclamaƟon
Columbia- Cascades Area Oﬃce
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
The following are comments on the draŌ supplemental EIS on the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. Please
include these comments with responses in any ﬁnal EIS.
SecƟon 3.21 is a very short secƟon on Socioeconomics. However, there is
no informaƟon on how Yakima farm workers would beneﬁt from the projects described
in the SDEIS? How many documented non-U.S. ciƟzens worked on harvesƟng crops in
each Yakima irrigaƟon district from 2015 through 2017? How many un-documented
non-U.S. ciƟzens worked on harvesƟng crops in each Yakima irrigaƟon district from 2015
through 2017?
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How much does a documented non-U.S. ciƟzen farm worker make per hour for each
type of harvested crop? How much does an un-documented non-U.S. ciƟzen farm
worker maker per hour for each type of harvested crop?

3
D

How much hourly wage increase would a documented non-U.S. ciƟzen farm work
receive for each type of harvested crop with the proposed ﬂoaƟng pumping plant? How
much hourly wage increase would an un-documented non-U.S. ciƟzen farm worker
received for each type of harvested crop with the proposed ﬂoaƟng pumping plant?

4
D

What percentage of addiƟonal income from the proposed ﬂoaƟng pumping plant would
go to Yakima irrigaƟon farmers vs. Yakima farm workers?
In addiƟon to the concerns outlined above, due to the adverse environmental impacts
from the proposed projects the no-acƟon alternaƟve should be selected.
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Thank you.
Ann Marchand
7043 22nd Avenue Northwest
Seattle, WA 98117
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Comment Letter 489
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Lake Kachess
1 message
Anna McDermott <hrsnround@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: "hrsnround@yahoo.com" <hrsnround@yahoo.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Tue, Jul 17, 2018 at 9:32 AM

Can you please explain to me how increasing the "bucket" will help when the KRD can't even
deliver the water that is available today? This is the second year we have been on a restriction due
to them being unable to deliver our full allotment.
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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Comment Letter 490
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Save Lake Kachess
1 message
Carolyn <wolfster1@hotmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Fri, Aug 3, 2018 at 10:48 PM

I hope it's not too late! Please save Lake Kachess from being drained and
causing unintended consequences of further destroying the salmon and ruining
the ecosystem. Our federal and state parks are under attack. Once changed, we
will never get back the beauty and enjoyment we experience now. Humanity
can't only be about money. We need beauty, green space, connection to our
forests and other plants and animals.
Please don't drain Kachess Lake!
Carolyn Stalter
(206) 782-8008
98107
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Comment Letter 491
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Water conservation/Lake Kachess
1 message
Alexis Wenstrup <alexis.wenstrup@gmail.com>
To: bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us, kkbt@usbr.gov, srevell@roza.org

Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 7:23 AM

To whom it may concern,
Water is a huge issue in the arid West. I do believe that water conservation is the most
logical and inexpensive way to provide water for agricultural needs. I lived in Northern
California in an area with a climate and farming issues similar to Yakima; except no hope of
governmental assistance for water. The farmers have concrete irrigation ditches that get
inspected regularly by the local water district and not only do they have smart water and crop
use related to the weather patterns, they also create storage ponds on their land. Why on
earth are you not forcing farmers and landowners to practice water conservation???? Please
think about it. You cannot be serious about needing and using lots of

--------
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water in a desert when you don't practice water conservation.
Below are some tips provided by the Center for Urban Education about Sustainable Agriculture
- easy place to start! I am not sure if you are aware that people work with nature to deal with
difficult growing situations. Please don't waste money on a very very expensive pump station
and pipe that would hurt the environment surrounding Lake Kachess and attend your focus to
smarter solutions to embolden the farmers in the Roza Irrigation District.

2
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Alexis Wenstrup Carnation, WA

1. Drip Irrigation
Drip irrigation systems deliver water directly to a plant’s roots, reducing the evaporation
that happens with spray watering systems. Timers can be used to schedule watering for
the cooler parts of the day, further reducing water loss. Properly installed drip irrigation
can save up to 80 percent more water than conventional irrigation, and can even
contribute to increased crop yields.

2. Capturing and Storing Water
Many farms rely on municipal water or wells (groundwater), while some have built their
own ponds to capture and store rainfall for use throughout the year. Properly managed
ponds can also create habitat for local wildlife. Marin Roots Farm relies on two ponds
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for all of their water needs, helping to
minimize their impact on the
surrounding watershed.

3. Irrigation Scheduling

--

Smart water management is not just about
how water is delivered but also when, how
often, and how much. To avoid under- or
overwatering their crops, farmers carefully
monitor the weather forecast, as well as soil
and plant moisture, and adapt their irrigation
schedule to the current conditions. Tory
Farms, which uses flood irrigation in their
orchards, waters at night to slow down evaporation, allowing water to seep down into
the soil and replenish the water table.

4. Drought-Tolerant Crops
Growing crops that are appropriate to the region’s climate is another way that farmers
are getting more crop per drop. Crop species that are native to arid regions are naturally
drought-tolerant, while other crop varieties have been selected over time for their low
water needs. Olives, Armenian cucumbers, tepary beans, and orach are a few of the more
drought-tolerant crops you can find in the Ferry Plaza Farmers Market.

5. Dry Farming
California dry farmers don’t irrigate, relying
on soil moisture to produce their crops during
the dry season. Special tilling practices and
careful attention to microclimates are
essential. Dry farming tends to enhance
flavors, but produces lower yields than
irrigated crops. Dirty Girl Produce is known
for their dry-farmed Early Girl tomatoes.
Wine grapes, olives, potatoes, and apple trees
can also be successfully dry farmed
in California.

6. Rotational Grazing
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Rotational grazing is a process in which livestock are moved between fields to help
promote pasture regrowth. Good grazing management increases the fields’ water
absorption and decreases water runoff, making pastures more drought-resistant.
Increased soil organic matter and better forage cover are also water-saving benefits of
rotational grazing.

7. Compost and Mulch
Compost, or decomposed organic matter used as fertilizer, has been found to improve
soil structure, increasing its water-holding capacity. Mulch is a material spread on top of
the soil to conserve moisture. Mulch made from organic materials such as straw or wood
chips will break down into compost, further increasing the soil’s ability to retain water.
Farmers may also use black plastic mulch as a soil cover to suppress weeds and
reduce evaporation.

8. Cover Crops
Planted to protect soil that would otherwise go
bare, cover crops reduce weeds, increase soil
fertility and organic matter, and help prevent
erosion and compaction. This allows water to
more easily penetrate the soil and improves its
water-holding capacity. A 2012 survey of 750
farmers conducted by North Central
Sustainable Agriculture Research and
Education found that fields planted with cover
crops were 11 to 14 percent more productive
than conventional fields during years of
drought. Al Courchesne swears by his use of
cover crops for building healthy soil.

9. Conservation Tillage
The Dust Bowl of the 1930s was created by a perfect storm of deep plowing and loss of
perennial grasses followed by extreme drought and wind erosion. Conservation tillage
uses specialized plows or other implements that partially till the soil but leave at least 30
percent of vegetative crop residue on the surface. Like the use of cover crops, such
practices help increase water absorption and reduce evaporation, erosion, and
compaction. Date grower Flying Disc Ranch makes the most of their water use in the
Coachella desert by using a mix of mulch, compost, and cover crop with no tillage.
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10. Going Organic
In a 30-year farm systems trial, the Rodale Institute found that corn grown in organic
fields had 30 percent greater yields than conventional fields in years of drought. In
addition to keeping many of the more toxic pesticides out of our waterways, organic
methods help retain soil moisture. Healthy soil that is rich in organic matter and
microbial life serves as a sponge that delivers moisture to plants. The trial also found
that organic fields can recharge groundwater supplies up to 20 percent.
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&RPPHQW/HWWHU
K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Attn:n Ms. Candace McKinley ~Attached PDF Comments
Re: Kachess and Keeechelus DEIS
1 message
Kolea Snow <koleasnow@hotmail.com>
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov>

Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:16 PM

Dear Ms. McKinley:
1
D

Please find attached my specific comments regarding Kachess and Keechelus
DEIS that was released on April 13, 2018. Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

KoleoSnow
.1500 VN.t K«hus Road
Easton, WA 98925
SDEIS comment letter (Kolea Snow) FINAL.pdf
105K
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6XEPLWWHGYLDHPDLOWRkkbt@usbr.gov

0V&DQGDFH0F.LQOH\
(QYLURQPHQWDO3URJUDP0DQDJHU
%XUHDXRI5HFODPDWLRQ&ROXPELD&DVFDGHV$UHD2IILFH
0DUFK5RDG
<DNLPD:$


5(.DFKHVVDQG.HHFKHOXV'(,6

'HDU0V0F.LQOH\

,DPVXEPLWWLQJERWKFRPPHQWVVSHFLILFWRWKH.DFKHVV'URXJKW5HOLHI3XPSLQJ3ODQW .'533 
DQG.HHFKHOXV5HVHUYRLUWR.DFKHVV5HVHUYRLU&RQYH\DQFH ..& 6XSSOHPHQWDO'UDIW
(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW 6'(,6 UHOHDVHGRQ$SULOWK$OOFRPPHQWVDUH
VXEPLWWHGXQGHUERWK1(3$DQG6(3$

&RPPHQWV

$OWHUQDWLYH1R$FWLRQ,RSSRVHDOODFWLYHDOWHUQDWLYHVRIWKH.'533DQG..&SURMHFWV
2QO\$OWHUQDWLYH³1R$FWLRQ´LVDFFHSWDEOH

o --
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,PSDFWWRSULYDWHSURSHUW\&RPPHQWVSURYLGHGE\P\VHOIDQGRWKHUVWRWKHSULRU'(,6
H[SUHVVHGVHULRXVFRQFHUQVUHJDUGLQJWKHOLNHO\LPSDFWRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWRQRXUSURSHUW\
YDOXHV,ZDVYHU\GLVDSSRLQWHGWRVHHWKDWWKRVHFRQFHUQVZHUHQRWVXEVWDQWLYHO\DGGUHVVHGLQ
WKHXSGDWHG6'(,6ZKLFKH[SUHVVO\VWDWHVLWVLQWHQWWRUHVSRQGWRWKHVHFRQFHUQV7KH6'(,6
FRQVLVWHQWO\XQGHUUHSUHVHQWVWKHLPSDFWRQSULYDWHUHVLGHQFHVDQGSURSHUW\RZQHUV3DJH
UHIHUVWR³VHYHUDOSULYDWHSDUFHOVDQGKRPHVRUFDELQV´WKDWZLOOEHDIIHFWHG³6HYHUDO´VHHPVWR
EHDSXUSRVHIXOPLVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQWRXQGHUVWDWHWKHH[WHQWRIWKHQXPEHURISURSHUWLHVWKDWZRXOG
EHLPSDFWHGDQGLVLQGHHGPLVOHDGLQJWRDQ\UHDGHURIWKLVVWXG\ZKHQWU\LQJWRHYDOXDWHWKH
LPSDFWRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFW/DNH.DFKHVV9LOODJH+2$KDVKRPHVLWHV(DVW.DFKHVV
+2$KDVKRPHVLWHV.DFKHVV5LGJHKDVDSSUR[LPDWHO\KRPHVLWHVDQG(DVW.DFKHVV5LGH
DQRWKHUSOXVQXPHURXVXQDIILOLDWHGUHVLGHQFHVLQWKHDUHD7KLVDPRXQWVWR
DSSUR[LPDWHO\KRPHVLWHV±QRERG\ZRXOGHTXDWHWKLVWR³VHYHUDO´7KHV\VWHPDWLFELDVLQWKH
SUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHLPSDFWRQSULYDWHFLWL]HQVLVGLVSOD\HGRQSDJHZKHQLWH[FOXGHVDQ\
KRPHVLWHIDUWKHUWKDQPLOHIURPVKRUHOLQHIURPQHJDWLYHLPSDFWE\GUDZGRZQRIWKHODNH,
DVNIRUDQDFFXUDWHGHVFULSWLRQLQQXPHULFDOWHUPVRILQGLYLGXDOVDQGKRPHVLWHVDIIHFWHGE\WKH
/DNH.DFKHVVGUDZGRZQ$VDPLQLPXPWKLVZRXOGLQFOXGHDOOKRPHVLWHVRQ.DFKHVV/DNH
5RDG9LD.DFKHVV5RDGWKH.DFKHVV'DP5RDGDQGHDVWHUQVKRUHOLQHURDGDQGSULYDWH
UHVLGHQFHVZLWKLQPLOHVRIWKHVKRUHOLQH

4XDQWLILFDWLRQRIWKHLPSDFWWRSULYDWHSURSHUW\YDOXHV7KH6'(,6PDNHVDQXQVXSSRUWHG
UHIHUHQFHWRDVWXG\WKDWVKRZHGDQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRIRQSULYDWHSURSHUWLHV+RZHYHUWKH
GRFXPHQWGRHVQRWLQFOXGHWKHVWXG\DQGWKHUHIRUHGRHVQRWDOORZDUHDGHUWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHNH\
DVVXPSWLRQVVFRSHRUPHWKRGV7KLVLVXQDFFHSWDEOHDQGFRPSOHWHO\LQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH
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SXUSRVHRIWKLVDQDO\VLV7RPLQLPL]HWKHH[SHFWHGLPSDFWZLWKRXWVXSSRUWLVDJDLQDFOHDUELDV
LQWKHSUHSDUDWLRQRIWKLVGRFXPHQW

(YHQWKLVXQVXSSRUWHGQXPEHUDSSHDUVWREHDJURVVXQGHUVWDWHPHQWRIWKHH[SHFWHGLPSDFWRQ
YDOXDWLRQ7KHKRPHVDQGFRPPXQLWLHVDURXQG/DNH.DFKHVVDUHQRWEXLOWWKHUHDUELWUDULO\±
WKH\ZHUHEXLOWWKHUHEHFDXVHRIWKHODNH7KLVLVUHIOHFWHGLQKLJKHUFXUUHQWYDOXHVDVQRWHGLQ
WKLV6'(,6:KLOHODNHYLHZV ZKLFKZLOOEHVHYHUHO\LPSDFWHGE\WKLVSURSRVDO FHUWDLQO\
LPSDFWKRPHYDOXHVSUR[LPLW\WRWKHODNH HYHQIRUWKRVHSURSHUWLHVZLWKRXWYLHZ DOVR
VLJQLILFDQWO\HQKDQFHVKRPHYDOXHVDVVXFKSUR[LPLW\SURYLGHVDFFHVVWRERDWLQJILVKLQJKLNLQJ
SLFQLFNLQJDQGRWKHUZDWHUUHODWHGDFWLYLWLHV±DOORIZKLFKZLOOEHVLJQLILFDQWO\FXUWDLOHGRU
HOLPLQDWHGIRU\HDUVDIWHUDGUDZGRZQ$OOSURSRVHGSXPSLQJDOWHUQDWLYHVDUHH[SHFWHGWR
VHYHUHO\LPSDFWODNHDFFHVVIRUDOOXVHVDQGWKHUHIRUHZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQ
WKHYDOXHVRIDOOSURSHUWLHVLQSUR[LPLW\WRWKHODNH±ZLWKRUZLWKRXWDYLHZ$GGLWLRQDOO\WKH
ODNHVHUYHVDVDZDWHUVRXUFHIRUILUHILJKWLQJZKLFKUHVXOWVLQORZHULQVXUDQFHUDWHVWKDQZRXOG
RWKHUZLVHDSSO\ZLWKRXWVXFKSUR[LPLW\,WLVXQDFFHSWDEOHWRLJQRUHDQGPLVUHSUHVHQWWKH
REYLRXVUHDOLW\WKDWGUDZGRZQRI/DNH.DFKHVVZLOOKDYHVXEVWDQWLDOQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQ
SURSHUW\RZQHUVDQGWKHZLGHUFRPPXQLW\,GHPDQGWKDWWKH%R5HQJDJHWKH/DNH.DFKHVV
FRPPXQLW\LQGHVLJQLQJDQGFRQGXFWLQJDYDOLGDQGUHOLDEOHVWXG\RIQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQSULYDWH
SURSHUW\YDOXHV7KLVVWXG\VKRXOGEHFRQGXFWHGE\DQLQGHSHQGHQWDQGQRQFRQIOLFWHGH[SHUW
ZLWKWKHUHVXOWVSHHUUHYLHZHGDFFRUGLQJWRVWDQGDUGSUDFWLFH7KLVVWXG\PXVWEHFRQGXFWHGDQG
GLVWULEXWHGLQDVXEVHTXHQW6'(,6ZLWKWKHSXEOLFSURYLGHGDQRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRPPHQWEHIRUHD
)LQDO'(,6RU52'LVLVVXHG

'HVSLWHWKHXQVXSSRUWHGUHIHUHQFHLQWKH6'(,6WRWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRISURSHUW\YDOXHVWKH
GRFXPHQWVWDWHVWKDWWKHLPSDFWRQSURSHUW\YDOXHVFDQ¶WEHGHWHUPLQHG1RWRQO\LVWKLV
FRQWUDGLFWRU\EXWWKHQRWLRQLVDEVXUG$QHQWLUHSURIHVVLRQH[LVWVIRUWKHH[SUHVVSXUSRVHRI
PDNLQJVXFKHVWLPDWHV(YHU\FRXQW\DVVHVVRULQWKHFRXQWU\SHUIRUPVVXFKH[HUFLVHVRQDGDLO\
EDVLV7KHRPLVVLRQRIDFRPSUHKHQVLYHVXSSRUWHGDQGUHYLHZHGDQDO\VLVLVDJODULQJRPLVVLRQ
RIRQHRIWKHPRVWREYLRXVLPSDFWVRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWDQGUHTXLUHVUHFWLILFDWLRQ3OHDVH
H[HFXWHVXFKDVWXG\SHUIRUPHGXQGHUWKHDFFHSWHGVWDQGDUGVRIWKHYDOXDWLRQSURIHVVLRQDQG
SURYLGHLQDQXSGDWHG6'(,6IRUFRPPHQWDQGUHVSRQVHSULRUWRD)LQDO(,6RU52'

)LQDOO\ZKLOHDFNQRZOHGJLQJWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWRQSURSHUW\YDOXHVWKH
6'(,6LQFOXGHVQRSODQIRUPLWLJDWLRQRILPSDFW:KDWLVWKHPLWLJDWLRQSODQ"*LYHQWKDWDOORI
WKHDGGLWLRQDOZDWHUWKDWLVSURSRVHGWREHSXPSHGE\WKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWZRXOGFRPHIURPWKH
QDWXUDOO\RFFXUULQJODNH %LJ.DFKHVV LWLVQRWUHDVRQDEOHWKDWDSURSHUW\RZQHUZRXOGKDYHDQ
H[SHFWDWLRQWKDWWKH\ZRXOGEHDUWKHFRVWRIVXFKDSURSRVDO,GHPDQGWKDW\RXXSGDWH\RXU
DQDO\VLVWRLGHQWLI\LQGHWDLOWKHPLWLJDWLRQSODQIRUWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQSURSHUW\YDOXHV
LQFOXGLQJSODQQHGIXQGLQJIRUVXFKPLWLJDWLRQDQGSURYLGHLQDQXSGDWHG6'(,6IRUFRPPHQW
DQGUHVSRQVHSULRUWRD)LQDO(,6RU52'


(URVLRQ7KH6'(,6LQFOXGHVQXPHURXVUHIHUHQFHVWRWKHH[SHFWDWLRQRILQFUHDVHGHURVLRQDVD
UHVXOWRIWKHYDULRXVSXPSLQJDOWHUQDWLYHV+RZHYHUWKH6'(,6LQFOXGHVQRDQDO\VLVRIWKH
VSHFLILFVRIVXFKHURVLRQSDUWLFXODUO\SULYDWHSURSHUW\ZLWKLQWKHFUHDWHG]RQHRILQVWDELOLW\

6
D
------

7
D

8
D

9
D
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10
D

11
D

H[SHFWHGDIWHUWKHSURSRVHGPD[LPXPGUDZGRZQ7KHVWXG\DOVRGRHVQRWHYDOXDWHWKHLPSDFW
RQHURVLRQLQSUR[LPLW\WRVWUHDPVZKHUHQHZO\H[SRVHGVORSHEHORZWKHFXUUHQWPLQLPXPODNH
OHYHOZRXOGEHVXEMHFWWRFRQWLQXRXVXQGHUFXWWLQJDQGHQKDQFHGHURVLRQP\KRPHLVLQVXFKDQ
DUHD7KHQHZO\H[SRVHGVORSHDIWHUDGUDZGRZQEHORZWKHKLVWRULFPLQLPXPZRXOGEHKLJKO\
YXOQHUDEOHWRHURVLRQDVWKHSUR[LPDWHPDWHULDOLVOLJKWO\FRPSDFWHG±HYHQPRUHVRZLWKD
VWUHDPUXQQLQJWKURXJKLWWKHQHZO\H[SRVHGHPEDQNPHQW7KHFXUUHQWHPEDQNPHQWLVVWDEOH
EXWZRXOGVHHNDQHZVWDEOHVORSHLQUHVSRQVHWRWKHSURSRVHGGUDZGRZQ$FRPSUHKHQVLYH
DQDO\VLVFRXOGHVWDEOLVKWKHOLNHO\DUHDRILPSDFWDQGWKXVIUDPHWKHVFRSHRIUHTXLUHGPLWLJDWLRQ
,IPLWLJDWLRQLVQRWXQGHUWDNHQSULRUWRRFFXUUHQFHRIWKHH[SHFWHGLQFUHDVHGHURVLRQSURSHUW\
ZLOOEHGDPDJHGGHVSLWHWKHDGYDQFHGH[SHFWDWLRQRIVXFKGDPDJHRFFXUULQJDVDGLUHFWUHVXOWRI
WKHSXPSLQJSODQ DVQRWHGLQWKLV6'(,6 ,GHPDQGWKDWDQXSGDWHG6'(,6LQFOXGHD
FRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\LWVGHWDLOVFRVWVDQGRSHUDWLRQDOIHDWXUHVEHGHVFULEHGLQGHWDLODQG
FLWL]HQVEHSURYLGHGZLWKWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDORQJZLWKDQDSSURSULDWHFRPPHQWSHULRGSULRUWRD
)LQDO'(,6RU52'


