
 

Attachment 1:  Roundtable Membership 

Organization Name Title 

American Rivers Garrity, Michael 

Benton County Commissioners Benitz, Max County Commissioner 

City of Yakima Lover, Bill City Councilperson 

Kittitas County Commissioners Bowen, David County Commissioner 

Kittitas Reclamation District Eberhart, Urban  Director 

National Marine Fisheries Service Bambrick, Dale Regional Director 

Roza Irrigation District Van Gundy, Ron Consultant 

Sunnyside Valley Irrigation District Trull, James Manager 

Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife Tayer, Jeff South Central Regional 
Director 

Yakama Nation Rigdon, Phil Deputy Director, Natural 
Resources Dept. 

Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Conley, Alex Executive Director 
Board 

City of Yakima Brown, Dave Water and Irrigation Division 
Manager 

Yakima Basin Storage Alliance Morrison, Sid Chairman 

Yakima Basin Water Resource Agency Milton, Jim Director 

Yakima County Commissioners Leita, Mike County Commissioner 

1 



 

RECLAMATION 
j\tlana,~iflg ~~{1ter ill the West 

Attachment 2: Meeting 1 Agenda 

Co ntact : Jo hn Petrovsky, JPA, 208-571-1069, j p@.i paweb.com· 

Agend a 

Yak.im a Ri ver Basin Wat er Storage Feas ibility Study 

Feasibility Analysis & NEPAISEPA EIS - Phase Initiation Checkpoint: 
Roundtable Meeting 1 
March 8, 2007, 1 t o 4 PM, Yakima Ar boretum, Yak ima, WA 

1. Introducti on (Petrovsky-10 minutes) 

• Introductions: Reclamation/Ecology Team; Roundtable Participants 
• Purpose of this m eeting 
• Agenda Review 

2. Settin g th e Stage: Roundtabl e Purpose , Role, Process 

• Roundtable Formation (P etrovsky-1 0 min utes) 

--+ \," .. q,w the Rou ndta ble? 
--+ Purpose, obj ectives an d rol e 
--+ Group co mpos iti on and p articip ati on 

• Roundtable Process (Petrovsky-10 minutes) 

--+ Duratio n, numb er of meet ings & schedu Ie 
--+ Work pi an 
--+ "Ru les of enga ge m ent" (facilitator, me m bers, techn ical st aff , visitors) 

• Roundtable Perspectives: Q & A , Group formation, process & expectations (All, fa oilitate d 
by Petrovsky-15-20 minutes) 

3. Meetin g 1 Technical Focus: Th e Storage Study Goals 
• Oa ckground (P etrovsky, M oC a rtn ey-20-30 mi n utes) 

--+ storag e st udy aut horizat ion & develop m ent of water supply goa Is 
--+ The 3 Goa Is: Bench m arks for me as uri ng ach ieve m ent (t 0 dat e) 

• Plan Formulation analysis 
• Co m m e nts, qu estio ns, criticis ms 
• Ch ang es since Pia n For mu lat ion ana lysis 

--+ Benefit/cost rat io: co mp onents & re lative i m porta nce 

• Roundtable 0 iscussion (Al I, fa ci litate d by P etrovsky---60-70 m in utes) 

--+ Perspectives on Ii m porta nce of "firm" water supply for fisheries, irrigat ion, mu nicip al 
--+ Rev isiti ng/refin ing bench m arks for goa Is achi eve ment 

• Fisheries 
• Irrig ati on 
• Municipal 
• Ro Ie of non-goa I-der ived be nefit factors 

4. Wrap-Up: Visitor Com ments, Action Items, Next Meeting, Adjourn (Petrovsky, 
15-30 mi nutes) 

x Rnundtable Droce~<" conducted by John PEtI'01J<"1o,r .A?:ociatf'<" (J P A:) R r H2M o-lill und",r contract to Surea ... of RE"ciama:ion 
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Attachment 3:  Meeting 1 Slide Presentation 

RECLAMATION 
Managing Water in thi' West 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study 

Feasibility Analysis & NEPAISEPA EIS 
(FAIE/S) Phase Initiation Checkpoint: 

Roundtable Meeting 1 
March 8, 2007 

I 

~ 

Prepared by: JP A 

:: 

John Petrovsky Assoc~tes 

Purposes of this meeting 

~ Explain reasons for, objectives & role of this 
Roundtable 

~ Confirm rationale for Group composition & 
expectations of participation 

~ Layout a process & work plan 

~ Work through objectives for Meeting 1: 
Storage Study goals & benefits-values, 
importance, benchmarks for success 
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Agenda 
~ Setting the Stage 

Roundtable Formation (why? what for? who?) 
Roundtable Process (when? how?) 