,PSDFWRQSULYDWHZHOOV7KH6'(,6VWDWHVWKDWZHOOVLQSUR[LPLW\RI/DNH.DFKHVVPD\EH
³GHZDWHUHG´DVDUHVXOWRIWKHYDULRXVSXPSLQJDOWHUQDWLYHVDQGWKHUHVXOWLQJORZHUHGODNHOHYHOV
7KHLQFOXGHGGDWDIURPDVPDOOQXPEHURIPRQLWRULQJZHOOVLQSUR[LPLW\WR/DNH.DFKHVV
VXSSRUWVWKLVH[SHFWDWLRQDVWKHZHOOOHYHOVFOHDUO\GHPRQVWUDWHFRUUHODWLRQZLWKWKHULVHDQGIDOO
ZLWKWKHODNHOHYHO±LQFOXGLQJWKRVHZHOOVZKHUHWKHZDWHUOHYHOLVW\SLFDOO\DERYHWKHODNHOHYHO
+RZHYHUWKH6'(,6GRHVQRWLQFOXGHDQ\DGYDQFHPLWLJDWLRQSODQIRUWKLVH[SHFWHGLPSDFWRQ
UHVLGHQWLDOZHOOV3UHGLFWLRQRIDVLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHLPSDFWWRZHOOVDVDGLUHFWUHVXOWRIWKH
SXPSLQJDOWHUQDWLYHVZKLOHQRWDGGUHVVLQJSODQQHGPLWLJDWLRQWRSUHYHQWVXFKLPSDFWLVQRW
FRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHSXUSRVHRIWKLV6'(,67KHQRWLRQWKDWUHVLGHQWVZRXOGORVHWKHLUUHVLGHQWLDO
ZDWHUVXSSO\IRUDQLQGHILQLWHSHULRGRIWLPHZLWKQRPLWLJDWLRQSODQLQSODFHLVXQFRQVFLRQDEOH
³0RQLWRUDQGPLWLJDWH´LVQRWDFFHSWDEOHIRUUHVLGHQWVWKDWZLOOILQGWKHLUKRPHZLWKRXWSRWDEOH
ZDWHU

$FRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\FRPSRVHGRISURYHQWHFKQLTXHVWKDWFDQEHLPSOHPHQWHGLPPHGLDWHO\
XSRQQHHGLVUHTXLUHGSULRUWRD)LQDO'(,6DQGRU52':KDWLVWKHPLWLJDWLRQSODQ",
GHPDQGWKDWDFRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\LWVGHWDLOVFRVWVDQGRSHUDWLRQDOIHDWXUHVEHGHVFULEHGLQ
GHWDLODQGFLWL]HQVEHSURYLGHGZLWKWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDORQJZLWKDQDSSURSULDWHFRPPHQWSHULRG
SULRUWRLVVXLQJD)'(,6RU52'

)LUH6XSSUHVVLRQ$VKDVEHHQQRWHGLQFRPPHQWVWRWKHSULRU'(,6WKHSURSRVHGSXPSLQJ
DOWHUQDWLYHVSUHVHQWVLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVRQERWKILUHULVNDQGILUHVXSSUHVVLRQ

7KH6'(,6QRWHVWKDWWKHVXUURXQGLQJVKRUHOLQHZLOOEHGHZDWHUHGDVDUHVXOWRIWKHSURSRVHG
SXPSLQJDOWHUQDWLYHV7KLVVLJQLILFDQWO\UHGXFHGODNHOHYHOZLOOUHVXOWLQWKLVGHZDWHULQJ
SHUVLVWLQJIRU\HDUVZKLOHWKHODNHUHILOOV7KLVZLOOVXEMHFWWKHVKRUHOLQHWUHHVDQGYHJHWDWLRQWR
DUHGXFHGJURXQGZDWHUFRQGLWLRQQHYHUH[SHULHQFHGLQWKHKLVWRU\RIWKHODNHDQGOLNHO\UHVXOWLQ
VLJQLILFDQWGLHRII6XFKGHDGYHJHWDWLRQZLOOXOWLPDWHO\SUHVHQWDQLQFUHDVHLQILUHULVN DVZHOO
DVDQLQFUHDVHLQHURVLRQDVWKLVVORSHVWDELOL]LQJYHJHWDWLRQLVHOLPLQDWHG ,GHPDQGWKDWDQ
XSGDWHG6'(,6LQFOXGHDFRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\LWVGHWDLOVFRVWVDQGRSHUDWLRQDOIHDWXUHVEH
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13
D

GHVFULEHGLQGHWDLODQGFLWL]HQVEHSURYLGHGZLWKWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDORQJZLWKDQDSSURSULDWH
FRPPHQWSHULRGSULRUWRD)LQDO'(,6RU52'

$GGLWLRQDOO\WKH%R5KDVEHHQPDGHDZDUHWKDWWKHODNHLVWKHGHVLJQDWHGVHFRQGVRXUFHIRU
ILUHILJKWLQJZLWKLQWKH/DNH.DFKHVV9LOODJH+2$7KHSURSRVHGDGGLWLRQDOIRRWUHGXFWLRQLQ
ODNHOHYHOZRXOGUHQGHUWKHODNHLQDFFHVVLEOHIRUILUHILJKWLQJSXUSRVHVGXHWRWKHWRSRJUDSK\RI
WKHVKRUHOLQHDVZHOODVWKHPXGG\FRPSRVLWLRQRIWKHQHZO\H[SRVHGVKRUHOLQH HJILUH
HTXLSPHQWFRXOGQRWJHWWKHUH 7KH6'(,6SURYLGHVQRPLWLJDWLRQIRUHOLPLQDWLRQRIILUHILJKWLQJ
ZDWHULQFOXGLQJWKHHFRQRPLFLPSDFWWRKRPHRZQHUVGXHWRUHVXOWLQJGHFUHDVHLQKRPHYDOXHV
DQGLQFUHDVHLQKRPHLQVXUDQFHUDWHVDVDUHVXOW,QFUHDVLQJWKHULVNWRKRPHRZQHUVZLWKRXW
PLWLJDWLRQLVXQDFFHSWDEOHDQGDJODULQJRPLVVLRQIRUWKH6'(,6,GHPDQGWKDWDQXSGDWHG
6'(,6LQFOXGHDFRPSUHKHQVLYHVWUDWHJ\LWVGHWDLOVFRVWVDQGRSHUDWLRQDOIHDWXUHVEHGHVFULEHG
LQGHWDLODQGFLWL]HQVEHSURYLGHGZLWKWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDORQJZLWKDQDSSURSULDWHFRPPHQW
SHULRGSULRUWRD)LQDO'(,6RU52'6XFKSODQVKRXOGDGGUHVVQRWRQO\WKHPLWLJDWLRQRIWKH
ILUHVXSSUHVVLRQLPSDFWRIWKHODNHEXWPLWLJDWLRQRIDQ\ILQDQFLDOLPSDFWLPSDFWHGUHVLGHQWV
ZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRLQFXUDVDUHVXOWRIDQLPSOHPHQWHGSXPSLQJSODQ
7KH<DNLPD3ODQSURJUDPPDWLF)(,6IDLOHGWRSURYLGHDUDQJHRIDOWHUQDWLYHV²MXVWWKH
<DNLPD%DVLQ,QWHJUDWHG:DWHU0DQDJHPHQW3ODQ <%,3 DQG1R$FWLRQ+RZZLOOWKLVEH
UHFWLILHG"


%HFDXVHERWKWKH1(3$DQG6(3$SURFHVVPXVWEHIROORZHGZHUHTXHVWWKDWWKH%XUHDXRI
5HFODPDWLRQDQG:$'HSDUWPHQWRI(FRORJ\HDFKSURYLGHVHSDUDWHUHVSRQVHVWRWKHDERYH
FRPPHQWV

3OHDVHVHQGXVPHDFRS\RIDQ\DGGLWLRQDO6'(,6)(,6RU5HFRUGRI'HFLVLRQWKDWLVUHOHDVHG

7KDQN\RXIRUFRQVLGHULQJDQGDFWLQJRQWKHVHFRPPHQWV


6LQFHUHO\
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Comment Letter 493

May 16, 2018

Ms. Candace McKinney
Environmenta l Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation

Lake Kachess Drought Relief DEIS,
After reviewing the Kachess Drought relief pumping plant and Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess
Reservoir conveyance a number of questions still have to be answered before a record of
decision can be made.

1
D

Annually the stored water in Lake Kachess Reservoir is part of the TWA for instream flow for

fish and irrigation districts who receive their water from the Yakima River. Once the reservoir
has been pumped below the normal gravity flow to the Yakima River and the reservoir doesn ·t
refill bow much of the water pumped from below the normal gravity flow will be required to

2
D

provide for the TWA?

Who will pay for the operation and maintenance of the Keechelus-to-Kachess conveyance?
Who will be responsible for the fish passage facility that will allow the bull trout movement from
Big Kachess to Little Kachess and back when the lake does not refill?

3
ID
4
ID

The EIS for Kachess drought relief provides little information on what has to be done before the
project will be determined feasible.

ID
ID

How and when will the BOR develop written contract for those entities who will be required to
address the environmenta l requirements?

7
ID

Has a contract with the U.S. Forest Service been agreed to for the route of the conveyance
project between Keechelus and Kachess?

ID

The proposed Kachess pumping plant can only be approved when all affected participants have
signed and agreed to operate and pay their share.

ID

Who will be responsible for the maintenance of the floating pump in the Lake Kachess during
nonuse?

Chuck Klarich
Zillah. WA
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Comment Letter 494

COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to- Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplementa l Draft Environmenta l Impact Statement (SDEIS)
Name
Or anization:
Mailing Address:

.../1 Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
/ lprefer notification by (please check one):
Email with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
D Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).




Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuaJs identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.
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(Use bac ide or additional sheets as necessary)

8

t;l/ Jo1w~ r ,

/?2-

#7,RL,,z:a-<J /

LJJ
L.P5 .

,/j/J

, /?-;..

,..1 1 /I

r;{._lfJ~~'-f<-

~
I'--'

,/'J, ~

v~

You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Reclamation

DEPARTMENT OF
SDEIS-CR-1047
ECOLOGY

State of Washington

Comments ( continued)

1

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kdrpp/index.html
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/index.html
http://www. us br.gov /pn/ program s/yrbwep/2011 integrated plan/index.htm I
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir -to-Kache ss Reservoir Conveyan ce
Suppleme ntal Draft Environme ntal Impact Statemen t (SDEIS)
Name
Or anization:
Mailing Address:

1
E-mail:

:Fon.



Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
I prefer notification by (please check one):
D Email with information on how to reference the document online
D Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
D Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
D Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
D Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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(Use backside or additional sheets as necessary)

You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
~

r~fto ~,
March 2019

U.S. Department of the Interior
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)

Cit , State, and Zip Code:
Telephone:



E-mail:

M

r2.. 'T r N 0£-.

Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

I prefer notification by (please check one):
)§:.Email with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).






Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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(Use backside or ad itional sheets

You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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Comments (continued)
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http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kdrpp/index.html
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/index.html
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011 integratedplan/index.html
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
Name please print le
Or anization:
Mailin Address:
Cit , State, and Zi

Tele hone:

'2-06 -

; (Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
fprefer notification by (please check one):
Email with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
a Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
a Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
a Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
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Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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(Use backside or additional sheets as necessary)

You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
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~lease put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
I prefer notification by (please check one):

 Email with information on how to reference the document online
 Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
) (Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
 Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
 Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848 , ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
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Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
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)(Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

I prefer notification by (please check one):
a'Email with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
.,lit.Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).





Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848 , ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)

tO'Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
I prefer notification by (please check one):
~ a i l with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).






Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603) . The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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Keechelus Reservoir-to- Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplementa l Draft Environmenta l Impact Statement (SDEIS)
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lease put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

I prefer notification by (please check one):
's:Email with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
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Please note: Our practice is to make cornrnents, including names, borne addresses, borne phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents rnay request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, docurnentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)

~lease put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
I prefer notification by (please check one):







Email with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kk:bt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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My name is John Daugherty and I have owned and enjoyed property on Lake Kachess

D
1

for more than 30 years. I have many problems with the proposed Lake Kachess
pumping project, but will limit this statement to three concerns about the latest DEIS
report.
The first has to do with conservation of currently available water. Conservation of water
can be achieved in different ways. One way is to use avaifable technology to reduce
demand for water. By doing this, many farmers have shown across this state and this
country that they can produce substantially more crops using substantially less water.
However, the purpose of this project includes helping Yakima to meet "increased crop
and municipal demand", (seep 1-4 of new DEIS). So in a time of climate change where
farmers are worried about the availability of water, this proposal addresses their
requests for more water instead of helping them make more efficient use of the water
they already get.
Another way to conserve water is to do everything one can to avoid losing what one
already has. In this vein, it is edifying to visit the Rosa web page, which today shows a
number of current projects designed to shore up a leaky irrigation management
system . This substandard management of a valuable resource has continued for years
after similar problems were first identified . I found no analysis in the DEIS of the water
lost each year because of this , nor any major funding to help the district attain
reasonable standards for the management of their water.

D
2

If we are thinking about spending hundreds of millions and ruining a natural lake to bring
new water into a system, shouldn't we fix the leaks first? How about getting rid of open
canals and using pipes where feasible to ensure that there is little if any loss? Or giving
matching grants to farmers to help them make use of latest irrigation technology?
At other meetings about this project proposal I have been both inspired and troubled to
learn about what farmers do with the water that they get. Once, I heard a farmer testify
that by using reasonably available conservation technology, he was able to grow a
bumper crop with less than 55% of his normal allocation. After the hearing, I spoke with
another farmer who confirmed that he had similar results. So, the question here is, how
did we get to the number 70% of normal to justify drought conditions? Although the
DEIS purports to explain this, the explanation is insufficient.
Also on p 1-4, I found the following sentence: "In recent years (2001, 2005, and 2015),
proratable irrigation entities received 37 percent, 42 percent, and 47 percent
respectively of their water supply (Lynch, 2015)." When I read this I thought, if we
compare these numbers to 70 percent the deficit is almost shocking. But if we compare
them to 55%, the problem appears to be much more manageable.
My second concern has to do with your analysis of the availability of water for this
project, or what you refer to as surface water resources
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According to this report, the current Kachess dam system has the capacity to store
239,000 acre feet of water, which can be delivered to the Yakima River on demand.
When this water is fully distributed, the water level falls 70 vertical feet from its highest
to lowest levels. At its lowest level, the current system cannot deliver any more water to
the Yakima River. Of course , pumps could change all that.
In section 3 of chapter 4, this DEIS discusses fluctuations in this water level in various
pump/no pump scenarios.
My first concern regarding this analysis addresses your choice of time periods used to
draw conclusions about available water. For the most part you use the period from
1926 to 2015, even though the supposed purpose of this integrated plan is to stabilize
water availability with the increasing threat of climate change. In the past few years we
have already experienced historical highs in days without rain; fish have already died
because river water was too warm, and the effects of climate change are predicted to
intensify in future years. So why pick what happened 100 years ago to help you model
for the future?
I believe the answer is that it makes your data look better. Your model allows you to
predict that you can replace the extra water taken in drought years almost all the time.
Figure 4-3 on page 26 provides an interesting case in point. It shows Kachess water
levels for the more recent period from 1991 to 2009. Describing what you could do with
pumps, you wrote:
"During multiyear drought conditions such as those in 1992 to 1994, Reclamation would
draw the reservoir down as much as 80 feet below the existing outlet elevation.
Following a multiyear drought comparable to that of 1992 to 1994, reservoir levels
would recover to normal operating levels 2 years later when followed by a wet year such
as 1996. In a single-year drought, such as occurred in 2001, the reservoir would be
drawn down to 50 feet below the existing outlet elevation. Full recovery would not have
been achieved until 2008, because of a series of dry years (2003 and 2004) and a
subsequent drought (in 2005). During the 2005 drought year, the reservoir level would
be 40 feet below the existing outlet elevation. The historical record of droughts indicates
Kachess Reservoir would refill in 2 to 5 years following a drought."
What that paragraph says is that after drawdown in one multi and one single year
drought, the system would not have been able to deliver its normal 239,000 acre feet in
at least 8 of the following years. For at least 11 of the 19 years in this period, normal
drawdown would be impossible.
This paragraph also uses 90-year-old data to estimate that the lake would refill in 2 to 5
years after a drought. My request to you is to defend your use of the 1926-2015 data
set. By your own admission in the above paragraph, it would have taken seven years
after the drought of 2001 .
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Comment Letter 504

COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
I(anonymous)

Name (please print legibly):

I

Organization:
Mailing Address:
City, State, and Zip Code:

I E-mail:

Telephone:



Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

I prefer notification by (please check one):







Email with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and borne addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
Or anization:

)(_Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
I prefer notification by (please check one):

 Email with information on how to reference the document online
 Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
)isend full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
 Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
 Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).

Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends JuJy 11, 2018.
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Comment Letter 506

COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)

Cit , State, and Zi Code:

9~ 9 2 S"

Telephone:

~lease put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
I prefer notification by (please check one):
)t-Email with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).






Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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Comment Letter 507

STATEMENT ON RECORD

GARY KNAUFT and SANDY KNAUFT, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 1 - 5/16/18

1

2

*

MRS. KNAUFT:

3

*

*

One of my concerns -- I'll start

4

with an easy one first -- how come there was no restitution

5

for the homeowners considered in this plan, the 150 homeowners

6

in this particular plan --

7

MR. KNAUFT:

8

MRS. KNAUFT:

9


1

There was more than that.
-- in the village of Lake

Kachess?

10

MR. KNAUFT:

11

MRS. KNAUFT:

There's 250.
The second concern is the Lake

12

Kachess Campgrounds is one of the most popular in the state.

13

I did my research, and it brings in $250,000 every year for

14

the state.

15

from what I looked at the drawing over there is going to

16

affect the campgrounds, that's a loss of $250,000 a year.

2

When the drawdown of the lake happens, which

And then the third one, probably the most

17
18

important -- let's see, how am I going to say this?

19

my understanding that the large farmers are willing to put

20

up

21

farmers, have they been advised that once this is put in

22

place, they are expected to pay annually whether or not they

23

receive water or not right along with the big farmers?

24

25

$500,000

to pay for this pumping station.

it's


3

The small

In my opinion, this is nothing but a ploy for the
big farmers to phase out the little farmers in the Yakima
AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS/ 1-800-548-2678
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

GARY KNAUFT and SANDY KNAUFT , 5/16/18

1

Valley, and also the small farmers I do not believe have

2

been informed that they will have to pay every single year

3

whether or not they receive the water.
So it's unfair to the people around the lake, it's

4
5

unfair to the small farmers, and it's unfair to the people

6

that use the campgrounds, which will cause a loss in value

7

of our homes, causes farmers to go out of business, the

8

small farmers, and the loss of $250,000 to the state every

9

year.
Those are my primary concerns.

10

I'm not a technical

11

person, so I don't know a lot about this other pumping

12

stuff.

13

*

*

*

*


3

*

14
15
16

17
18
19

20
21

22
23

24
25
AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS/ 1-800-548-2678
www.affi l iatedcourtr eporters . com
March 2019

5
SDEIS-CR-1075

Comment Letter 508

STATEMENT ON RECORD

MICHAEL AIKEN and MADELINE AIKEN , 5/ 16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 2 - 5/16/18

1

2

*

3

MRS. AIKEN:

*

*

We have lived on the lake , on the

4

water for 40 years, and we have seen it go all the way down

5

to its original lake, and it takes five years to fill it up.

6

Now they want to go down another 80 feet

7

don't think it will ever fill up.

8

It's just a one-time shot to irrigate something.
MR. AIKEN:

9

1

and we really

It wouldn't be worth it.

If they take it down another

10

80 feet , it will never fill up .

11

there to fill it up.

12

know how much it snows.

13

but that's -- in my mind , that's farming, sometimes it

14

rains, sometimes it doesn't, but just pump it out of the

15

lake as a backup.

16

There's not enough water up

We've lived there for 40 years.

We

It snows sometimes more or less,

What they'll do is -- if you want my comments, what

17

they'll do is

18

down to the original level once , so that means they've got a

19

lot of reserve.

20

1

about the last 15 years they've only taken it

If they've got that extra 80 feet, they'll take it

21

down all the way, more water, more land, more irrigation,

22

more money for the people -- the companies, not people , in

23

Roza District that raise mostly grapes and hops.

24

that 80 percent of the Yakima Valley is grapes and hops.

25

think they want to put in orchards, but they take water


2

We know

AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS/ 1-800-548-2678
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MICHAEL AIKEN and MADELINE AIKEN, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD
1
2
3

every year; so . .
MRS. AIKEN:

I don't think that the farmers

can pay for this.

4

MR. AIKEN:

5

MRS. AIKEN:

No.

Water's expensive now.

They said,

6

for it because who's going to use it?"

7

billion dollars.

8

11

Who's going to pay
Well, it's a half a

How could the farmers pay for that?
*

*

*

*

*

9

10
11

12
13

14

15
16

17
18

19

20
21

22
23
24
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Comment Letter 509

STATEMENT ON RECORD

1

BRUCE POULIN , 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 3 - 5/16/18

2

*

MR. POULIN:

3

*

*

My concern is I've only seen

4

analysis on average flows.

5

5-year analysis.

6

a worst case 5-year analysis would make the project

7

nonfinanceab le, i.e . , there would not be water, and the

8

water that was there would cost way too much to grow crops

9

with.

10

I haven't seen a worst case


1

And from what I've seen, I'm worried that

Has a 5-year worst case analysis been completed?
*

*

*

*

11
12

13
14

15

16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23
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Comment Letter 510

STATEMENT ON RECORD

1

GRANT LEARNED SR., 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 4 - 5/16/18
*

2
3

*

MS. ALBULET:

*

So I have a place there and we

4

absolutely love it, love it, but my biggest concern is about

5

the ecological implications.

6

of the material that I've seen tells us what's going to

7

happen long term on this.

8
9

I mean, I don't feel like any

technical problem on short term, right, but for long term, I

10

mean, at least for potential implications that I've seen, I

11

mean, each one taken individually seems to be bad, but when

12

you look at the whole list, you say:

13

going to be, I mean, the fish, the wells.

14

Oh, my God.

So that part is still unclear for me.

This is

I mean, I

15

don't feel like whoever put together the project really gave

16

a good thought to it.

17

ecological implications.

18

concerns have not been addressed, right.

19

No, it didn't, I mean, for the
I feel like, I mean, most of the

So I think my question -- I would like to

20

understand more.

21

took that much water from the lake, you know, the level goes

22

down and there is a drought, I mean, right, and we have no

23

water left in the lake, right, and that pump, whatever,

24

cannot function anymore, I'm curious what's happening with

25

the project, what's the plan there.
*
*
*
*

So after that initial, you know, when they

*

AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS / 1-800-548-2678
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9


2

Comment Letter 511

STATEMENT ON RECORD

GRANT LEARNED SR. , 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 5 - 5/16/18

1

2

*

*

MR. LEARNED SR.:

3

*

So I guess what my comment,

4

or whatever you want to call it, is that I have a question

5

on how good a job they did looking at the cost-benefit

6

analysis, because the cost far outweighs the benefit.

7

don't think they've looked at that seriously enough, and

8

that's all I have to say for now.

9

it's unreal.

11

benefit will not be there.

It will ruin Lake Kachess, cost a fortune, and

*

*

*

*

*

13

14
15

16
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1

And that pumping plant idea is so off the books,

10

12

And I

10

Comment Letter 512

STATEMENT ON RECORD

SCOTT NICHOLSON and GRETCHEN PREST, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 6 - 5/16/18

1
2

*

3

MS. PREST:

4

believe that it's

*

*

I am against it because I don't


1

it's hard to say.

Do you want to say something?

5

MR. NICHOLSON:

6

I' 11 go.

It seems to me to be a short-term solution to a

7

8

long-term problem.

9

natural level of the lake, then they have to pump water up

When they drain the lake down below the

10

and over the existing dam to provide water for the Yakima

11

River.

12

2

Now, in my experience, to do that you either

13

require electric pump or a diesel pump or a diesel

14

generator.

15

that water level up to where it can free flow over the dam

16

level, you are talking about running 24/7 one of these

17

pumps, and it's not going to happen.

18

wi 11 fail , and then the water level in the Yakima River is

19

going to drop significantly, depending on the time of year.

20

Now, they have not addressed property values along

And if it takes two, maybe three years to get

Eventually the pump

21

the lake or, for that matter, behind the lake, people that

22

use the lake on a daily basis for recreation, fishing,

23

water-skiing, what have you.

24

25

They haven't addressed the federal park at the
north end of the lake and the numerous people that utilize
AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS/ 1-800-548-2678
www.affiliatedcourtrep orters.com
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

SCOTT NICHOLSON and GRETCHEN PREST , 5/16/18

1

that throughout the summer for their summer enjoyment.

2

There have been families going there for generations

3

literally.

4

80 additional feet.

5

from the park.

Now you're talking about dropping that lake
They won't be able to get to the water

They have not mentioned one word about the

6
7

freshwater clams that exist in the south end of the lake at

8

the natural level of the lake.

9

freshwater clams will expire , and they are a protected

10

species.

Drop it 80 feet, the

4

Look that up.
There's a lot of -- there's just so many things,

11
12

let alone the budget, that they have not addressed

13

adequately .

14

projecting this project will cost , and the reality is

15

probably a 200 to 300 percent increase.

They tell you one thing on how much they're


5

I don't believe they've honestly confided in the

16

with the farmers in the amount of money it's

17

farmers

18

going to actually cost per acre-foot of water for these

19

farmers, and I really think it's a ploy for large

20

corporations to take over the smaller farms, existing farms,

21

through taxation and charging for this project.

22

If you have a small farmer with 100 acres and they

23

want to charge you $100 an acre -- or, excuse me , $1,000 per

24

acre, $100,000 is a lot of money for a small farmer.

25

So it's just so many things that they have not
AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS / 1-800-548-2678
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

SCOTT NICHOLSON and GRETCHEN PREST, 5/16/18

1

adequately addressed that it seems like we're being

2

spoon-fed this and then rammed down our throats.

3

to know how my tax money is going for all of this

4

presentation.

5

doesn't add up.

I'm totally against the project.

I'd like

It just

And then if they've looked at the crops that are

6
7

grown that will benefit from the water, the short-term water

8

this will give, they're barely making a profit now.

9

they charge more for the water, any existing profits these

10

And if

farmers are making now are going to go into the red ink.
I don't know what we can do to stop this.

11

See you in court.

The

12

bottom line:

13

long-drawn-out court battle if they want to pursue this

14

project.
MS. PREST:

15

It's going to be a

It seems to me that there is -

16

they're focused on the one project, which is Lake Kachess,

17

and they're saying:

18

the water from Lake Kachess because we have all these other

19

reservoirs that we're going to be getting water from.

20

Well, we're not going to take all of

So we're not just taking it from Lake Kachess, but
it seems like the only project that they're actually

22

concentrating on is the Lake Kachess, and I can just see it

23

happening that they get this done and they don't do the

24

other project

25

our water from the lake and just forgetting about all these

1

so what they end up doing is taking all of
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

1
2

SCOTT NICHOLSON and GRETCHEN PREST, 5/16/18

other projects.
I think she said there was like four other projects

3

that they are doing in conjunction with this, but they just

4

seem focused on this.

5

Keechelus and Kachess, and I know in the initial research

6

that they were doing, they were told that this doesn't work

7

if you don't have that conveyance from Keechelus; that it's

8

just a nonstarter if you don't have the conveyance from

9

Keechelus.

10

Part of it is the conveyance between

Well, the DOT has said, "You're not cutting across

11

our freeway," so how are they going to do the conveyance

12

from Keechelus?

13

expensive boondoggle.

14


7

It just seems like a boondoggle, a very

*

*

*

*

*

15

16
17
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20
21
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Comment Letter 513

STATEMENT ON RECORD

BEVERLY FRANKLIN, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 7 - 5/16/18

1

*

2

*

MS. FRANKLIN:

3

*

My concerns that I don't feel

4

they've addressed properly include the habitat of Lake

5

Kachess; that we have fish, we have bullhead trout, and when

6

they go to draw the water down, my understanding is it will

7

basically dry out the river between upper Kachess and lower

8

Kachess, and I don't think that's been adequately addressed

9

yet.

1

Oftentimes I hear that one of the reasons besides

10

11

irrigation is fish habitat, and it seems to me they're just

12

trading one area for another, and I really have to question

13

that.

14

Another concern I have is our water system.

We

15

have a water system that supports our entire community.

16

They've addressed certain wells but they focus only on the

17

wells, and our water system is a water table accumulation

18

system , and there's no conversation about what to do when

19

the water is drawn down to that level .

20


2

Again, they claim that they have addressed the

21

wells, but we have hired our own expert who has submitted

22

documents to them showing that that drawdown will affect our

23

water and our water availability, and there's nothing in the

24

proposal that addresses that.

25

*

*

*

*

*
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

MORRIS HANAN, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 8

1
2

*

3

MR. HANAN:

*

~

5/16/18

*

My objectives or concerns emanate

4

from I used to work at Washington Public Power Supply

5

System, used to be called WPPSS, and I see a lot of

6

similarities.

7

District -- I don't know how they got the Bureau of

8

Reclamation to put forth such a great effort to get this

9

process so far down the road.

And I don't know why the Roza Irrigation

I think there must be a lot

10

of money flowing from Roza to someone in the reclamation

11

district to get them to be a proponent of this.

12


1

But it smacks much like when Washington Public

13

Power and the PUD commissioners got together and decided

14

that they needed much more power than they generated, so

15

they spent at least 5 to 7 billion dollars on these power

16

plants, only one of which was finished, and, in fact , their

17

revenue -- their energy projections were way out of whack.

18

We never needed that much energy.

19

So I don't know why the interests of Roza

20

Irrigation District should supersede everybody's interests,

21

the people on the east side and west side of Washington to

22

have a nice place to recreate; the people who live here

23

whose property values will be impacted.

24

25

It just seems nothing -- it doesn't add up to me,
and I think if we look into it, there might be people at the
AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS/ 1-800-548-2678
www.aff i liatedcourtreporters.co m
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Comment Letter 514

STATEMENT ON RECORD

MORRIS HANAN, 5/16/18

1

Bureau that have been -- that have an interest in this

2

project over and above what's good for the state as a whole.
This seems to emanate from the Roza Irrigation

3
4

District.

5

the Department of Reclamation to act like this is a big plan

6

for the benefit of wildlife, and so forth and so on.

7

They're the beneficiaries, and somehow they got

So I'm not buying it.

It's just not the case, and

8

I think the light of day, when it shines on the powers that

9

be, we'll find out why this has gotten so far.

10

*

*

*

*

*

11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18

19

20
21

22
23

24
25
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Comment Letter 515

STATEMENT ON RECORD

1

CHARLES KLARICH, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 9 - 5/16/18

2

*

MR. KLARICH:

3

*

*

Two questions, just two basic

4

questions:

5

Reclamation sign contracts or agreements with all the

6

entities who are being affected by the Lake Kachess drought

7

project, which includes the conveyance from Keechelus to

8

Kachess?

First of all, when will the Bureau of

9

The second one is what happens, how long before -

10

how much longer will the Bureau of Reclamation take to come

11

up with a record of decision on this project?

12

*

*

*

*

*

13

14
15

16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23

24
25
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Comment Letter 516

STATEMENT ON RECORD
1

BRIAN JOHNSON , 5/ 16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 10 - 5/16/18

2

3

*

*

MR . JOHNSON:

*

I have property near Alternative

4

No. 3 pump plant.

5

responsibilit y of the State, and I'll make sure of it.

6


1

Any loss in property value will be the

*

*

*

*

*

7
8
9

10

11
12

13
14

15
16
17
18

19

20
21
22

23
24

25
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Comment Letter 517

STATEMENT ON RECORD

ANN LEWIS, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 11 - 5/16/18

1

2

*

MR. AIGNER:

3

*

*

I'm wondering if all of the

4

homework has truly been done, if all of the constituencies

5

that are affected by this decision have been contacted,

6

which will be affected have been contacted.
Have the campers at the state park been contacted?

7

8

Are they aware of what will happen to the lake?
What do the fire districts have to say about this

9
10

11

decision?
What I'm not seeing is total consensus from all of

12

the constituents around this decision that appears to be

13

moving forward.

14

Next thing is as a businessperson, I look at the

15

pluses and minuses, and I'm wondering if the costs involved

16

over a long period of time, including operational costs, are

17

actually profitable in relation to what's being delivered.

18

I love apples.

I drink wine.

I want that to

19

continue, but I just do not have the feeling that there has

20

been a complete effort to contact everyone with a decision

21

of this magnitude, and we don't have an ability to reverse it.

22
23
24

25

It feels like a good idea.

However, I don't think

the long-term ramifications have truly been studied.
That's it.
*

*

*

*

*
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Comment Letter 518

STATEMENT ON RECORD

ANN LEWIS, 5 / 16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 12

1

*

2

MS. LEWIS:

3

*

~

5/16/18

*

The two projects at Lake Kachess,

4

the pumping plant and the tunnel between Lake Keechelus and

5

Lake Kachess, make no sense.

6

won't come back in any reasonable amount of time.

7

District wouldn't pay for a 20-foot drop with a pumping

8

plant in December of 2015 which cost 100 million dollars, so

9

there's no way they would pay for this one that's going to

10

Once the water is pumped, it
Roza
1

cost several hundred million dollars.
The information has been sadly lacking to the rest

11

12

of the residents of our state of Washington.

13

that we residents of the state of Washington will likely

14

foot the bill through the Bureau of Reclamation or

15

Department of Ecology to pay for something that is

16

devastating our own natural glacially created Lake Kachess,

17

so who's really going to pay for it?

It is unjust

If the K-to-K conveyance, KKC is built, how many

18

19

dump trucks are going to be going up and down the county

20

road?

21

use the campground?

22


2

How is it going to interfere with people trying to
What is the real cost of everything?

How are you going to protect the endangered bull

23

trout, which are already endangered and will be even further

24

endangered by these projects?

25

How are you going to keep the pollution of Lake
AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS / 1-800-548-2678
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3

ID4
21

STATEMENT ON RECORD

ANN LEWIS, 5/16/18

1

Keechelus from entering Lake Kachess?

2

filtration system?

3

estimate?

What is your

Is that included in the proposed cost

So much more.

Sorry.

How are the irrigators and downstream users going

4

5

to get their water allocation, the 239,000 acre-feet

6

currently stored by the dam at Kachess?

7

to get any water once that is totally gone and you're

8

pumping out of the original glacier lake?

9

so I make sure you understand.

How are they going

5

I'm going to stop

10

So how are the proponents of the Kachess pumping

11

station going to mitigate those downstream users that are

12

currently allocated the 239,000 acre-feet stored by the

13

existing Kachess Dam?

14

that's going to happen.

And I want explicit details of how

In the cost estimates of the two projects, the

15
16

pumping station and the K-to-K conveyance, the estimates do

17

not include the 23 million dollars -- that may or may not

18

get built -- to help the endangered bull trout.

19

to pay for that 23 million?

20

built?

21

trout which are already threatened?


6

Who's going

Is that conveyance going to get

Is it going to actually help the endangered bull

22

I'm repeating myself.

23

I would like a copy of all the statements of

Sorry.

24

records being taken with respect to these two projects, the

25

Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
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7

STATEMENT ON RECORD

1
2

ANN LEWIS, 5/16/18

Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance.
*

*

*

*

*

3

4

5
6
7
8

9

10
11

12
13

14
15

16
17
18

19

20
21

22
23
24

25
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Comment Letter 519

STATEMENT ON RECORD
1

AUREN O'CONNELL, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 13 - 5/16/18
*

2

3

*

MR. O'CONNELL:

*

So all I wanted to say is I

4

think before any taxpayer money is used on the project it

5

should pass a voter referendum just because we're talking

6

upwards of 500 million dollars estimated total cost from

7

what I've seen, so I think a project of this size should

8

pass a voter referendum.

9

10


1

That's it.
*

*

*

*

*

11
12
13
14

15
16

17
18

19

20
21
22

23
24
25
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Comment Letter 520

STATEMENT ON RECORD

KYLON GIENGER and TELIAH GIENGER, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 14 - 5/16/18

1
2

*

MRS. GIENGER:

3

*

*

So if this were to pass, I

4

would like to see it on a ballot for the public to vote on

5

because, honestly, up until this point, like this is the

6

first time that I've heard about all of this.

1

And they were saying that there have been multiple,

7
8

throughout the last few years multiple times for the public

9

to comment, but it wasn't until maybe like a week and-a-half,

10

two weeks ago that I actually heard that there were actually

11

public hearings that we could come and voice our opinion.

12

So I think that it should go to vote for the counties that

13

it will involve.

14

And I'd like to see like the financials.

15

seen any of the financials, and I've asked around for the

16

financials of who's going to pay it and how much and where

17

that's going to be all divided, and I haven't seen anything.

18

No one's given any information as to how it will be paid

19

for; so

20
21

And I'm opposed.
MR. GIENGER:

I haven t
1


3

ID
4

For the record, I am opposed.
I mean, I am not incredibly

22

educated on what's going on

this is what I was saying

23

over there, trying to learn

but, I mean, the biggest

24

questions that come to my mind are obviously a large cost.

25

And so who's going to pay for that, and right now i t seems
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5

25

STATEMENT ON RECORD

1

KYLON GIENGER and TELIAH GIENGER, 5/16/18

like nobody really wants to.
It seems like the majority of farmers that would

2
3

use this water for irrigation aren't , are not for the

4

project.

5

first concern is our property value and the impact on our

6

well as well; so

7

8
9

And for us, as individuals that live up there, my

I mean, those are the questions I have that I'm
over there trying to getting answered eventually.
*

*

*

*

*

10

11

12
13

14
15

16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23
24
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Comment Letter 521

STATEMENT ON RECORD

JUDITH WINDSOR-NEWMAN, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 15 - 5/16/18

1

2

*

*

*

MS. WINDSOR-NEWMAN:

3

Basically, in a nutshell,

4

I'm concerned about my property value, and I'm also

5

concerned about -- the reason why we bought the house is to

6

use the lake.

7

lake in our community, which is one of the reasons why we

8

bought into that community -- and we just bought in October.

9

So we bought and now, boom, our value is going down with

10

And if we're not able to put the boat in the

this whole discussion.
I'm concerned.

11

You know, I just lost a major

12

investment and -- I mean, I didn't lose it but, you know, a

13

lot of my money I put into this property is gone.

14

been wasted.

That's

I am also concerned about we have a spring fed

15
16

well, and I heard that when the water -- it's based on water

17

levels.

18

spending a lot of money on that hot water system because it

19

was pretty new in the community, so if we lose water, who's

20

going to pay for us to have to conserve, for us conserving?

21

If we have to conserve, why -- you know, we're put

22

in a position where we bought in an area that had plenty of

23

water.

24

water, and so I don't want to have to be in a position where

25

we're not going to have running water in our home.

Will we have water to our homes?

And we're already

We should never have a problem with running out of
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2

STATEMENT ON RECORD

JUDITH WINDSOR-NEWMAN , 5/16/18

The other thing is the amount of time it will take

1
2

to refill the lake by natural means.

3

fill up quickly as it's being portrayed.

4

multiple years to drain.
And I call it a lake.

5

It's just not going to
It will take

It's not a reservoir; it's a

6

lake.

7

dam at one end, but it

8

should be considered to be called a lake, not a reservoir.

It always has been called a lake.
1

s

Yeah, there's a

been a lake for a long time , and it

10

that's on the opposite side of the lake that's next to the

11

highway.

12

anything about it being paved.

13

600 feet, 20 feet wide.

14

600 feet, only 20 feet wide, you're going to fall off the

15

edge.

16

going to have a boat launch, it needs to be widened.

17

We go to Lake Powell quite a bit.

Apparently it's on a forest road.

I haven't seen

The boat launch itself is

Now, if you ever back a boat down a

I really feel that if that's going to be where we're

Probably about

18

every couple years we go to Lake Powell , and in Bullfrog

19

Marina in Lake Powell, Utah, they have a boat launch.

20

I'm not sure how long it is , but it's probably at least

21

600 feet, because it's by a dam as well.

22

it's a true, a true -- they call it Lake Powell, but that is

23

a true lake that was built by a dam.

24

But their boat launch is like at least 100 feet wide.

And

And, actually,

It was a river before.

Now, I'm not talking that we have a 100-feet-wide
AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS / 1-800-548-2678
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5

STATEMENT ON RECORD

JUDITH WINDSOR-NEWMAN, 5/16/18

1

boat launch into Lake Kachess but something where you're not

2

going to fall over , go over the edge of it when you re

3

backing up 600 feet, so maybe at least 50 feet wide.

4

then I expect to have lots of parking for boats and trailers

5

in that area.