Roundtable Member Perspectives (0 & Aldiscussion) 

~ Meeting 1 Focus: Storage Study Goals 
Background 

Storage Study authorization, purposes & water supply goals 
Benchmarks used to date for measuring success-pro's & con's, status 
Benefits: categories & relative importance 

Roundtable Discussion 
Value & importance of "firm" supply for each purpose/constituency 
Refining goals & benchmarks for measuring success 

~ Wrap-Up 
• Visitor Comments, Action Items, Next Meeting, Adjourn 

:-

Roundtable Formation 

~ Reasons For Assembling This Roundtable 

• Stakeholder, public & Tribal commentary 
Plan Formulation document: Dec '06 Stakeholder meetings 

NEPNSEPA Scoping: Jan '07 meetings & written submissions 

• Concerns & questions regarding 
- Changing views on water supply goals, needs & benefits 

Benchmarks/criteria being used to measure goal achievement 

- Alternatives being considered 

- Tools & techniques being used to compare alternatives 

Factors, approach & level of detail for feasibility analysis 

• Value of "all points of view" collaboration in 
responding to these concerns & questions 
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Roundtable Formation 

~ Purpose 
Help ensure the completeness, effectiveness, efficiency, and 
acceptability of the Storage Study 

~ Objectives 
1. Review/revisit importance, values, measures of success in 

achieving Storage Study goals 

2. Discuss role & treatment of primary & secondary benefits 

3. Review alternatives being considered 

4. Help refine criteria, tools & techniques for alternatives 
comparison 

5. Comment on findings of alternatives comparison 

6. Input to factors, methods & level of detail in upcoming analysis 

Roundtable Formation 

~ Role 
A forum for exchange of ideas & perspectives 

Input to decision making, based on expertise, background & 
constituency interests 

Not a formal advisory committee 

Not a decision-making body 

~ Group Composition & Participation 
Key constituencieslinterests 

Policy/management level, with assistance from technical staff 

Importance of continuity 

Value of collaboration, "cross-pollination" 

-

~ 

5
 



 

Roundtable Process 

~ Duration, Number of Meetings & Schedule 

• Primary work effort: March through mid-April '07 

• 3 meetings at three-week intervals 
- Meeting 1: March 8, 2007 (1 to 4 PM) 

(Work prior to meeting 2) 

- Meeting 2: March 29, 2007 (same time, same venue) 

(Work prior to meeting 3) 

- Meeting 3 : April 12 or 19, 2007 (same time, same venue) 

• 4th meeting-need and timing TBD (may be needed to 

complete Roundtable work plan or as checkpoint during FAiEIS analysis) 

-

Roundtable Process 
~ Work Plan-Meeting 1 

Meeting Content 

• Setting the stage 

• Work through objectives 1 & 2 

- Storage Study purposes & goals-relative importance, benchmarks

- Secondary benefits-treatment in analysis 

Work Prior to Meeting 2 
• Reclamation: [1) Begin incorporating refined goal achievement 

benchmarks into operations models, [2) define range of alternatives for 
Roundtable comment 

• Roundtable Members (e.g. technical staff) : Assist with completing 
refined goal achievement benchmarks-criteria for comparing 
alternatives 

• JPA: Document results of meeting 1, monitor technical work, prepare 
materials for meeting 2 (adjust process as needed) 
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Roundtable Process 

~ Work Plan-Meeting 2 

Meeting Content 

• Status/completion of benchmarks-criteria for comparing alt's 

• Work through objectives 3 & 4 

- Alternatives (storage, nonstorage; structural , nonstructural; in­
Basin, out-of-Basin; physical. operational) 

- Tools & techniques for comparing alternatives 

Work Prior to Meeting 3 
• Reclamation: (1) Finish operations models -- refined goal/benefit 

criteria, [2] Final range of alternatives, [3) Analyze alternatives. 

• Roundtable Members (e.g. technical staff): Refine criteria, tools & 
techniques for alternatives comparison 

• JPA: Document results of meeting 2, monitor technical work, 
prepare materials for meeting 3 (adjust process as needed) 

Roundtable Process 
~ Work Plan-Meeting 3 

Meeting Content 
• Results of alternatives analysis/comparison 

• Work through objectives 5 & 6 

- Input to Reclamation/Ecology decision on FAIEIS alternatives 

- Input on factors. methods. levels of detail in FAIEIS analysis 

Work Subsequent to Meeting 3 
• Reclamation: Full-on press to complete FAIEIS work on schedule 

• Roundtable Members (e.g. technical staff): Potential for continuing 
technical coordination/contribution 

• JPA: Document results of meeting 3 and provide report on overall 
Roundtable process & results 

• (All: Consider value of/need for meeting 4 - purpose, timing) 
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Roundtable Process 