1

And

Recapping, my main concern is the rate -- how long

6
7

it will take for the lake to refill after it's been drained;

8

the boat launch, the plan is inadequate; concerned about our

9

water level of our spring fed water system that we have in

10

our community.
And I think the last one that I didn t mention

11

1

12

earlier is our value of our homes.

The value of our homes

13

will greatly depreciate -- oh, no.

I mentioned that,

14

because I was saying we just bought and I lost a lot of my

15

value.

16

I feel I will lose a lot of my value.
And with all of this we're sacrificing but yet

17

there's no constraints, from my understanding there's no

18

constraints been put on the farmers in the Yakima Valley.

19

If they say we're going to get you water, then they get

20

plenty of water.

21

is, "Oh, we've got plenty of water.

22

acreage of farmland."

23

and then it is not a perpetual problem, and so constraints

24

need to be placed.

25

Naturally

1

a tendency for anybody to think
Let's build, make more

They need constraints to control it

So that's it.
*

*

*

*
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Comment Letter 522

STATEMENT ON RECORD

JILL MISOCKY , 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 16 - 5/16/18

1

2

*

MS. MISOCKY:

3

*

*

My name is Jill Misocky.

I am

4

here in opposition to the water plan, the proposed water

5

plan, for several reasons.

6

is it okay if I just talk to you?

We are new to the community -

We're new to the community, just moved in two

7
8

Decembers ago, so we just got dropped into -- in the middle

9

of this.

Our neighbors have seen this coming for years, and

10

so we're trying, my husband and I are trying to get up to

11

speed about what's going to happen.

12

We live on the ridge.

We don't have lakeside,

13

lakefront property.

14

we're a community that feels really strongly about this.

15

We don't have a view of the lake, but

I feel that this plan to draw down -- the most

16

extreme part of this plan is to draw down this lake to

17

unrecoverable levels.

18

from this kind of drawdown.

19

anything" plan.

20

This kind of lake will not recover
I favor, A, the "don't do

The second option would be to draw down responsibly

21

a smaller amount, a small percentage more of what's already

22

drawn down rather than draining the lake, and bank that

23

water for conservation for the future; so during feast

24

years, when it's raining, when we have a high snowpack, draw

25

down water to a reasonable level and bank the water

March 2019
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

JILL MISOCKY , 5/ 16/18

1

elsewhere, bank it in Yakima, bank it in other reservoirs,

2

because this is going to be a short-term gain.

3

will get drawn down within five, six years, and it will

4

never recover.

5

I also oppose the plan because it's sacrificing so

6

much for so few.

7

friends and even my dental hygienist tells me:

8

camping at Lake Kachess for years, generations.

9

kids there.

10

The lake

When we moved in here, all of our
We've been
We take our

And my dental hygienist from Burien during the
summertime comes out and water-skis every weekend.

12

years they've been doing that , and with the lake drawn down

13

they won't have camping, there won't be any water-skiing , no

14

fish , no fishing, no water boat activities, no hiking.

15

For

I'm told that Kachess Lake is -- the campground

16

there is one of the most popular in the state.

17

constantly busy.

18

starting Thursdays and Fridays camper after camper after

19

camper driving past our house to get to the campsite, and

20

Sunday was the same, everybody leaving, Monday.

21

constantly busy.

22

It's

Our first summer after we moved in, we saw

And so it's

It's constantly booked ,

So camping, fishing, recreation, there's quite a

23

few homes along the lake that have -- they're lakefront and

24

also lake views.

25

properties will be irreparably damaged.
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

JILL MISOCKY, 5/16/18

Even though we don't have a view of the lake -- I

1

2

think our property is going to be maybe not affected as much

3

as the lakefront or lake view home, but still a lot of

4

people will see our house -- see the area as a value because

5

we do have lake access, so our property values are going to

6

go down.

7

The water rights of the residents down on the lake

8

are first water rights, if I understand that correctly, and

9

the entity or entities that are proposing this drawdown are

10

secondary water rights.

11

primary water rights that preempts any secondary water

12

rights.

13

And based on the law, if you have

So that's something I just learned this evening,

14

that it seems like this drawdown or the proposal to draw

15

down is illegal, so I'm not sure if that's even been looked

16

into by the board -- by this plan, so that might be

17

something that they'd have to contend with.

18

So my feeling is that this is a short-term gain

19

sacrificing too much for just a small entity in the Yakima

20

Basin, so I believe a compromise can be reached without

21

sacrificing the lake.

22


6

Conservation , maybe rotating crops, having a

23

different second crop instead of a second crop of hay in the

24

summer, which is very water intensive.

25

mother's side were all farmers and nurserymen so I know a
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

JILL MISOCKY, 5/16/18

1

little bit about it, not a lot; but my uncle used to grow

2

nothing but corn, and when that market fell he adapted to

3

soybeans and so he went corn and soybeans, so he embraced it

4

and adapted and so he was able to thrive.

5

So I think, and I hope, that the farmers downriver

6

will take another hard look at conservation and maybe

7

rotating in and out different types of crops that aren't so

8

water intensive so they don't need to use so much water in

9

order to make a living.

10

I understand everybody needs water,

but you can't sacrifice so much for so few.

11

I think that's it.

12

*

*

*

*

*

13

14

15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22

23
24

25
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Comment Letter 523

STATEMENT ON RECORD

COLWELL REED and ROBIN REED, 5/16/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 17 - 5/16/18

1

2

*

MRS. REED:

3
4

*

*

So we purchased our property three

years ago?

5

MR. REED:

6

MRS. REED:

7

MR. REED:

We're working on our fourth year.

8

MRS. REED:

Fourth year, from another lady,

9

10

Four.
Four years ago?

very nice lady, and we have wells.

There are nine wells in

our neighborhood.

11

MR. REED:

12

MRS. REED:

13

MR. REED:

14

MRS. REED:

A neighborhood of about 50 lots.
About 50 lots.
Yeah.
So we share the wells.

So my

15

concern is with this project going into effect, that's going

16

to drain our wells.
In talking with -- is it Teresa over there?

17

18

one in the white shirt and gray pants.

19

name.

20

go dry, what's going to happen?

I can't think of her

I was talking with her, and I said:

She said:

21

So if our wells

Well, if it's a cause of draining of the

22

water, then they would be replacing them.

23

fixing it to where we would be able to get water.

1

They would be

So what I asked for is if this project goes

24

25

The

through

and I hope it doesn't, because I think that
AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS/ 1-800-548-2678

March 2019

www.affiliatedcourtrep orters.com

34
SDEIS-CR-1104

STATEMENT ON RECORD

COLWELL REED and ROBIN REED, 5/16/18

1

they're already getting enough water as it is and they don't

2

need to go down 80 more feet -- that as a homeowner, I would

3

appreciate a guaranteed letter in the mail from whatever

4

organization is doing this stating that if our wells go dry

5

due to this project that they will be covering all costs and

6

expenses because --

7

MR. REED:

8

MRS. REED:

9

10
11

To replace the water.
To replace the water, because this

project is going to affect a lot of people.
Not only that, my grandson goes across to Lake -
it's a state park, isn't it?

12

MR. REED:

13

MRS. REED:

Easton.
Easton, and swims there.

And

14

draining that, you know, they're taking away all the fun

15

recreation for a lot of people, the boating.

16

People that live on Lake Easton that have

17

waterfront property, a lot of them do here, they get up in

18

the morning and they enjoy going out, sitting on their deck

19

and looking at the water.

20

MR. REED:

21

MRS. REED:

22

MR. REED:

23

MRS. REED:

Who wants to get up and look at --

- - rocks?
River, lake bottom.
Yeah.


2

Rocks.

So I don't think -- I know

24

that they want to do this project so that they can get more

25

water to the people that have agriculture and, you know,
AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS/ 1-800-548-2678
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COLWELL REED and ROBIN REED , 5/ 16/18

1

growing stuff and that.

2

not taking into consideration the neighbors and the families

3

and the people that they're affecting on the other side.

4

And I get that totally, but they're

Some people grow their own vegetables here.

Some

5

people have their own gardens.

6

pools that they fill up with water.

7

they're not taking anybody else into consideration and

8

they're just thinking about the people that have the big

9

crops that are making the money.

Some people have swimming
I just think that

And not only that, they're

10

bringing our property values down which is hurting a lot of

11

people here.

12

MR. REED: I have another point of view.

I

13

listened to a presentation by Jay Schwartz from the Friends

14

of Lake Kachess.

15

got a published report; that he read the 800-page document

16

that is put out for this project and has a background in

17

consulting and finance and all that kind of stuff, and he

18

put together a presentation and worked the numbers because

19

he's good with numbers.

20

from the report and everything don't quite add up to what he

21

got , his answer.

He was here in attendance tonight.

He works numbers.

He's

And the numbers

22

So what we have is two different perspectives and

23

study that come up with two different answers, and what is

24

the real truth?

25

same subject, something needs to be done to find out what

March 2019
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COLWELL REED and ROBIN REED , 5/ 16/18

1

the real truth is for the cost, the amount of water

2

provided , the impact to everybody.
What he found was that some of the numbers in the

3
4

official report, some of the things that were calculated

5

were based on some things that aren•t quite what everybody

6

believes they should be.

7

So conflicting reports should suggest that it's

8

not -- the truth has not been figured out and we need to

9

drill down to where we get to the real truth, the real cost,

10

the real impact, and what really is going to come out for

11

those farmers down in Yakima should this project go through.

12

His prediction is the water will cost so much that

13

only the very large agricultural companies could be able to

14

afford it and the small farmer will not.

15

MRS. REED:

16

MR. REED:

They'll go belly up because of it.
That's a rough summarization.

17

can get a link to that report or a copy of it.

18

to somebody here to find the link to it.

19

page, I know, and I have a copy of it at home.

20

there.

We

I can talk

It's on a web
It is out

MRS. REED: I guess the long picture for me is

21

22

they're not taking into consideration the effect that it's

23

going to have on the people.

24

effect.

25

soon as all of this stuff, if it goes through -- and I hope

And Cle Elum is a booming town right now, and as

AFFILIATED COURT REPORTERS/ 1-800-548-2678
www.affiliatedcourtreporters.com
March 2019


4

It's going to have a lot of

SDEIS-CR-1107

37

STATEMENT ON RECORD

COLWELL REED and ROBIN REED, 5/16/18

1

it doesn't -- it's going to go back into the tank again just

2

when it's booming.

3
4

MR. REED:

Would you like me to try and get

you that website?

5

(PAUSE IN STATEMENT)

6

MR. REED:

5

D

The link is

7

www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kdrpp/20170621

8

kachesshomeownerseco.pdf [YBIP Hydrology & Economic

9

Analysis: Supply, Costs & Impact Insights].

10

MRS . REED:

Also, with the area that we live

11

in, we have no fire hydrants, so if we have fires in our

12

area, they have to come with water trucks.

13

trucks get the water from those lakes, so if they drain them

14

too low and there's not enough water to put those fires out,

15

we've all lost everything.

16

*

*

*

*

17
18

19
20

21

22
23
24

25
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

CONNIE WANECHEK, 5 / 16 / 18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 18 - 5/16/18

1

2

*

*

3

MS. WANECHEK:

*

My name is Connie Wanechek.

4

maiden name is Owens.

5

I'm fifth generation to the people that have visited and

6

loved Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus .

My

I am fifth generation to this area .

As a family for fifth generation, we have hunted,

7
8

fished, snowmobiled, skied, snowshoed, swam, boated , hiked,

9

camped, and I have brought my grandchildren to the lakes as

10

my great-great-grandfathers have brought their families.

11

know the Indian trails.

12

trees that surround the lakes that showed the Indians how to

13

get where to go.

14

because the mountains were cut down up above Lake Keechelus

15

to accommodate the freeways, the roads to be expanded up by

16

the dam by Keechelus.

17

Kachess .

18

better way.

19

I know where the blazes are on the

Some of those blazes have been cut down

Our hearts are there.

I can't fathom it being killed .

My heart is at

There has to be a

Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus are places that

20

people go to to recreate.

21

people that come over from Seattle.

22

side , the west side.

23

Cle Elum in particular, is in a boom stage.

24

bedroom community of Seattle where people are priced out.

25

They come over here.

There's hundreds and hundreds of
They come from the east

Our communities , Kittitas County ,
We are a

People for generations like myself
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1

CONNIE WANECHEK, 5/16/18

come over here.
And if you drain that lake, it will never ever be

2

3

filled again.

4

water accessibility for fire departments will be nil.

5

can't qualify to stay.

6

dang place.

7

Property values would go down.

Fire departments,
They

We have forest fires all over the

Last year was a perfect example of that.

But most of all, these lakes need to be saved.

8
9

Home values will go down.

Take some water out, but leave some in.

So what do you

10

expect people to do?

11

lakes,

12

a better way than to kill and drain these lakes for monetary

13

profit somehow.

They're beautiful pristine glacial

I know that they're reservoirs, but there has to be

There has to be a better way to do this.

The lake is the place that I go to.

14
15

five minutes from my home.

16

that I heal.

17

with my family, my children, my grandchildren.

I pray there.

It's not even

That's a place

That's a place I have memories of spending

We have family ashes buried and sprinkled in the

18

19

lakes, both of them.

20

end of Keechelus, and I saw the families.

21

at the time what the ashes was, but there they are.

22

them in the water with 23 single yellow roses.

23

silly.

I've seen families going up to the dam
I didn't realize
I saw

This is

24

Anyway, there's got to be a better way.

25

to save those lakes for the people that are coming to the

March 2019
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CONNIE WANECHEK, 5/16/18

1

area to go up there to recreate.

2

off.

3

You don't want the liability of people.

4

be able to keep using the lakes.

5
6

You don't want to close it

You don't want the noise from the pumping stations.
You want people to

I don't know what else to say.
*

*

*

*

*

7
8

9
10

11
12
13

14

15
16

17

18
19

20
21
22

23
24

25
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C E RT I F I CAT E

1
2
3

STATE OF WASHINGTON)
) ss.
COUNTY OF YAKIMA
)

4

I, Marilynn S. McMartin, Washington State Certified

5

Court Reporter, pursuant to RCW 5.28.010 authorized to

6

administer oaths and affirmations in and for the State of

7

Washington, hereby certify I reported the foregoing

8

proceedings; said statements being taken before me on the date

9

herein set forth; that said statements were taken by me in

10

shorthand and thereafter under my direction transcribed, and

11

that same is a full, true and correct record of the statements

12

to the best of my ability, prepared pursuant to WAC 308-14-135.
I further certify that I am in no way related to any

13
14

party or counsel to this matter; nor am I financially

15

interested in the said action or outcome thereof.

16

Transcribed notes will be destroyed three years from

17

the affixed date unless requested by any party or counsel to

18

retain them.

19
20

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this

3jS±

day of

~

, 2018.

21
22
23

24
25
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
Name (please print leQibly):

.JU D\ TH,

A . Nt>sLLON

Organization:
Mailing Address:

;;}.D:;20

-d:}.::r~ PL-

NE

6/'¾rA rY\ A--'M I s H , lD~ ~&Dt4
4 'J6-4-17- 'o9 g5
I E-mail: io.m a FF

City, State, and Zip Code:

-

Telephone:

e.. horMa.LI, C..D vv-

.,)(Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

Jweter notification

by (please check one):

)5l Email with information on how to reference the document online






Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.


1

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:

(Use backside or additional sheets as necessary)

You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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E-mail:

Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

I prefer notification by (please check one):
D Email with information on how to reference the document online
0 Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
0 Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
D Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
D Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses. available for
public disclosure in their entirety.
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment

period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to- Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplementa l Draft Environmenta l Impact Statement (SDEIS)
Name
Or anization:

Cit , State, and Zi
Telephone:

5 Oq- 8 5 1- 2 0 2-3

E-mail:

JZJ Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

I prefer notification by (please check one):
~






Email with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).

Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:

1

You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment

period ends July 11, 2018.
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13 Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
I prefer notification by (please check one):

a Email with information on how to reference the document online
 Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
la Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
 Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
 Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet tltis burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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(Use backside or additional sheets as necessary)

You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to- Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplementa l Draft E vir nmental Impact Statement (SD~IS)
Name
Or anization:
Mailin Address:

LLa ,€,AA.
~ Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS

is released.

I prefer notification by (please check one):

iif Email with information on how to reference the document online






Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document on line
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at tl1e beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.
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(Use backside or additional sheets as necessary)

You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
Or anization:



Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

I_BJ"efer notification by (please check one):
,tq Email with information on how to reference the document online






Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, borne addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to- Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplementa l Draft Environmenta l Impact Statement (SDEIS)

c

Name
Or anization:
Mailing Address:

3L--j I Lo dEJq+h

Cit , State, and Zi Code:

$:)__m (r'\ tlVY} I -sh__

Telephone:

~ease put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
I pr;efer notification by (please check one):
(IYEmail with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).






Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this i11formation will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Y akirna WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603) . The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kache ss Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
Or anization:
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) ( Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

J weter notification by (please check one):
.)?9, Email with information on how to reference the document online






Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).

Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax , or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (k.kbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848 , ext. 603) . The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SD~IS)
Name please
Or anization:
Mailin Address:

E-mail:

rj.,

Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
I prefer notification by (please check one) :

 Email with information on how to reference the document online
6 Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
 Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
 Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).

ii' Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online

Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and

Name

'J.oG l.f \9

Telephone:
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Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

I prefer notification by (please check one):

 Email with information on how to reference the document online
 Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
i:.fSend full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
 Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
 Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).
Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses ofrespondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr. gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
Name please
Or anization:

Mailin Address:

l.t,() i

Cit , State, and Zi



Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.

refer notification by (please check one):
~ Email with information on how to reference the document online
Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).





Please note: Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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(Use backside or additional sheets as necessary)

You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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COMMENT FORM
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)

E-mail:

)

l:{ Please put me on the mailing list and notify me when the KDRPP/KKC FINAL EIS is released.
I Rrefer notification by (please check one):

'AEmail with information on how to reference the document online
D
D
D
D

Postal Mail with information on how to reference the document online
Send full printed copy of document in binder by postal mail
Send electronic copy of document on a CD ROM
Send printed copy of the Executive Summary (includes CD ROM of full document).

Please note : Our practice is to make comments, including names, home addresses, home phone numbers and email
addresses of respondents, available for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their
names and home addresses, but if you wish us to consider withholding this information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comments. In addition, you must present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be released. We will always make submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for
public disclosure in their entirety.

Please consider my comments on the KDRPP/KKC SDEIS below:
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You may leave your comments in the box provided, mail, fax, or email comments to: Candace McKinley,
Environmental Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, 1917 Marsh Road, Yakima WA 98901-2058; fax (509454-5650), email (kkbt@usbr.gov), or leave voicemail message (509-575-5848, ext. 603). The 90-day comment
period ends July 11, 2018.
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

JAMES MALLON , 5/ 17 / 18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 1 - 5/17/18

1

*

2

MR . MALLON:

3

*

*

So I have three or four main

4

points.

Just the general overall, we've been residents and

5

we've been living on the lake for 30 years.

6

it from a recreational point of view,

We've enjoyed

8

times

9

drain it down 60 feet, so it would be quite low
occasionally.

11

low.

Every other summer it would be drained quite

And then upon hearing this and the whole plan

13

around it to drain it another 80 feet will literally create

14

cliffs in front of our property.

15

effectively unusable to even get to the lake.

16

It would make it

So just in general overall, I guess I view the

17

holding on to the alpine lakes -- and I view Lake Kachess,

18

even though the Bureau of Land Management or Reclamation

19

view it as a reservoir, we view it as an alpine lake that

20

wildlife visit all the time.

21

more alpine lakes, right?

22

And they•re not making any

The state of Washington over the last 20 years has

23

grown from 3 1/ 2 million to 7 million residents.

24

more places to recreate and to enjoy the wilderness and to

25

enjoy nature.

We need

And when you literally drain it an additional
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and they would still use the lake as a reservoir,

10

12



We, you know, absolutely love the lake , but at

7

SDEIS-CR-1136

3

STATEMENT ON RECORD

JAMES MALLON , 5/17 / 18

1

80 feet, you make it a big mudhole which causes it not to be

2

used as recreation anymore.

3

the Cascades, and, frankly, that just doesn't go over very

4

well with us,

5

·gosh.

6

is known for, right?

It is going to be a stain on

So that generally, the first put is:


1

Oh, my

They're going to destroy a piece of what Washington

Now, I understand from a farmer's perspective and

7

8

the irrigators that they're looking to grow more crops, and

9

whether it's

I don't know whether it's going to be for

10

hay or wheat or the fruit areas, but there's also, I would

11

be irate if I found out that that was really supporting the

12

farmers so that they would be able to grow more so that they

13

could then sell more to foreign countries.

14

Japan or whether it's Saudi Arabia or whether it's Russia or

15

wherever, they would sell more and more of their crops

16

outside the country, so effectively we are destroying our

17

land and our lakes so that certain folks, certain groups,

18

farmers, could sell their produce globally.

19

paying the price for a certain group being more economically

20

successful, I would say, so just overall.
The second concern:

21

Whether it's

2

And so we're

We live on the lake,

We have

22

a well.

23

tested our well, and in testing our well they said, "Yep,

24

you're going to run dry,

25

drops an additional 80 feet, your well is going to be

The Department of Ecology came forward and they


3

If they pull the water out and it
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

JAMES MALLON, 5/17/18

1

unusable.~

2

we would like to know who's going to pay for that.

So right there, that's an immediate concern, and

We're not going to

3

we have a cabin on the side

4

of the lake, and we're looking to say:

5

going to be -- the value of our cabins are going to be taken

6

away, and how are we going to be compensated?

Okay.

Our value is

3

Our well, our water, we have a senior water right;

7
8

not a junior water right, a senior water right to that

9

water, and if people reduce, you know, draining the water

10

down

11

utilize our senior water right.

1

all of a sudden now we're not going to be able to

We lose our water, potentially the value of our

12

13

cabin goes way down, and so far I have not seen any

14

discussion about how they would compensate the homeowners

15

for that that would lose their water.

16

concern.

17

So that's a second

Then when we heard that as they drain the water

18

down or even prior to that they would have a pumping station

19

at the end of the lake, that is going to create -- and that

20

pumping station is going to run 24 by 7 by 365 days a year.

21

And as a result, from my perspective, not only, you know, is

22

there going to be some kind of pollution, even electrical

23

maybe they're going to run electrical up there -- but

24

somewhere it's going to create a significant amount of noise

25

day in and day out all year long.

And being on a lake, that
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STATEMENT ON RECORD

JAMES MALLON , 5/ 17/18

1

noise is going to travel all the way up the lake.

2

cannot get away from that.

3

You just

4

have noise issues, and there is no -- I have not seen any

5

discussion about how they would mitigate any kind of noise

6

that would travel up the lake.

7

access to the lake.

9

still a climb down when the lake is drained down 60 feet,

We have had access to the lake.

It's

10

but if they drain it an additional 80 feet, 140 feet, it

11

will be literally untenable to reach the lake, not only for

12

ourselves but for wildlife and animals that use that lake.

13

It will be impossible to utilize it.

14

perspective, our ability to recreate like we have been able

15

to do over the last 30 years will be eliminated.
So overall, we're very upset about this.

5

We find

it very sad that this is happening, especially right in the

18

middle of the Cascades that more and more people are using

19

to recreate given the population increases in the state.

21



And so from my

17

20

4

So, you know, this -- and then last but not least,

8

16



So in addition to our well issues, we're going to

I think those are my main points.
*

*

*

*

*

22
23
24

25
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Comment Letter 537

STATEMENT ON RECORD

JEFF PARRY , 5/ 17/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 2 - 5/17/18

1
2

*

3

MR. PARRY:

4

pumping of Lake Kachess.

5

sense.

6

takes years and years and years to fill back up to usable

7

levels.

8

I've hiked out there when the water levels have been very

9

low, and the lake becomes very difficult to use.

10

*

*

I am just here to oppose the
Just financially it doesn't make

I've seen it when the water levels are low, and it


1

I think it's dangerous when it gets low like that.

And I'm concerned about the bull trout , just the

11

loss of their habitat as an endangered species.

12

think enough thought has been put into actually handling the

13

loss of that fish in that environment.

I don't

2

14

I don't think I ' ve learned enough about the aspects

15

of mitigating the damage to the environment and the fish and

16

wildlife and the enjoyment of the lake by people like me and

17

state park visitors.

18

cannot be replenished quickly enough to do it again .

20

think there's much better solutions.

21

any exploration of other conservatory measures being done

22

instead of a one-time dump the lake water in Eastern

23

Washington and see what happens.

24

well thought out, and I don't think it's cost-effective.
Thank you .
*

*

*

I

Like, I haven't seen


4

I just don't think it's

*

*
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I think it ' s an awful waste for something that

19

25
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Comment Letter 538

STATEMENT ON RECORD

JUDITH WINDSOR-NEWMAN, 5/17/18

STATEMENT ON RECORD NO. 3 - 5/17/18

1

2

*

3

MS. WINDSOR-NEWMAN:

4

*

*

I came back with some

additional comments so that's why I'm here today,
The reason to vote no on the SDEIS pump plan, Roza

5
6

Irrigation can't possibly afford the 500 million dollar

7

proposed pump station and conveyance tunnel.

10
11

blasting.
Number 3:

Without total Roza funding, Kittitas

County taxpayers will have to bear the cost with no benefit

13

to them for lost water.

15
16

Number 4:

Roza farmers have historically shown

they will not bear the cost either.
Five:

Any of the possible options requiring

17

pumping will result in a massive alteration of the Lake

18

Kachess delicate ecosystem.

19

fish runs, water table, community wells, recreation

20

opportunities, forest fire prevention, the forest, home

21

values for Lake Kachess residents.

22

This will negatively affect


2

And then, the proposed SDEIS will be a disaster for

23

Kittitas County residents, stripping them of one of their

24

most precious resources that can't be replaced so that a

25

small group of rich Yakima growers can expand an
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1

shutdowns required for the conveyance tunnel project and

12

14



Number 2, Washington DOT will never allow the I-90

8
9

That's one.

SDEIS-CR-1141

8

STATEME NT ON RECORD

JUDITH WINDSOR-NEWMAN, 5/ 17/18

1

agricultural business that ships a large portion of its

2

crops out of the country.

3
4


2

Exclamation point, vote no.
*

*

*

*

*

5
6
7
8

9
10

11
12

13
14

15
16

17
18
19
20
21

22
23

24

25
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CERT I F I C A T E

1
2

3

STATE OF WASHINGTON)
) ss,
COUNTY OF YAKIMA
)

4

I, Marilynn S. McMartin, Washington State Certified

5

Court Reporter, pursuant to RCW 5.28.010 authorized to

6

administer oaths and affirmations in and for the State of

7

Washington, hereby certify I reported the foregoing

8

proceedings; said statements being taken before me on the date

9

herein set forth; that said statements were taken by me in

10

shorthand and thereafter under my direction transcribed, and

11

that same is a full, true and correct record of the statements

12

to the best of my ability, prepared pursuant to WAC 308-14-135.

13

I further certify that I am in no way related to any

14

party or counsel to this matter; nor am I financially

15

interested in the said action or outcome thereof.

16

Transcribed notes will be destroyed three years from

17

the affixed date unless requested by any party or counsel to

18

retain them.

19

20

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this

3\-St

day of

~

, 2018 .

21

22
23

24

Marilynn S. ~
CCR NO. 2515

25
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SDEIS Form Letter 1

K2KConvey, BOR UCA <sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov>

[EXTERNAL] Proposed KDRPP and KKC Projects
1 message

Save Lake Kachess <contact@savelakekachess.org>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov, bocc@co.kittitas.wa.us

Fri, May 25, 2018 at 10:01 PM

Greetings,
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County.
The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits
to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National Forest. This land should be
preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin each year and future generations.
It is inappropriate to move forward with projects that have unknown risks to wilderness watershed
areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a voter referendum before any
tax payer money is used.
-Ms Christina Orcutt
Skittles.colorful@gmail.com
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SDEIS Form Letter 2

Submitted via email to kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS
Dear Ms. McKinley:
Please accept these comments/questions regarding the KDRPP SDEIS.
Comments
1. Alternative 1 No Action I oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC
projects. Only Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.

ID
1

2. Failure to meet stated objectives. The stated purpose of the DEIS was to “provide more reliable and
sustainable water resources for the health of the riverine environmental and for agricultural,
municipal, and domestic needs. (Page ES-I, January 2015). The 2018 Supplemental EIS failed to
offer a stated purpose and one must presume the 2015 DEIS statement of purpose applies to the
2018 document. My questions related to this topic are as follows:
a. How does the proposed floating pump on Lake Kachess improve the health of the riverine
environment?
b. How does the proposed floating pump on Lake Kachess provide more sustainable water
resources for municipal needs?
c. How does the proposed floating pump on Lake Kachess provide more sustainable water for
domestic needs?
d. This entire statement is misleading to the public. The SDEIS puts forward a plan to drain
additional water from Lake Kachess to benefit one singular irrigation district. Any future reports
on this matter should accurately describe the purpose.
3. Failure to consider alternatives The DEIS and the SDEIS really only consider two alternatives: drain
a natural lake to benefit downstream irrigators with no senior water rights or don’t drain the lake. No
other alternatives are considered to meet the irrigation security needs of the Roza Irrigation District
farmers. My questions related to this topic are as follows:
a. Why was water conservation, including repairs to the Roza open trenches not considered or at
least integrated into the plan to reduce the additional water needs?
b. Why was taking water from the Columbia River not considered?
c. Why wasn’t appropriate crop selection on lands without senior water rights considered?
d. Why wasn’t advanced water conservation methods considered?
e. How does this DEIS and SDEIS meet the requirement to consider a range of reasonable
alternatives which is required by NEPA?
I ask that water conservation methods, water market strategies, state-of-the-art water management
technologies, and crop management strategies be considered separately and in combination to achieve
the purpose(s) of YBIP, and, as alternatives to the proposed Kachess Lake pumping plant. It is clear the
PEIS, DEIS and SDEIS have been prepared (in violation of NEPA guidance) “slanted to the interest of
special interest groups”. We ask, as required in the NEPA process, that all alternatives not considered be
listed and a full explanation be given…including data, references, and review procedures…for excluding
each alternative.
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2
D

3
D

4
D

The process that generated the DEIS and SDEIS of record cannot be relied upon to produce a NEPA
compliant document that objectively represents all reasonable alternatives, and I therefore request that an
independent, non-biased, non-government, academic entity be engaged to conduct these analyses.
4. Conflicts of interest and lack of impartiality It would appear that this entire process to date – from the
PEIS, to the DEIS and now the SDEIS have been crafted to push ahead the agenda of the YBIP
workgroup rather than take an objective look at the problem and seek out solutions. Many members
of this workgroup stand to profit personally from the YBIP and the KDRPP portion of the YBIP. My
questions related to this topic are as follows:
a. Why does the SDEIS only include 2 alternatives – drain Lake Kachess or don’t?
b. Are there truly no other alternatives that can give farmers without senior water rights any added
water security?
c. Is there NO opportunity to improve the delivery systems or to conserve or to use the water more
effectively?

4
D

5. Failure to accurately disclose costs
The statement of budget (Page 2-59) for KDRPP-FPP is
incomplete and under-valued. The “estimated costs” for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are shown, but
since Alternative 4 is the “proposed option” it will be the focus of this comment (however these
comments apply equally to the other alternatives). An “estimate” that has a variance of -30% to
+50% is difficult to interpret, as in the case of the $282,000,000 estimate for KDRPP-FPP. Because
the estimate is not a measure of central tendency (i.e., neither mean, median, or mode) it appears
to be affected by non-measurement bias. Given the uncertainty surrounding the estimate, it
would be far preferable to show the actual estimates in numerical terms; e.g.
Low Estimate
197,400,000

Projected Estimate
282,000,000

5
D

High Estimate
423,000,000

as opposed to showing a single estimate of 282,000,000, without assigning a probability for variance
ranges. That is, without knowing the likelihood of a “low” or “high” correction, each will be assumed
to have equal probability, but clearly, they have different implications in terms of outcome. Under
those circumstances, each estimate must be assumed to have an equal probability, and the actual
numbers become more important. That would, or at least should, cause the SDEIS to state numerical
estimates in each of the three (low, presented, high) estimates.
Taking that approach and understanding that taxpayers and farmers will be primarily concerned with
their maximum obligation (especially in view of the fact that each option seems to be approximately
equally likely), SDEIS should show KDRPP-FPP the high budget estimate. Readers can decide which
one is the most likely and relevant to them. Following the approach of most readers, the KDRPP-FPP
budget should present a $423,000,000 base. In all cases, the mitigation costs must be included. For
some reason the required Bull Trout Volitional Passage is stated in the text (Page 2-60) to cost
$23,000,000 (preliminary estimate) but is not included. That would bring the cost to $444,000,000.
This does not include the large mitigation costs of private well failure mitigation, campground
restoration and mitigation, negative impact on private property values, fire risk hazard increase, fire
suppression cost increase, and many others mentioned in the SDEIS but not budgeted, and/or raised
by citizens but ignored. It is likely the public should anticipate a financial obligation of closer to
$500,000,000 than $282,000,000 for the KDRPP-FPP.
In summary, the budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, incomplete, and systematically biased
to undervaluation. We request that all budget materials be revised to provide numerical values for
all estimates and high/low ranges, that all mitigation costs be calculated and included in the budget,
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and that this be presented in a subsequent SDEIS that will allow people to review and comment before
a Final DEIS and/or ROD is released.
6. Failure to adequately estimate costs Table 2-5 of the SDEIS quotes a “Field cost” for construction of
option 4, the KDRPP-FPP at $150,000,000. This seems like an oddly round number to represent any
detailed research into the actual costs of construction. In fact, below table 2-5 please see comment b
which states “Alternative 4 costs listed here are based on preliminary engineering and professional
judgement”. Please:
a. Provide any/all detail on how this figure was established
b. Explain the term “professional judgement”
i. Whose judgement?
c. Given that 2.5 years have passed since the DEIS, why was the SDEIS published without
more detailed cost information on the Proposed Action alternative?
d. Why is option 4 being put forward as the Proposed Action when little seems to be known
about the actual cost of this plan?
e. How can the public be expected to adequately comment on things such as “based on
professional judgement”?
f. How can the public adequately comment on a plan for which there seems to be little/no
factual support for the purposed financial costs of the plan?
g. Was option 4 identified as the Proposed Action based, at least in part, by table 2-5’s
claim that it is the least expensive active option?
The same table estimates the power cost over 100 years at $5,000,000, which equals a mere $5,000
per year. I was personally told by BofR staff at both the Cle Elum and Ellensburg meetings that
“Roza farmers will be reluctant to run the pumps any more than absolutely necessary as they aren’t
going to get any discounts on the electricity needed and running those pumps is going to be very,
very expensive.” These statements seem incongruent with the details of table 2-5, putting both into
question and furthering my position that both the SDEIS and the verbal representations by BofR staff
are slanted in favor of pushing this project forward rather than honestly evaluating the project on its
merits. Regarding the cost of electricity in Table 2-5, please provide:
a. Complete details on how this estimate of $5,000 per year for electricity was established,
including estimates for the frequency and length of pump operations and the electrical
demands for each pump while in operation.
7. Mitigation for reduced property values. I own and live full time in a home located at 40 Mountain
View Lane, Easton, WA 98925. My home sits within 30 feet of the usual high water mark of Lake
Kachess. Should the KDRPP be approved and implemented, there is no question that the value of
my property will be significantly reduced. My questions related to this topic are as follows:
a. Why does the SDEIS not address any mitigation for reductions in private property values effected
by this proposed action?
b. Will mitigation be provided for property owners whose property values are reduced by this action?
c. How will any mitigation be calculated?
d. If the parties do not agree on the mitigation amount, how will any disputes be resolved?
e. Who will pay any mitigation?
f. What timeframe will be involved in the mitigation process?
g. Because the SDEIS does not address any mitigation for reductions in private property values,
what assurances would private property owners have that mitigation would be available?
8. Impact on Campers and recreational users at Lake Kachess Despite having the information and
ability to do so, the DEIS and SDEIS process failed to notify a large segment of the public who would
be effected by this plan. The over 23,000 annual campground visitors and 11,000 annual boaters are
entirely unaware of this plan. We have been visiting the campground weekly in an effort to notify
these users and have been met with a complete lack of awareness of the proposal. In fact, we have
been told we cannot distribute information within the campground to raise awareness on the issue.
My questions related to this subject are as follows:

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-1147

5
D

6
D

7
D

8
D

a. Why has no effort been made to communicate with this segment of the public who should have
been given an opportunity to participate in the process?
b. When will this group receive communication on the KDRPP proposal?
c. Will they be provided any opportunity to comment or participate in the process?
d. Simply telling them about it after it’s a done deal fails to meet the SDEIS’s public information
obligation.
e. Why were no SDEIS public information sessions held West of the Cascades, when it is well
known that a large population of the public who live on the West side of the Cascades regularly
use Lake Kachess, many for decades or generations.
f. On page ES-Xii, the following suggestions are given to address recreational use of the lake
“Extend boat ramps at Kachess Reservoir…if feasible, and construct new east shore ramp that
would be available at all reservoir levels. My questions related to this topic are as follows:
i) Would extending boat ramps at Kachess Reservoir include both public and private ramps?
ii) Under what conditions would extending those ramps be feasible or not feasible?
iii) What analysis of the lake geography has been done to suggest is extending any of the ramps
for use during a KDRPP-FPP drawdown is truly feasible or not?
iv) Describe the geography of the East shore ramp location and what the slope of the ramp will
be during a drawdown. Will it be physically possible to use the ramp or will the slope simply
be too steep for practical use as a boat launch?
8.

Increased forest vulnerability and Fire Hazard. The vegetation and wetlands (Page 2-70) and
densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will, according to the SDEIS suffer with reduced water levels
in Lake Kachess. This will mean stressed trees and other foliage in a single drought year, and in
multiple years of pump operation dead trees due to lack of water and insect vulnerability. The
Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility for fire and emergency
medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas. This state agency has repeatedly
raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced capacity to suppress fires (due to
lowering of the lake and removal of a source of water for firefighting), the increased incidence of
accidents and injuries due to construction activity, and need for public education and communication
strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects. Despite numerous and repeated expressions
of concern and requests to meet with the responsible Fire Departments, the BoR has ignored and
rejected these requests. This is a clear violation of the NEPA/SEPA process and renders the current
SDEIS incomplete and unacceptable. We demand that as part of the NEPA/SEPA process for Lake
Keechelus/Lake Kachess project proposals, BoR and other affiliated entities engage leadership of the
Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency and work together to develop a mutually acceptable plan
for mitigating the previously stated concerns. We ask this plan be developed and included in a
subsequent SDEIS, distributed to all stakeholders, and submitted for public comment prior to any
Final DEIS or ROD. Under the guise of addressing the potential of global warming, this proposal fails
to adequately address another element of global warming – that of added fire risk. In fact, this plan
exacerbates that fire risk. My questions related to this topic are as follows:
a. Given that the SDEIS identifies damage to the natural environment will be caused by the
proposed action, what responsibility will those who approve and execute on this plan have for
those ongoing damages?
b. If there is a significant wildfire in the area that it exacerbated by a KDRPP-FPP draw down and
cannot be adequately battled due to the unavailability of Kachess water for firefighting, who will
be responsible for the damage and certain public outrage to follow?
c. If, as a result of a KDRPP draw down, trees die on my property or on the property of the
homeowners association to which I belong, who will pay for the cost of removal of those dead
trees?

9. Change in scope. The SDEIS states that the KDRPP-FPP is the “proposed action” and
BoR/Dept. Ecology have not identified a “preferred alternative.” This represents a major departure
from the previous DEIS, which indicate a KKC conveyance project and a KDRPP project must be
considered as a “single action and cannot be separated.” The logic of that position was that
emptying Lake Kachess in an artificial and unprecedented manner, would require a refill mechanism
(e.g., KKC). Apparently that logic was incorrect and has been superseded by new policy. The
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D

9
D

10
D

11
D

SDEIS continues to show substantial impact with long term and irreversible damage. My questions
related to this topic are as follows:
a. Summarize the negative impacts of KDRPP which led to the position in the DEIS that the
“KDRPP and KKC projects must be considered as a single action and cannot be separated.”
b. Summarize what the specific factors were which caused the change in direction in the SDEIS to
now allow for only the KDRPP-FPP to be the proposed action without the inclusion of the KKC
refill mechanism.
c. Please cite within what regulation or rules of operation the BofR is permitted to now issues a
SDEIS which appears to be a complete departure from a foundational issue identified within the
PDEIS and DEIS.
d. Please provide comparative hydrology that clarifies how and why the KDRPP-FPP can now
stand alone as a solo project without the KKC refill mechanism. In other words, why was KKC
required in 2012 and 2015 but now it’s perfectly acceptable and “proposed” to proceed without
KKC, beyond the fact that KKC appears to be far too expensive for the minimal refill water it can
produce. The fact the KKC appears to be a failure does not automatically mean that KDRPPFFP can stand on its own.
10. Refill timing How long the lake will take to refill is paramount to my concerns about the proposed
action. While it may be difficult to precisely predict the refill timing after a KDRPP-FPP draw down,
the variations between the DEIS and the SDEIS raise questions as to the accuracy of the hydrology
in both reports. The DEIS stated that without the KKC, Lake Kachess would likely not refill for 20
years. Now the SDEIS as much as throws out the KKC and states that after a KDRPP drowdown,
Lake Kachess will take two to five years for refill without the benefit of KKC water (although a chart
within the SDEIS shows a maximum of eight years to refill vs. five). My questions related to this topic
are as follows:
a. Please provide the detailed hydrology that the 2015 DEIS was based on that purposed that the
KKC was required as a refill mechanism without which Lake Kachess would like not refill for 20
years.
b. Please explain in detail what changed between 2015 and 2018 that now allows a refill prediction
of 2-8 years when the 2015 prediction was 20 years or more.
c. Which report should be relied on? 2015 KKC is required as a part of KDRPP, or 2018 KDRPP
doesn’t need KKC and will refill 2-4 times faster than previously predicted?
d. How can the public be expected to make informed comments with such seemingly inconsistent
hydrology predictions? Can either report be relied upon?
11. Funding ambiguity requires another SDEIS Page ES-viii The SDEIS states the Bureau of
Reclamation will “fund…some or all, or authorize Roza to fund” the KDRPP-FPP. This statement
inadequately informs Washington citizens…as well as Roza farmers…of their likely obligations for
financial support of the KDRPP-FPP. At both the Cle Elum and Ellensburg meetings, I was told
firmly and directly by BofR staff that “this project will NOT happen unless Roza pays for it.” I was
also told that “Roza will pay the costs of all mitigation required.” These statements appears to
misrepresent the content of the SDEIS that does not put forward any specifics on how the project will
be funded or by whom. Had I relied on that verbal representation, my comments would be based on
misinformation being perpetrated, whether intentionally or not, by BofR staff. My questions related to
this topic are as follows:
a. Given that the SDEIS does not identify any specific funding source, why are BofR staff making
affirmative verbal statements that Roza will pay 100% of the cost of the project.
b. Has the Roza board made any formal commitment to fund the project
c. When will the ultimate source of funding be determined and by whom?
d. If public funds are utilized to benefit a handful of private businesses in a singular water district,
will that district be required to repay those funds?
e. If public funds are used for the project, will the public be offered another comment period or
another process by which voters can express if they approve of spending half a billion dollars on
a water project that benefits only a select group of private interests?
f. How can the public be expected to adequately comment on the SDEIS without knowledge of
whether or not public funds will be utilized. This should be among the topics of an addition
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SDEIS, with an appropriate comment period, so that Washington citizens can determine whether
or not they want to spend a half a billion dollars to enhance the profits of a few private
businesses.
12. Execution ambiguity The SDEIS states that it is possible that Roza Irrigation District may be
authorized to “fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action.”
This is another important detail that cannot be pushed to some future, unknown time. In order to
provide informed comments, the public needs to understand WHO will be designing, constructing,
operating and maintaining such a complicated, untested, dangerous project and what the expertise is
of that entity. My questions related to this topic are as follows:
a. What specific expertise does Roza Irrigation District have that qualifies it to design such a
project?
b. What specific expertise does Roza Irrigation District have that qualifies it to construct such a
project?
c. What specific expertise does Roza Irrigation District have that qualifies it to operate such a
project?
d. What specific expertise does Roza Irrigation District have that qualifies it to maintain such a
project?
e. Specifically, what means will be used to oversee the efforts of the Roza Irrigation district in each
of these regards?
f. Who will fund that cost of such oversight?
13. Untested engineering? Page ES-v states “Initially a design for a floating pumping plant….was
rejected as a feasible alternative because it was determined at that time that a floating pumping plant
could not accommodate the large pumps, motors, power demands, and pipeline sizes needed for the
KDRPP capacity requirements.” It would appear from this comment that this may be the first floating
pumping plant of its size in existence. It also suggests a significant shift in the understanding of the
engineering abilities required for this project to operate successfully. My questions related to this
topic are as follows:
a. Are there any similar floating pumping plants currently in operation in the United States?
1. If so, are they functioning as intended?
b. Is KDRPP a “guinnea pig” for floating pump projects?
c. Specifically, what research, reports, investigation, etc. was assembled that led to this dramatic
shift in direction?
d. What would say the likelihood is that the KDRPP-FPP would succeed from an engineering
standpoint? Can this thing actually be built and will it float and work as intended?
e. How can the public be expected to adequately comment on what appears to be un-proven
engineering. It’s one thing to go along with spending a half a billion dollars on a project that is
assured of success and quite a different thing to support a half a billion dollars on an unproven
technology.
14. Objectivity vs “Suggestion” Executive Summary, page ES-v The SDEIS asserts the presence of
a “value analysis study that suggested the feasibility of a floating pumping plant”. The assertion that
a redirection of the previous DEIS, leading to a comprehensive shift in emphasis and removal of
conveyance as practical options, would be driven by a “suggestion”, brings into question the
objectivity and rigor of either previous or subsequent, or both, analytic methodologies. My questions
related to this topic are as follows:
a. Please provide full descriptions of the “suggestions,’ including the methods, data, and
conclusions.
b. Please explain what additional engineering evaluation was conducted in conjunction with the
SDEIS that led to the KDRPP-FPP shifting from being “rejected” in 2015 to being “Proposed” in
2018.
15. Use beyond currently intended/stated purpose. It is difficult to believe that, once a half a billion
dollars are spent (by someone, yet to be determined) on the KDRPP-FPP, that it will sit idle and only
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be used as stated in the SDEIS. Page ES-x states “they (Roza) need to improve water supply and
reduce prorationing whenever feasible.” My questions related to this subject are as follows:
a. What, specifically, are the criteria that determine the meaning of “whenever feasible”?
b. What assurances does the public have that use of the KDRPP-FPP pumps will be limited to only
years with proratable water below 70%?
c. If the plant is paid for and operated by Roza, will Roza make the decisions on when to operate
the pumps?
16. Impact on private wells My home is served by a public “group A” water system located a few
hundred feet from the Lake Kachess shoreline with senior water rights dating back to Pre-May 10,
1905. This water system serves water to 162 homes in our community, to our fire hydrants and for
fire-fighting. Our community provided comments to the DEIS which included a request for specifics
regarding mitigation in the probable event that our well goes dry due to a draw down and subsequent
refill period. The SDEIS states clearly that wells in the area are in danger of being “de-watered”. In
the 2.5 years since the DEIS, the best the SDEIS can offer in regards to drying up private wells is to
“monitor and mitigate” without any specificity as to how a dried up well can be mitigated. My
questions related to this topic are as follows:
a. By what right does any entity, whether BofR, Roza or any other “participating entity” usurp the
senior water rights of 162 homeowners (plus others in other communities around Lake Kachess)
and take an action that they know will dry up senior water rights wells. Please state specifically
what gives the BofR, Roza or any other entity the right to usurp senior water rights.
b. How can I, or my neighbors, make informed comments on this SDEIS when have no idea what
“monitor and mitigate” might mean?
c. Why does the SDEIS not provide or even discuss any funding for well-dewatering mitigation?
d. Who will pay for mitigation?
e. Please provide a detailed action plan for well-dewatering mitigation in a supplemental SDEIS
with appropriate comment period.
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17. Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements From ES-xi, “Volitional Bull Trout Passage
Improvements are proposed as a part of the KDRPP…” This statement and others give the
impression that the proposed action will improve passage for Bull Trout and perhaps even “enhance”
the bull trout population. This is an inaccurate depiction of what will certainly be a significant negative
impact on the Lake Kachess bull trout population.
The Bull Trout Volitional Passage project is described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9. The “steep slope
conditions” between Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake will occur when the water level is
approximately 2,208 elevation and the pumping operation begins. These “steep slope” conditions will
occur an additional 6,225 days if KDRPP-FPP is installed, this will mean 34 additional years (out of
90 modeled), and an average of 183 days a year, when Bull Trout Passage will be completely
dependent on the Volitional Passage.
In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 – 2008) the pump…and therefore the
channel…will be in continuous operation. Eight years of steep slope conditions, requiring 8 years of
Bull Trout dependence on the volitional passage, represents 2-3 spawning cycles. In other words,
the entire population of Lake Kachess Bull Trout will be destroyed if the volitional passage is not
effective. No evidence is provided that the volitional passage is effective, has been demonstrated in
other Bull Trout population support activities, has completed a “proof of concept” test, or is in any way
assured to be successful to preventing destruction of the Lake Kachess Bull Trout population. Also,
because the volitional passage is not included in the budget costs, it cannot be assumed to be part of
the project going forward. Another concern is the lack of water flowing into tributaries of Little
Kachess Lake, which will be the water needed to charge the volitional passage. The SDEIS states
the tributary water disappears at the end of the year…when the water will be needed in the
passage. There is no description of the length of the passage (the length and Southern outlet are
never described in text, numeric, or schematic terms).
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Finally, the Bull Trout find their way to spawning tributary by a complex but not-well-understood
physiology of chemo and geo receptors. This returns them to the spawning tributary, and eventually
spawning bed, where they started life. Creating a volitional passage means the Bull Trout will have
to find an artificial tributary that did not exist when they were young and locate it several miles from
where the “narrows” and “steep shelf” originated their life cycle.
For all of these reasons, the public demands more than a “conceptual design” of the volitional
passage. This mitigation must be described in ways that make sure sufficient water will be available
to charge the passage, the length, slope, and other characteristics of the passage will not deter Bull
Trout passage, the returning redds will be able to find the entry point of the volitional passage, and
the passageway to Box Creek will be maintained. The current plastic and straw bale approach is
inadequate and has led to further declines of the population.
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We ask that the volitional passage design and operation be updated to address all of these concerns,
and that the revised design be available to citizens for review and comment in a subsequent SDEIS,
prior to any Final DEIS or ROD.
Also, the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the population in Kachess (dredging a
channel between big and little Kachess but ignoring the side stream Box Creek where the trout
actually are) but mitigating with improved populations elsewhere. P1-13 notes “While bull trout
enhancement was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not included in the Proposed
Action, therefore not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.” What fraction of the resident
endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess is estimated will be killed under the proposed
alternative and all the active alternatives? What fraction of loss is allowable under law and the
EPA? How will the active alternatives and the proposed alternative meet these legal requirements?
18. USFWS Biological Opinion It is known that the USFWS is conducting a Biological Opinion on the
existing Yakima watershed with respect to the current operation of existing dams and irrigation
districts. That BiOp is not expected to be published until sometime in the fall of 2018. We request
that another SDEIS be produced after said BiOp is published as it could impact the entire watershed
including the necessity for the projects named in the current SDEIS for Kachess. My questions
related to this topic are as follows:
a. Why was the SDEIS prepared and released PRIOR to the USFWS Biological Opinion?
b. If a true understanding of the impacts of the proposed plan was the intended purpose, would
it not have been prudent to wait for the biological opinion of the current system before a true
understanding of the impacts of the proposed action can be evaluated?
19. Geology & Stability The existing dam at Lake Kachess is an earthen structure. As such, I have
concerns about the stability of that structure due to the added stress on the system caused by long
periods of drawdown and refill. Additionally, the SDEIS discusses the steep terrain under the current
water line in some areas and suggests that landslides may occur. My questions related to these
topics are as follows:
a. What studies have been done to determine what impact years of low water and drying of the
earthen dam will have on its structural integrity.
b. What topography is available of Lake Kachess below the current low water line?
c. What studies have been done to determine areas within the lake that are most susseptable
to landslides?
d. How will these potential landslides be mitigated and what impact will they have on the
operations of the KDRPP?
20. Accurate view of exposed shoreline Chapter 2, Section 2.10 Regarding depiction of Lake Kachess
after drawdown of 80 ft. The SDEIS (Page 2-66) indicates the 80 ft. drawdown will expose 628
acres of shoreline. In no place is this accurately depicted. What profiles are shown continue to
show water in the areas that would become mud or silt. An “imposed line” on the water conceals the
true impact of 628 acres of exposure. We ask that an accurately scaled map be provided that
depicts exposed shoreline in an accurate fashion, neither as “thatched”, “outlined water” or other
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techniques, but as mud or silt consistent with aerial pictures. An additional note; residents know the
current drawdown exposes several large islands, and the drawdown will expand and increase the
number of such exposures. It is inaccurate and deceptive to portray the drawdown without the
exposure of the mud and silt islands. Please correct this misrepresentation.
21. “Wants” are misrepresented as “needs” Page ES-x of the SDEIS states “Roza and the Proratable
Entities’ purpose for the action is to access up to 200,000 acre-feet of water from Kachess Reservoir
during drought years, as they NEED to improve water supply and reduce prorationing. Farmers in
the Roza water district (and other proratable entities should any others decide to participate in the
plan) purchased their land knowing full well that it came with only proratable water rights, and that
would mean that there would be drought years where they would receive far less water. The price
they paid for these lands reflected this water-constrained condition. These same farmers opted to
plant crops such as wine grapes and tree fruit, where the financial impact of a drought year is far
greater than it would be on annual crops such as vegetables. These are all business decisions made
by these farmers with full knowledge of the water limitations in place. Now they want public policy to
be amended to better fit with their own business decisions and enhance their profitability without
placing any additional restrictions or requirements on them to conserve water or plant crops
appropriate in a proratable district.
a. If implemented would the KDRPP ROD also place any restrictions on farmers in the Roza
Irrigation district to stop them from planting thirstier crops?
b. If implemented would the KDRPP ROD place any restrictions on the trend of replacing
annual crops with long term crops such as tree fruit and wine grapes?
c. If implemented would the KDRPP ROD place any requirements for the repair of the 60+
miles of open, earthen irrigation distribution trenches?
d. If implemented would the KDRPP ROD place any requirements on farmers for improved
water conservation?
22. Misrepresentation of Lake Kachess Kachess Reservoir includes only the top 239,000 acre feet
which is currently managed by the BofR and available for downstream users under the existing
system. This SDEIS has NOTHING to do with the Kachess Reservoir. It has everything to do with
withdrawing a significant amount of water from Lake Kachess, a naturally formed lake. Throughout
the SDEIS words such as Kachess Reservoir, Dead Storage, Inactive Pool and the like blatantly
misrepresent the intention and potential impacts of the Proposed Action. I demand that all future
reports and communications accurately describe this project as an attempt to withdraw 200,000 acre
feet of water from Lake Kachess as this is a more factual and less confusing depiction of the project.
23. Impacts on private property Impact to private property The SDEIS consistently under-represents
the impact on private residences and property owners. Page 3-155 refers to “several private parcels
and homes or cabins” that will be affected, but a better description would be “a substantial numbers
of private residences…etc.” Lake Kachess Village HOA has 162 homesites, East Kachess HOA
has 70 homesites, Kachess Ridge has 80 homesites, and East Kachess Ride another 20-30, plus
numerous unaffiliated residences in the area. This easily number 300 homesites, far more than
would be inferred from the term “several.” Please provide:
a. An accurate description, in numerical terms, of individuals and homesites affected by the Lake
Kachess drawdown. As a minimum, this would include all homesites on Kachess Lake Road,
Via Kachess Road, the Kachess Dam and eastern shoreline road, and private residences within
5.0 miles of the shoreline
BoR commissioned a study by Dean Potter LLC, a real estate appraisal firm, to determine the
negative impact on private properties resulting from the pumping drawdown. This study showed a
negative impact of 5-10%, but even this was an under-estimate. The Potter study imposed a primary
screening criterion that the only value a lake had, was the view it provided to a homesite. This
eliminated 85% of the homesites in the immediate area of the lake, even though the residents had
chosen their homes because of access to the lake. The Potter LLC study claimed that even though
the lake could become inaccessible for years at a time, people who lived there to enjoy boating,
fishing, hiking, picnicking, and other water-related activities, wouldn’t notice the lake had
disappeared. The only ones who would be adversely affected would be those people with a

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-1153

22
D

23
D

24
D

25
D

view…but not just any view, an “unfiltered view” (no description of what this might mean). Even this
was perverted, to say only people with unfiltered views within 0.1 mile of the lake would be
affected. The study actually claimed that a view of a full lake within 0.1 miles, and a view of
the drawn down lake more than 0.1 miles away, would be equivalent. There is no precedent for such
exclusionary criteria, and there is no justification using standard methods of appraisal. The entire
exercise is a transparent effort to minimize any negative impact. Even so, a 5-10% negative on
impacted properties was reported.
Even though the BoR commissioned this study, and even though the study went to extraordinary
lengths to minimize impact, the BoR declared in the SDEIS there was “no way to reliably assign or
assess impacts…” The only analysis reported was that conducted by Dean Potter LLC, it used
flawed methods that were biased to under-reporting of negative impacts on private property values,
but it still reported significant (5-10%) negative impacts. Yet strangely, even these were rejected,
without providing any data to support the rejection.
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Lake Kachess homeowners have repeatedly requested to be involved in designing a valid and
reliable study of the negative impacts on property values of proposed alternatives. BoR has ignored
and rejected all requests, and instead contracted for a study that (although flawed by its obvious
intent to minimize findings of damage) still showed significant damage to private property caused by
the 80 ft. drawdown. Despite overwhelming evidence to the contrary…and their own analysis…BoR
now claims the study they just completed, in fact can’t be done!
.It is unacceptable to ignore and misrepresent the obvious reality that drawdown of Lake Kachess will
have substantial negative impact on property owners and the wider community. We demand that
the BoR engage the Lake Kachess community in designing and conducting a valid and reliable study
of negative impact on private property values. This study should be conducted by an independent
and non-conflicted expert with the results peer-reviewed according to standard practice. This study
must be conducted and distributed in a subsequent SDEIS, with the public provided an opportunity to
comment before a Final DEIS or ROD is issued.
24. Negative financial impacts to Kittitas County The implications of negative impact on private property
values go beyond the directly affected citizens. A reduction in property values affects the tax base
of the county, including schools and fire departments, and will reduce available resources to provide
essential services. This is acknowledged in SDEIS Page 4-326 as follows: “while effects on
property values would most directly affect property owners, the wider community would also
experience effects.” In other words, private property owners, fire departments, schools, city and
county governments, and others would also be negatively impacted.
25. Lawsuits and/or other impacts caused by usurping senior water rights A KDRPP draw down has the
probability of resulting in the existing 239,000 acre-ft of water NOT being available in subsequent
years for those holding senior water rights.
a. How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000 acre-ft of water currently stored
by Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer available once Lake Kachess
water level is lowered below the outlet to its dam?
b. Who will pay to provide senior water rights holders with the water they have a right to?
c. How will it affect the senior water rights holders’ own farming operations and/or enjoyment of
their property?
d. Who will pay to defend the lawsuits that are likely to result from proratable water rights
usurping senior rights holders?
e. Whether or not public funds are used to fund the project, public funds and a public process is
being used to put forward the Proposed Action – how can citizens of Washington State
expect state agencies NOT to be named in those resulting suits?
f. We request further studies about this and communication to those senior water rights holders
of possible impacts to them by the SDEIS active alternatives. Then another public comment
period be opened for their comments.

March 2019

SDEIS-CR-1154

26
D

27
D

I was told verbally by BofR staff at the Cle Elum meeting and told by a lawyer representing the Roza
Irrigation District that, if necessary, Roza would forgo ALL Kachess water in order that senior water
rights holders receive their water after a draw down.
a. Given that the SDEIS’s own data shows a refill period of up to 8 years, what assurances do
senior water rights holders have that, even if Roza accepts zero water in a post draw-down
year that the water they have a legal right to will exist and be available for them?
b. How does a plan that could potentially result in Roza farmers receiving ZERO water in a
given year or years in favor of senior water rights holders benefit Roza farmers when
compared to the existing proratable system?
c. Are Roza farmers aware that this plan may result in years when they receive ZERO Kachess
water? Without this knowledge or understanding, how can Roza farmers be expected to
make informed comments on the Proposed Action. This VITAL information should be clearly
stated in an additional SDEIS and Roza farmers and others provided an opportunity to
comment given this important information.
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26. Water Conservation and Market Reallocation Page 1-4 notes that the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan
has 7 components, but several are not included in the KDRPP EIS (groundwater storage, water
conservation, market reallocation). Define the number of acre-feet saved by water conservation and
market reallocation in the whole Yakima watershed.
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27. Noise Only the Proposed Alternative has pumps at lake level, exposed to the environment (all others
have pumps at the bottom of a shaft). P2-75 notes the maximum permissible environmental noise is
55 dBA.
a. What is the expected noise level in dBA at 100 feet from the pumps?
b. At 1000 feet?
c. Will the pumps be running 24/7 once they start running?
d. What additional action will be taking if the pump operations exceed the maximum permissible
environmental noise of 55dBA?
e. How does the noise produced by Alternative 4 compare to the noise produced in alternatives
2 or 3?
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28. Permanent Habitat Loss P2-71 notes permanent habitat loss with the preferred alternative. Define
the effect of permanent habitat loss on the spotted owl, bull trout, and other endangered / listed
species.
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29. Decreased Recreation Desirability P2-73 notes decreased recreation desirability and conflict with
“established SIL/VOQ” Quantify the economic impact of the decreased recreation
desirability. Under what authority are established SIL/VOQ permitted to be violated?
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30. Water Impairment P3-29, 3-45: both Keechelus and Kachess are listed as “category 5” water
impairment because of PCB contamination. In the 2015 DEIS, only Keechelus was noted to have
PCB contamination.
a. Please release the report which also indicates that Kachess has a similar contamination.
b. Would dredging and construction activities not stir up sediment containing PCBs?
c. What increase of PCB levels is expected on the basis of the proposed alternative
construction activities?
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31. Lake Drainage during construction The description of the preferred alternative notes that the lake
would need to be drained to allow construction (p2-41ff). How can this be accomplished minus the
pumping plant? Please:
a. Describe the mechanics of draining the lake to allow construction.
b. What happens to the excess water, and how is the “flip-flop” flow pattern maintained if the
lake is drained early in the season?
c. What is the effect on the Easton reach of the Yakima river spawning?
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32. The taking of a vital public resource to benefit only a few private businesses Fresh water is quickly
becoming one of the most vital and valuable resources on the planet. Allowing this vital public
resource to be commandeered to serve, support and enhance the profits of a limited number of
private businesses, businesses who had full knowledge of their lands water constraints, is wrong.
The BofR and the Department of Ecology, and our elected officials should be looking for ways to
preserve and protect this limited natural resource rather than pushing forward an unproven, unfinancially justified plan that could destroy the source of this life-giving water. The tens of millions of
dollars of public funds that have already been used to push this project ahead is wrong and not in the
interest of the public good.
Because both the NEPA and SEPA process must be followed, I request that the Bureau of Reclamation
and WA Department of Ecology each provide separate responses to the above comments.
Please send us me copy of any additional SDEIS, FEIS or Record of Decision that is released.
Thank you for considering and acting on these comments.
Sincerely,

Christine Johnson
Christine Johnson
40 Mountain View Lane
Easton, WA 98925
(NO MAIL DELIVERY AT THIS ADDRESS)
MAILING ADDRESS
Christine Johnson
c/o Raymond Johnson
27810 217th Avenue SE
Maple Valley, WA 98038
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SDEIS Form Letter 3
..&RQYH\%258&$VKDXFDNNFRQYH\#XVEUJRY!

>(;7(51$/@6'(,6FRPPHQWV
1 message

Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 8:17 AM

-HUU\:DWWV<jerrygwatts@gmail.com>
To: kkbt@usbr.gov
Cc: Jerry Watts <jerrygwatts@gmail.com>
Submitted via email to NNEW#XVEUJRY
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901-2058
RE: .DFKHVVDQG.HHFKHOXV'(,6
Dear Ms. McKinley:

I am submitting these comments to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) 2018 Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) released on April 13th, 2018. All comments are
submitted under both NEPA and SEPA.

&RPPHQWV

1)$OWHUQDWLYH1R$FWLRQ We oppose all active alternatives of the KDRPP and KKC
projects. Only

1
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Alternative 1, “No Action” is acceptable.

2)7KH<DNLPD3ODQSURJUDPPDWLF)(,6IDLOHGWRSURYLGHDUDQJHRIDOWHUQDWLYHV—just
the Yakima Basin
March 2019
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Integrated Water Management Plan (YBIP) and No Action. How will this be rectified?
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3))DLOXUHWRFRPSO\ZLWK1(3$UHTXLUHPHQWIRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDOWHUQDWLYHVThe
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requires consideration of a reasonable range of
alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action [40 CFR 1508.18].
Consideration of “reasonable alternatives” means all state-of-the-art alternatives must be
rigorously explored and properly evaluated, as well as those other alternatives which are
eliminated from detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them
[Section 1502.14]. Of particular concern with regard to the KDRPP-KKC SDEIS, and its
predecessor the KDRPP-KKC DEIS, the alternatives must not be slanted to favor the interests of
a particular party.

The stated purpose of the DEIS was to “provide more reliable and sustainable water resources
for the health of the riverine environmental and for agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs.
(Page ES-I, January 2015). The 2018 Supplemental EIS failed to offer a stated purpose and
one must presume the 2015 DEIS statement of purpose applies to the 2018 document.

The 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS fail to meet the explicit NEPA requirement of considering a
reasonable range of alternatives that can accomplish the purpose of the proposed action. The
2015 DEIS considered only two alternatives: the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) with two locations, and the Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC) with two
locations. In fact, the DEIS stated these should all be considered part of a single action
because they could not be separated. (That is, Lake Kachess could not be drained without a
refill mechanism from Lake Keechelus.) In reality, therefore, only one action alternative was
considered (pumping plant plus conveyance) vs. no action in the 2015 DEIS.

The 2018 SDEIS continued and compounded this failure. A conveyance tunnel with two
locations was considered, and a pumping plant with three locations. While the SDEIS goes to
great contortions to try to make these appear to be several different alternatives, they are in fact
one alternative…extracting water from a natural lake to benefit downstream special interests.

Compliance with NEPA would require consideration of true alternatives to accomplish the stated
purpose of providing more reliable and sustainable water resources. Any reasonable list of
alternatives would include serious consideration of water conservation methods, water market
strategies, crop mix management (e.g., fallowing), use of technology (ditch lining, micro-irrigation
systems, electronic monitoring systems, increased security from water theft), and advanced
technology (underground drip systems). In fact, subsequent analysis of YBIP by the Water
Research Center of Washington State University has shown that the purpose of YBIP can be
achieved at lower cost and with greater effect (i.e., greater net increase in available water) by
application of conservation and water market strategies.

We have previously noted this deficiency in the 2015 DEIS, and repeat it for the 2018 SDEIS.
Both the DEIS and the SDEIS fail to comply with the NEPA requirement of considering all
reasonable
from the
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Programmatic EIS released in 2012, which failed to consider all reasonable alternatives and
entrenched the problem which was carried forward in the 2015 DEIS and 2018 SDEIS. The
2012 Programmatic Yakima Plan EIS not only failed to consider a range of alternatives, as
required by NEPA, it failed to follow federal Program Principals and Guidelines (PPG) in
accurately assigning costs and benefits to the arbitrarily narrow list of alternatives. All
subsequent NEPA processes and documents have therefore been legally inadequate and the
SDEIS cannot be "tiered" to an inadequate PEIS. The only way to rectify this problem is to
return to the original Programmatic Yakima Plan EIS and do it correctly. We ask that the NEPA
legal requirements be met by re-issuing a NEPA compliant Programmatic EIS, follow that with a
NEPA compliant Draft EIS, and proceed in a manner that considers a range of alternatives to the
YBIP’s stated purpose.

3
D

We ask that water conservation methods, water market strategies, state-of-the-art water
management technologies, and crop management strategies be considered separately and in
combination to achieve the purpose(s) of YBIP, and, as alternatives to the proposed Kachess
Lake pumping plant. It is clear the PEIS, DEIS and SDEIS have been prepared (in violation of
NEPA guidance) “slanted to the interest of special interest groups”. We ask, as required in the
NEPA process, that all alternatives not considered be listed and a full explanation be given…
including data, references, and review procedures…for excluding each alternative.

The process that generated the DEIS and SDEIS of record cannot be relied upon to produce a
NEPA compliant document that objectively represents all reasonable alternatives, and we
therefore request that an independent, non-biased, non-government, academic entity be
engaged to conduct these analyses.

4),QYROYHDOODIIHFWHGQDWLYHWULEHV The SDEIS notes the Yakama Nation has historical ties
to the Lake
Kachess area, and documents historical and cultural heritage connections. The Snoqualmie
Tribe also has roots in the Lake Kachess area, and artifacts from that federally recognized tribe
have been found along the shoreline of Lake Kachess. How will the Snoqualmie Tribe’s
historical and cultural standing be recognized in regard to this project, and they be brought into
the discussion? How will the Snoqualmie Tribe be contacted, the potential impact of this
project on their culture be explained, and will they be given an opportunity to provide comment
prior to a Final DEIS and/or ROD? Also please describe what happens with Native American
artifacts unearthed during construction or following activation of pumps and draining to / below
the natural lake level.

4
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5),PSDFWRQ&DPSHUVDW/DNH.DFKHVV The impact on 23,000 annual visitors and 11,000
annual boaters at
USFS Lake Kachess Campground will be devastating. Page 2-6 indicates the lake could be
drawn down 80 feet “as early as June in severe drought years.” [NOTE: The campground
typically opens on Memorial Day Weekend…June 1st.] In other words, the campground would
not open,
possibly
a number
of years. To date there has been no effort at communicating
--for-with the individuals, families, and organizations that use this campground, some with decades
of continuous annual use. The possibility of drastically reduced access to this treasured
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recreational facility has never been communicated to its users, let alone the possibility that it
would close and not re-open for a year or more. As noted below with respect to ES-xii, we
noted the inadequacy of a post hoc communication strategy to inform recreational users of the
impact of KDRPP-FPP. The impact on USFS Lake Kachess Campground is but one, but a
very important example of the need for a different and better approach. How will the past users
of USFS Lake Kachess Campground be contacted and informed of the potential impact on Lake
Kachess, and will they be provided an opportunity for public comment? It is clear the current
SDEIS has failed to accomplish this essential public information obligation, and that a
subsequent SDEIS and full public disclosure are needed to correct this failure. Please provide
a written plan as to how the past campground users will be contacted and the timeline for this
process.

6)2EMHFWLYLW\YV³6XJJHVWLRQ´([HFXWLYH6XPPDU\SDJH(6Y
the presence of a

The SDEIS asserts

“value analysis study that suggested the feasibility of a floating pumping plant”. The assertion
that a redirection of the previous DEIS, leading to a comprehensive shift in emphasis and
removal of conveyance as practical options, would be driven by a “suggestion”, brings into
question the objectivity and rigor of either previous or subsequent, or both, analytic
methodologies. Please provide full descriptions of the “suggestions,’ including the methods,
data, and conclusions implied by the inadequate and confusing term “suggestions.”

)XQGLQJDPELJXLW\UHTXLUHVDQRWKHU6'(,6
7)- - - - - - - 3DJH(6YLLL
Bureau of

7
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The SDEIS states that the KDRPP-FPP is the

BoR/Dept. Ecology have not identified a “preferred alternative.” This represents a major
departure from the previous DEIS, which indicate a KKC conveyance project and a KDRPP
project must be considered as a “single action and cannot be separated.” The logic of that
position was that emptying Lake Kachess in an artificial and unprecedented manner, would
require a refill mechanism (e.g., KKC). Apparently that logic was incorrect and has been
March 2019
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The SDEIS states the

Reclamation will “fund…some or all, or authorize Roza to fund” the KDRPP-FPP. This
statement inadequately informs Washington citizens…as well as Roza farmers…of their likely
obligations for financial support of the KDRPP-FP. Please provide the legal, legislative, and/or
other basis for stating Bureau of Reclamation will fund some or all of the project, the conditions
under which that funding would occur, the criteria for obligating Washington citizens to finance
this project, how “all or some” will be determined, and by whom, and the time frame for
securing financing. The issue is further confused in the same page which states the Record
of Decision (ROD) will determine which entity (BoR, Dept. Ecol., Roza, etc.) will be responsible
for what action (fund, design, construct, operate, etc.). These are not “details” to be clarified at
a later time, but substantively important facts that citizens must know in order to provide
informed comment. Please provide all the information that is promised for a future ROD, but in
a subsequent SDEIS that will be made available to citizens with an appropriate comment
period.

3DJH(6YLLL
8)&KDQJHLQ6FRSH
---“proposed action” and

5
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superseded by new policy. The SDEIS continues to show substantial impact with long term
and irreversible damage. Please summarize the negative impacts of KDRPP known in 2012,
any differences (positive or negative) in impacts based upon the SDEIS, and explain why the
differences are “acceptable” in 2018. This explanation should also serve to inform citizens as
to why no “preferred alternative” is provided. This explanation is critical to citizens’
understanding of the project and their potential financial obligations. It appears, under the
meaning of the law, this action essentially removes KKC options, and thereby changes the
scope of the original Programmatic DEIS to a different Program. BoR must explain how this
change in scope of the program can be accomplished within a no-longer-accurate description
of the PDEIS.

8
D

9),PSDFWRQSULYDWHZHOOV 3DJH(6[L The negative impact of lowering the water level of
Lake
Kachess on private wells (ES-xi) is documented, with the conclusion that significant numbers of
wells will be “dewatered.” It is unacceptable to tell citizens that their water supply will likely
disappear, and then offer a remedy of “monitor and mitigate.” Well failures (“dewatering”) will
likely occur in October/November when Lake Kachess is at its lowest level, this is also shortly
before snow arrives and access to homesites becomes difficult. The possibility of losing water
at this time, without an in-place action plan for making homeowners whole, is unacceptable. A
comprehensive strategy composed of proven techniques that can be implemented immediately
upon need is required prior to a Final DEIS and/or ROD. We ask that this comprehensive
strategy, its details, costs, and operational features, be described in detail, and citizens be
provided with this information along with an appropriate comment period, prior to issuing a
FDEIS or ROD.

9
D


Some property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for their
wells. According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the lake is pumped down. How is it
possible that prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza irrigation district can dewater
those Kachess wells which have senior water rights? State specific statutes and other
justifications. Also, there is no money for mitigation for the loss of well water. What is the
process for getting a well drilled deeper, and what is the timeline for getting a well repaired
which has run dry?

10
D

The hydrology data in the SDEIS does not describe effects on the aquifer below the lake and
into the town of Easton. How will draining the lake affect wells downstream of the lake? By
what criteria, will these effects be calculated.

10)/DFNRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQWRWKHDIIHFWHGSXEOLF 3DJH(6[LLL The DEIS states the
project will
implement a “public communication strategy” to inform recreationists and others of the impacts
of the proposed action(s) on USFS campgrounds, fishing, boating, hiking and other activities,
and to mitigate the impact. Given that a single USFS campground (Lake Kachess
Campground) registers 23,000 people and 11,000 boat launches annually, it should be obvious
that this communication strategy should be pro-active, and communicated now, not at an
unknown time in the future. Citizens must be informed prior to experiencing impact, in order to
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understand the potential impact on individuals and families, and to participate meaningfully in
the deliberative process. Given the SDEIS documentation of negative impact on recreational
activity, and the acknowledgement most affected individuals come from the Seattle area, it is
clear NEPA/SEPA process represented by the SDEIS has failed to involve and inform affected
citizens and organizations as required by law. Please develop, describe, distribute for
comment, and implement a “public communications strategy” immediately, to reach the
thousands of affected parties who have not been recognized or adequately served by the
SDEIS. This strategy should include mass communications, well-publicized meetings, and
other techniques throughout the Seattle and Puget Sound area.

11
D

&KDSWHU6HFWLRQ
11)0LVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRI/DNH.DFKHVV
------ - - The SDEIS indicates
Kachess Reservoir
was constructed over a naturally occurring glacial lake…[joining]…Big Kachess Lake and Little
Kachess Lake. These two lakes, acknowledged to be lakes in the SDEIS, represent the entirety
everydrop of
water
to
of all KDRPP options, including the proposed action KDRPP-FPP. Thus, be pumped
by the
KDRPP
come
from
BigKachess
--will
- Lake.
- It is a misrepresentation, no
doubt intentional, to assert this project involves Kachess Reservoir. The KDRPP has nothing to
do with the reservoir (stated in page 1-1 to be the water over the natural lake) and exclusively
affects the natural lake, Big Kachess Lake. This attempt to misrepresent a natural, glacialcreated lake as a reservoir has only one purpose, to mislead and confuse the public. We ask
that all representations of this project be corrected, and that inaccurate and confusing
euphemisms such as “dead storage” and “inactive pool” be eliminated. The correct term
should be either “Lake Kachess” or “Big Kachess Lake”. There is a Kachess Reservoir, the
approximately 65 ft. of water currently managed by BoR. Below that is the natural Lake
Kachess, and it is this body of water that is exclusively the target of, and impacted by, KDRPP.
KDRPP has nothing to do with Kachess Reservoir. We ask that this confusion and
misrepresentation stop, and accurate terminology be used that informs rather than confuses the
public. This requires modification of language used in the SDEIS and all public
communications, including correction of schematics such as Page 1-7.

12
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&KDSWHU
12) :KRZLOOEHUHVSRQVLEOHIRUFRVWVLPSOHPHQWDWLRQDQGRSHUDWLRQ"
-----7DEOHRQSDJH
 This SDEIS Table indicates roles and responsibilities of participating entities. Roza
Irrigation District will (according to Table 1-1) “Fund, design, construct, operate…etc.…the
selected alternative.” This can only refer to the KDRPP-FPP. This statement of financial
obligation also appears on Page 1-17. Unfortunately, there is confusion in the public’s mind,
largely due to conflicting public comments by Roza representatives and BoR representatives.
It is imperative that this confusion be removed before any Final DEIS and/or ROD be issued.
We ask, therefore, that a complete and unambiguous statement of financial obligation of
KDRPP-FPP be issued. The statement should make clear that 100% of the costs of
implementing KDRPP-FPP, including all mitigation, litigation, and other assigned costs, will be
borne by Roza Irrigation District or if not Roza, then by which entity/entities.

7HDQDZD\&RPPXQLW\)RUHVW
&KDSWHU6HFWLRQRQ3DJH
13) ----- - - - - - The terms and
conditions of the purchase of the Teanaway Property (TCF) is misrepresented with regard to its
relationship to KDRPP-FPP and does so in a way that introduces extreme bias in favor of the
project proponents. Page 1-18 indicates 214,000 acre-feet of additional water supply must be
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in place by 2025, and if not the Board of Natural Resources is authorized to transfer the TCF to
the common school trust and manage it for the beneficiaries of the trust.

The proponents of KDRPP-FPP make public representations that this means, unless their
project is implemented, the TCF will be sold, clear-cut for timber revenue, and the property lost
forever for recreation purposes. Simply stated, that is not true. The terms of the TCF do not
require the property be reverted to the educational trust; that is only one alternative provided
among many. (6HH5&:$XWKRUL]DWLRQWRSXUFKDVHODQGPDQDJHPHQWDQG
GLVSRVDORIODQG) Other options include continued management of the property for recreation,
maintaining wildlife habitat, implementing conservation projects, and other beneficial purposes.

In fact, the only obligation is that a report be submitted indicating what progress has been
achieved toward the milestone and requiring submission of a new plan if the milestone is not
achieved. This can continue until the year 2045. It further states the milestone can be
achieved through any of a combination of methods: conservation, improved management
techniques, water marketing strategies, storage, and others. In fact, the report is required to
state how much “net increase in available water” (the correct term, not “additional water supply”
as stated in the SDEIS which implies all milestone water must be from storage). To date, the
SDEIS claims 124,131 acre-feet of net increase in water due to conservation, and in the past
has claimed as much as 300,000 acre-feet in future conservation savings. This would more
than fulfill the 214,000 acre-feet milestone, were the planned conservation projects fully
implemented.

14
D

Finally, LI the very unlikely possibility of a reversion to trust fund management and clearcutting is
selectively highlighted in the SDEIS, WKHQ the far more likely alternatives should be given equal
space. After a decade of public recreation use, with untold thousands of new citizenrecreationists advocating for the Teanaway as a new resource, and an army of volunteer
citizens and organizations upgrading the Teanaway, the public backlash against clearcutting
would be overwhelming. With its misrepresentation of the Teanaway Purchase, the SDEIS has
veered into a political speculation that is both inappropriate and inaccurate. However, given
that SDEIS has now opened the door, in a subsequent SDEIS it must clarify, correct, and
accurately inform the public of what is, and is not, required and implied by the Teanaway
Purchase. We ask that this be done not only in a future SDEIS, but in all communication about
the relationship between Teanaway and KDRPP-FPP, or any other element of YBIP. In addition,
we asked that a notification of clarification be immediately issued stating that based on current
and future water conservation savings, it is anticipated that the obligations under RCW
90.38.130 will be met with no additional water needed from the YBIP projects.

$FFXUDWH&RVW(VWLPDWH
&KDSWHU6HFWLRQV
14)---- - - - The statement of budget (Page 2-59)
for KDRPP-FPP is incomplete and under-valued. The “estimated costs” for Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4 are shown, but since Alternative 4 is the “proposed option” it will be the focus of this
comment (however these comments apply equally to the other alternatives). An “estimate” that
has a variance of -30% to +50% is difficult to interpret, as in the case of the $282,000,000
estimate for KDRPP-FPP. Because the estimate is not a measure of central tendency (i.e.,
neither mean, median, or mode) it appears to be affected by non-measurement bias. Given
the uncertainty surrounding the estimate, it would be far preferable to show the actual estimates
in numerical terms; e.g.
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Low Estimate
197,400,000

Projected Estimate
282,000,000

High Estimate
423,000,000

as opposed to showing a single estimate of 282,000,000, without assigning a probability for
variance ranges. That is, without knowing the likelihood of a “low” or “high” correction, each will
be assumed to have equal probability, but clearly, they have different implications in terms of
outcome. Under those circumstances, each estimate must be assumed to have an equal
probability, and the actual numbers become more important. That would, or at least should,
cause the SDEIS to state numerical estimates in each of the three (low, presented, high)
estimates.

Taking that approach and understanding that taxpayers and farmers will be primarily concerned
with their maximum obligation (especially in view of the fact that each option seems to be
approximately equally likely), SDEIS should show KDRPP-FPP the high budget estimate.
Readers can decide which one is the most likely and relevant to them. Following the approach
of most readers, the KDRPP-FPP budget should present a $423,000,000 base.
In all cases,
the mitigation costs must be included. For some reason the required Bull Trout Volitional
Passage is stated in the text (Page 2-60) to cost $23,000,000 (preliminary estimate) but is not
included. That would bring the cost to $444,000,000. This does not include the large
mitigation costs of private well failure mitigation, campground restoration and mitigation,
negative impact on private property values, fire risk hazard increase, fire suppression cost
increase, and many others mentioned in the SDEIS but not budgeted, and/or raised by citizens
but ignored. It is likely the public should anticipate a financial obligation of closer to
$500,000,000 than $282,000,000 for the KDRPP-FPP.

15
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In summary, the budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, incomplete, and systematically
biased to undervaluation. We request that all budget materials be revised to provide numerical
values for all estimates and high/low ranges, that all mitigation costs be calculated and included
in the budget, and that this be presented in a subsequent SDEIS that will allow people to review
and comment before a Final DEIS and/or ROD is released.

15) $FFXUDWHYLHZRIH[SRVHGVKRUHOLQH&KDSWHU6HFWLRQ Regarding depiction of
Lake Kachess after drawdown of 80 ft. The SDEIS (Page 2-66) indicates the 80 ft. drawdown
will expose 628 acres of shoreline. In no place is this accurately depicted. What profiles are
shown continue to show water in the areas that would become mud or silt. An “imposed line”
on the water conceals the true impact of 628 acres of exposure. We ask that an accurately
16
scaled map be provided that depicts exposed shoreline in an accurate fashion, neither as
“thatched”, “outlined water” or other techniques, but as mud or silt consistent with aerial
pictures. An additional note; residents know the current drawdown exposes several large
islands, and the drawdown will expand and increase the number of such exposures. It is
inaccurate and deceptive to portray the drawdown without the exposure of the mud and silt
islands. Please correct this misrepresentation.

D
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16)%XOO7URXW
-&KDSWHU6HFWLRQDQGHOVHZKHUHLQWKH6'(,6
- - - - - - - - - The Bull Trout Volitional
Passage project is described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9. The “steep slope conditions” between
Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake will occur when the water level is approximately
2,208 elevation and the pumping operation begins. These “steep slope” conditions will occur an
additional 6,225 days if KDRPP-FPP is installed, this will mean 34 additional years (out of 90
modeled), and an average of 183 days a year, when Bull Trout Passage will be completely
dependent on the Volitional Passage.

In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 – 2008) the pump…and
therefore the channel…will be in continuous operation. Eight years of steep slope conditions,
requiring 8 years of Bull Trout dependence on the volitional passage, represents 2-3 spawning
cycles. ,QRWKHUZRUGVWKHHQWLUHSRSXODWLRQRI/DNH.DFKHVV%XOO7URXWZLOOEH
GHVWUR\HGLIWKHYROLWLRQDOSDVVDJHLVQRWHIIHFWLYH No evidence is provided that the
volitional passage is effective, has been demonstrated in other Bull Trout population support
activities, has completed a “proof of concept” test, or is in any way assured to be successful to
preventing destruction of the Lake Kachess Bull Trout population. Also, because the volitional
passage is not included in the budget costs, it cannot be assumed to be part of the project
going forward. Another concern is the lack of water flowing into tributaries of Little Kachess
Lake, which will be the water needed to charge the volitional passage. The SDEIS states the
tributary water disappears at the end of the year…when the water will be needed in the
passage. There is no description of the length of the passage (the length and Southern outlet
are never described in text, numeric, or schematic terms).

Finally, the Bull Trout find their way to spawning tributary by a complex but not-well-understood
physiology of chemo and geo receptors. This returns them to the spawning tributary, and
eventually spawning bed, where they started life. Creating a volitional passage means the Bull
Trout will have to find an artificial tributary that did not exist when they were young and locate it
several miles from where the “narrows” and “steep shelf” originated their life cycle.

For all of these reasons, the public demands more than a “conceptual design” of the volitional
passage. This mitigation must be described in ways that make sure sufficient water will be
available to charge the passage, the length, slope, and other characteristics of the passage will
not deter Bull Trout passage, the returning redds will be able to find the entry point of the
volitional passage, and the passageway to Box Creek will be maintained. The current plastic
and straw bale approach is inadequate and has led to further declines of the population.

We ask that the volitional passage design and operation be updated to address all of these
concerns, and that the revised design be available to citizens for review and comment in a
subsequent SDEIS, prior to any Final DEIS or ROD.

Also, the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the population in Kachess
(dredging a channel between big and little Kachess but ignoring the side stream Box Creek
where the trout actually are) but mitigating with improved populations elsewhere. P1-13 notes
“While bull trout enhancement was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not included
in the Proposed Action, therefore not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.” What fraction of
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the resident endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess is estimated will be killed under
the proposed alternative and all the active alternatives? What fraction of loss is allowable under
law and the EPA? How will the active alternatives and the proposed alternative meet these
legal requirements?

17
D

17) 86):6%L2S It is known that the USFWS is conducting a Biological Opinion on the
existing Yakima watershed with respect to the current operation of existing dams and irrigation
18
districts. That BiOp is not expected to be published until sometime in the fall of 2018. We
request that another SDEIS be produced after said BiOp is published as it could impact the
entire watershed including the necessity for the projects named in the current SDEIS for
Kachess.

D

18),QFUHDVHGIRUHVWYXOQHUDELOLW\DQG)LUH+D]DUG. The vegetation and wetlands (Page 270) and densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will, according to the SDEIS suffer with
reduced water levels in Lake Kachess. This will mean stressed trees and other foliage in a
single drought year, and in multiple years of pump operation dead trees due to lack of water and
insect vulnerability. The Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary
responsibility fire and emergency medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus
areas. This state agency has repeatedly raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires,
reduced capacity to suppress fires (due to lowering of the lake and removal of a source of water
for firefighting), the increased incidence of accidents and injuries due to construction activity,
and need for public education and communication strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC
projects. Despite numerous and repeated expressions of concern and requests to meet with
the responsible Fire Departments, the BoR has ignored and rejected these requests. This is a
clear violation of the NEPA/SEPA process and renders the current SDEIS incomplete and
unacceptable. We demand that as part of the NEPA/SEPA process for Lake Keechelus/Lake
Kachess project proposals, BoR and other affiliated entities engage leadership of the
Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency and work together to develop a mutually acceptable
plan for mitigating the previously stated concerns. We ask this plan be developed and included
in a subsequent SDEIS, distributed to all stakeholders, and submitted for public comment prior
to any Final DEIS or ROD.

19) ,PSDFWWRSULYDWHSURSHUW\
- - - - - The SDEIS consistently under-represents the impact on
private residences and property owners. Page 3-155 refers to “several private parcels and
homes or cabins” that will be affected, but a better description would be “substantial numbers of
private residences…etc.” Lake Kachess Village HOA has 162 homesites, East Kachess HOA
has 70 homesites, Kachess Ridge has approximately 80 homesites, and East Kachess Ride
another 20-30, plus numerous unaffiliated residences in the area. This easily number 300
homesites, far more than would be inferred from the term “several.” The systematic bias
against representing impact on private citizens is displayed on page 4-23, when it excludes any
homesite farther than 0.1 mile from shoreline from negative impact by drawdown of the lake.
We ask for an accurate description, in numerical terms, of individuals and homesites affected by
the Lake Kachess drawdown. As a minimum, this would include all homesites on Kachess
Lake Road, Via Kachess Road, the Kachess Dam and eastern shoreline road, and private
residences within 5.0 miles of the shoreline.
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20),PSDFWWRSULYDWHSURSHUW\
- - - - · BoR commissioned a study by Dean Potter LLC, a real estate
appraisal firm, to determine the negative impact on private properties resulting from the
pumping drawdown. This study showed a negative impact of 5-10%, but even this was an
under-estimate. The Potter study imposed a primary screening criterion that the only value a
lake had, was the view it provided to a homesite. This eliminated 85% of the homesites in the
immediate area of the lake, even though the residents had chosen their homes because of
access to the lake. The Potter LLC study claimed that even though the lake could become
inaccessible for years at a time, people who lived there to enjoy boating, fishing, hiking,
picnicking, and other water-related activities, wouldn’t notice the lake had disappeared. The
only ones who would be adversely affected would be those people with a view…but not just any
view, an “unfiltered view” (no description of what this might mean). Even this was perverted, to
say only people with unfiltered views within 0.1 mile of the lake would be affected. The study
actually claimed that a view of a full lake within 0.1 miles, and a view of the drawn down lake
more than 0.1 miles away, would be equivalent. There is no precedent for such exclusionary
criteria, and there is no justification using standard methods of appraisal. The entire exercise is
a transparent effort to minimize any negative impact. Even so, a 5-10% negative on impacted
properties was reported.
Even though the BoR commissioned this study, and even though the study went to
extraordinary lengths to minimize impact, the BoR declared in the SDEIS there was “no way to
reliably assign or assess impacts…” The only analysis reported was that conducted by Dean
Potter LLC, it used flawed methods that were biased to under-reporting of negative impacts on
private property values, but it still reported significant (5-10%) negative impacts. Yet strangely,
even these were rejected, without providing any data to support the rejection.

Lake Kachess homeowners have repeatedly requested to be involved in designing a valid and
reliable study of the negative impacts on property values of proposed alternatives. BoR has
ignored and rejected all requests, and instead contracted for a study that (although flawed by its
obvious intent to minimize findings of damage) still showed significant damage to private
property caused by the 80 ft. drawdown. Despite overwhelming evidence to the contrary…and
their own analysis…BoR now claims the study they just completed, in fact can’t be done!

The implications of negative impact on private property values go beyond the affected citizens.
A reduction in property values affects the tax base of the county and fire departments, and will
reduce available resources to provide essential services. This is acknowledged in SDEIS Page
4-326 as follows: “ZKLOHHIIHFWVRQSURSHUW\YDOXHVZRXOGPRVWGLUHFWO\DIIHFWSURSHUW\RZQHUV
WKHZLGHUFRPPXQLW\ZRXOGDOVRH[SHULHQFHHIIHFWV´In other words, private property owners,
fire departments, city and county governments, and others would also be negatively impacted.

It is unacceptable to ignore and misrepresent the obvious reality that drawdown of Lake
Kachess will have substantial negative impact on property owners and the wider community.
We demand that the BoR engage the Lake Kachess community in designing and conducting a
valid and reliable study of negative impact on private property values. This study should be
conducted by an independent and non-conflicted expert with the results peer-reviewed
according to standard practice. This study must be conducted and distributed in a subsequent
SDEIS, with the public provided an opportunity to comment before a Final DEIS or ROD is
issued.
March 2019
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20
D

21),PSDFWRQ6HQLRU:DWHU5LJKWV How will those with senior water rights to the existing
239,000 acre-ft of water currently stored by Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no
longer available once Lake Kachess water level is lowered below the outlet to its dam? Who 21
will pay to provide senior water rights holders with the water they have a right to? How will it
affect the senior water rights holders’ own farming operations and/or enjoyment of their
property? We request further studies about this and communication to those senior water
rights holders of possible impacts to them by the SDEIS active alternatives. Then another
public comment period be opened for their comments.

D

22)'URXJKW'HILQLWLRQ Who will define the 70% of prorated water? What unbiased, nonirrigation district, party will make that determination? Page 2-6 of the SDEIS says, “Project
proponents would use the pumping plant during drought years and could possibly use it in
22
following years as the reservoir refills to a level above the existing gravity outlet.” Does this
mean the definition of when the pumps could be used has changed from the prior definition of
drought (less than 70% of prorated water expected to be available)? Why would the pump be
used in following years “as the reservoir refills to a level above the existing gravity outlet?”
Would that not prevent or delay refill?

D

23)1HZ:DWHU5LJKWVTable 1-2 on p 1-20 notes that ecology will “issue water rights as
necessary.” We’ve been told over and over that no new rights will be generated from this plan.
How will new water rights be issued? To whom?

23
D

24):DWHU&RQVHUYDWLRQDQG0DUNHW5HDOORFDWLRQ Page 1-4 notes that the Yakima Basin
Integrated Plan has 7 components, but several are not included in the KDRPP EIS
(groundwater storage, water conservation, market reallocation). Define the number of acre-feet
saved by water conservation and market reallocation in the whole Yakima watershed.

24
D

25)1RLVH Only the preferred alternative has pumps at lake level, exposed to the environment
(all others have pumps at the bottom of a shaft). P2-75 notes the maximum permissible
environmental noise is 55 dBA. What is the expected noise level in dBA at 100 feet from the
pumps? At 1000 feet? Will the pumps be running 24/7 once they start running?

26)..&WXQQHOPDWHULDO 115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel excavated material comes out on
Kachess Lake Road with no mention of where it will be trucked to or the impact of over 5000
truckloads of material being hauled off. Where will the 115,000 cubic yards of KKC tunnel
material be deposited? What safety measures and scheduling of hauling equipment will be
made during the tunnel construction to insure the safe and customary use of Lake Kachess
County Road by campground users and local property owners and guests?

March 2019
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25
D

26
D

27)7XUELGLW\ P2-68 notes all action alternatives will result in localized short-term exceedance 27
of turbidity standard. Define the degree of turbidity exceedance and the effect it will have on
native fish populations

D

28)3HUPDQHQW+DELWDW/RVV P2-71 notes permanent habitat loss with the preferred
28
alternative. Define the effect of permanent habitat loss on the spotted owl, bull trout, and other
endangered / listed species.

D

29)'HFUHDVHG5HFUHDWLRQ'HVLUDELOLW\ P2-73 notes decreased recreation desirability and
conflict with “established SIL/VOQ” Quantify the economic impact of the decreased recreation
desirability. Under what authority are established SIL/VOQ permitted to be violated?

3XUFKDVHRISULYDWHSURSHUW\
30)- - - - - - P2-76 notes that the parcels north of the existing beach
road on the East side are indeed private and may need to be purchased from their current
owners for the boat ramp and parking lot. There is no money in the SDEIS for property
purchase. How many lots and at what expected price will be purchased? These additional
costs should be included in the SDEIS Alternatives. A revised SDEIS is warranted.

29
D

30
D

31):DWHU,PSDLUPHQW P3-29, 3-45: both Keechelus and Kachess are listed as “category 5”
water impairment because of PCB contamination. In the 2015 DEIS, only Keechelus was noted
to have PCB contamination. Please release the report which also indicates that Kachess has a
similar contamination. Would dredging and construction activities not stir up sediment
containing PCBs? What increase of PCB levels is expected on the basis of the proposed
alternative construction activities?

31
D

32):DWHU)LOWHULQJ How will the water from Keechelus be moved to Kachess? What kind of
filtration system will be installed to prevent any I-90 pollutants in Lake Keechelus from being
transferred to Lake Kachess? If any hydraulic equipment is used, how will any PAH be kept
from entering Lake Kachess?

32
D

33)/DNH'UDLQDJHGXULQJFRQVWUXFWLRQ The description of the preferred alternative notes
that the lake would need to be drained to allow construction (p2-41ff). Describe the mechanics
of draining the lake to allow construction. What happens to the excess water, and how is the
“flip-flop” flow pattern maintained if the lake is drained early in the season? What is the effect
on the Easton reach of the Yakima river spawning?

33
D

Because both the NEPA and SEPA process must be followed, we request that the Bureau of
Reclamation and WA Department of Ecology each provide separate responses to the above
comments.
Please send us a copy of any additional SDEIS, FEIS or Record of Decision that is released.
Thank you for considering and acting on these comments.
Sincerely,

March 2019
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ID
34

Submitted via email to kkbt@usbr.gov
Ms. Candace McKinley
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office
1917 March Road
Yakima, WA 98901 -2058
RE: Kachess and Keechelus SDEIS
Dear Ms. McKin ley:
Please accept these comments/questions regarding the KDRPP SDEIS.
Please find attached 600 signatures on a petition opposing KDRPP.
Thank you for including these opposition statements in the official SDEIS comments.

Sincerely,

~~
Christine Johnson
40 Mountain View Lane
Easton, WA 98925
(NO MAIL DELIVERY AT THIS ADDRESS)
MAILING ADDRESS
Christine Johnson
c/o Raymond Johnson
27810 217th Avenue SE
Maple Valley, WA 98038
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SDEIS Form Letter 4

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
Name

Residence
ZioCode
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
Name

Email Address
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1/

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping
Pla nt and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance within Kittitas County. The environm ental risks/impa ct and estimated financial cost
greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additiona lly, I staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient
Kachess Lake and the ecosystem within the Wenatche e
National Forest. This land should be preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess lake
basin each year and future generations. It is inappropriate to
move forward with projects that have unknown risks to wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas
County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveya nce)
pass a voter referendum before any tax payer money is used.
No.

Name

Residence Zip
Code

Email Address
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u

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the ~eechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC
Name
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
Name
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-,~ ~"'·· \ \

Residence
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Retief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC
Name

Signature

Email Address
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
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I am opposed to the K.achess Drought R
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keech~
Kachess Conveyance (KKC,
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought R
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Ka.ech
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought R·elief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (K.ORPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
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I am/pposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the ))eechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
Name

Residence

Email Address

Zi Code
.

_

.

-

~

-v

1'60~'6 aj~~J.c~r~@w~·G11rt
~·/)~

~~@

'l -~

rrad.

\-l-1-L- - \ . - - - - t - -

March 2019

o uCJCTjV\(~Y\ ~72_,7 ~
(O!v\
_ , \ \VVj -\,o61J~e ~ WlJXAl -CO VV\
-

I

~ =~----.
Signature

/--rJ-f}

.

-

=A

.

Irfw i

SDEIS-CR-1186

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writ ing to express my concern and disapproval of t he proposed Ka chess Drought Rel ief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-t o-Kachess Reservoir Conveya nce within Kittitas County. The environ r:Jilental risks/i mpact and estimat ed f inancial
cost great ly out weigh any potential be nefits to t he Yakima Basin.
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Re li ef Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir C~nveyan~e within Kitt'.tas Cou~ty. The envir~ mental risks/impact and estimated financi al
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin .
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechel us
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financia l
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits t o the Yakima Basin.
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Ka chess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The enviroJ'lmental risks/impact and estimated financial
cost greatly outweigh any pot ential benefits to the Yakima Basin .
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
tal risks/impact and estimated financial
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance w ithin Kittitas County. The enviro~
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance w ithin Kittitas County. The envir~ mental risks/impact and estimated financial
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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SDEIS-CR-1192

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
nmental risks/impact and estimated financial
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The ~
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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SDEIS-CR-1193

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
ental r isks/impact and estimated fi nancial
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance w ithin Kittitas County. The envir~
cost greatly out weigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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SDEIS-CR-1194

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The environ~ ntal risks/impact and estimated financia l
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
Name

Residence
Zip Code

Email Address
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SDEIS-CR-1196

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Ka chess Drought Rel ief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The enviroih!.tal risks/impact and estimated financia l
cost greatly outweigh any potent ial benefits to t he Yakima Basin.
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SDEIS-CR-1197

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The envirola(Tiental risks/impact and estimated financia l
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits t o the Yakima Basin.
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Pla nt and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance wit hin Kittitas County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financia l

cost greatly outweigh any potent ia l benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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9/9/17 Friends of Lake Kachess Event - sign in sheet
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How heard about this
or affiliated with?
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9/9/17 Friends of Lake Kachess Event - sign in sheet
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How heard about this
or affiliated with?
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SDEIS-CR-1201

9/9/17 Friends of Lake Kachess Event - sign in sheet

Email Address

Name

f}_P V

cl-

How heard about this
or affiliated with?
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SDEIS-CR-1202

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
Email Address
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I
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SDEIS-CR-1204

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
Name

Residence
Zio Code

Email Address
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant. (KDRPP
Name

Residence
ZioCode

Email Address
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant. (KDRPP)
Name

Residence
Zip Code

Email Address
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought
Relief Pumping Plant. (KDRPP)
....
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9/9/17 Friends of Lake Kachess Event - sign in sheet
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SDEIS-CR-1210

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The enviro~
tal risks/impact and estimated financial
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits t o the Yakima Basin.
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SDEIS-CR-1211

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The environll)ental risks/impact and estimated financial
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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SDEIS-CR-1212

I am opposed to the Kachess .Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Ka chess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The environ~ntal risks/impact and estimated financial
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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SDEIS-CR-1213

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)

.

~ ~~~ n~-c
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I am writ ing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
ReservoiHo-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas County. The environ~
tal risks/impact and estimated financial
~ cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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SDEIS-CR-1214

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance within Kittitas Count y. The enviro~ ental risks/impact and estimated financia l
cost great ly outweigh any potential benefit s to the Yakima Basin.
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I am opposed to the Kach·ess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the ·Ke_echelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
Name

Email Address
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
I am writing to express my concern and disapprova l of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance wit hin Kittitas County. The enviror:Jillllli..ntal risks/impact and estimated financia l
cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
Name

Residence
Zip Code

Email Address
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I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus to
Kachess Conveyance (KKC)
Name

Email Address
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SDEIS-CR-1219

I am opposed to the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant
(KDRPP) and the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC}
I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir
Conveyance within Kittitas County. The environmental risks/impact and estimated financial cost greatly outweigh any potential benefits to the Yakima Basin.
Additionally, 1staunchly oppose these proposed projects in the interest of preservation of ancient Kac
Forest. This land should be preserved for the thousands of visitors to the Kachess Lake basin
with projects that have unknown risks to wilderness watershed areas within Kittitas County.
I would also like to petition that these proposed projects (Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant a~
voter referendum before any tax payer money is used.
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the ecosystem within the Wenatchee National
..futureandgenerations.
It is inappropriate to move forward

Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance) pass a
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