~ Rules of Engagement 
• Role of facilitator 

- Moderator 
- "On-time" 
- ·On-topic" 
- Achieving meeting objectives 

• Roundtable members 
- Mutual respect 
- Listening as well as talking 
- Value of others' pOints of view 

• Technical staff 
- InpuUparticipation only as requested by Roundtable members 

• Visitors 
- Welcome to observe 
- No participation in main meeting 
- Opportunity to comment at end of meeting 

Roundtable Member 
Perspectives 

~ Q & A on Group Formation & Process 

~ Roundtable Members' Expectations & 
Concerns 

-, 

-
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Technical Focus: 

Storage Study Goals & Benefits 

~ Background 
• Storage Study authorization/purposes 
• Goals-measuring success in meeting the 3 purposes 

Benchmarks used in Plan Formulation document (PFD) 

Comments, questions, criticisms 
Changes since PFD--{;urrent status 

• Benefits: categories & relative importance 

~ Roundtable Discussion 
• Importance of "firm" water supply-each purpose/constituency 
• Refining goals-benchmarks/criteria for measuring success 

Each in turn: Fisheries, Irrigation, Municipal 
Concept of a range (e.g. minimum, moderate, optimal) 

- Treatment of secondary benefits 
- The "big picture" meeting all the goals & optimizing BIC ratio 

Storage Study Authorization/Purposes 

~ Federal (Reclamation, via PL 108-7 Sec. 214 - 2/20103): 

" . .. options for additional water storage .. . emphasis ... 
Potential Black Rock Reservoir and 

Benefit ... to 

- endangered & threatened fish [aquatic habitat] 
- irrigated agriculture 
- municipal water supply" 

~ State (Ecology, via 2003 Washington State Legislative session): 

H ••• contract with Reclamation ... water storage projects 
in the Yakima River Basin .. . 

Consistent with the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement 
project P.L 103-434 ... 

Initial feasibility study. .. Black Rock reservoir" 

-
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Goals-Measuring Success 

Aquatic Habitat 

Benchmarks/Criteria in PFD: 

~ " ... Improve anadromous fish habitat by restoring the 
flow regimes of the Yakima and Naches Rivers to 
more closelv resemble the natural (unregulated) 
hvdrograph. " 

~ Instream flow criteria 
• Parker gauge 
• Cle Elum River 

Goals-Measuring Success 
Aquatic Habitat 

Stakeholder comments on PFD Benchmarks/Criteria: 

~ " ... more closely resemble the natural (unregulated) 
hydrograph" is too vague 

~ Instream flow targets are: 
• Too few-need to define reach-by-reach 

• "Lowest common denominator" (potential for higher, more 
optimum performance by alternatives is not measured) 

• Inconsistent among alternatives 

~ Potential role of habitat restoration along with flow 
changes is not addressed/explored 

-
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;:: 

Goals-Measuring Success 

Aquatic Habitat 

Changes since PFD-current status: 

~ Work ongoing to define more specific instream 
flow targets (details later in this meeting) 

• Technical team at present: Reclamation, WDFW, 

Yakama Nation 

~ Issues & Sideboards: 
• Level of detail appropriate to the decisions at hand 

• The main focus: timing, volume & location of flows 

• If desirable, encompass future potential for habitat 
manipulation in setting target flows 

• Question of setting minimum, preferred & optimum 
flows-each reach, each season 

Goals-Measuring Success 
Irrigated Agriculture 

Benchmarks/Criteria in PFD: 

~ " ... water supply for proratable irrigation water rights in 
dry years ... not less than 70-percent .. . at diversions 
subject to proration" 

Stakeholder comments on PFD Benchmarks/Criteria: 
}> Benefit only to a limited number of irrigators 

}> Ability & willingness to pay may not support this goal 

}> 70% may be too aggressive; something less may be workable. 

Changes since PFD-current status: 

}> Work ongoing to define more specific proratable irrigation water 
needs 

.' 
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Goals-Measuring Success 
Municipal Demands 

Benchmarks/Criteria in PFD: 

~ "Meet future municipal water supply additional surface 
water supplv for population growth to the year 2050" 

• 10,000 acre foot (at) need used in PFD analysis 

• 82,000 af potential need (if mitigation for future groundwater 
withdrawals is required) . 

Stakeholder comments on PFD Benchmarks/Criteria: 
~ Inadequate definition of need ... 

~ If it's 10,000 af, smaller "yield" alternatives might achieve the 
goal 

~ If it's 82 ,000 af, smaller projects/actions may not. .. 

Goals-Measuring Success 

Municipal Demands 

Changes since PFD-current status: 

~ 1 O,OOO-acre-foot need still set in operations models 

).- Outstanding questions: 

• Is 10,000 acre feet still the correct minimum benchmark? 

• Is requirement for mitigation of future groundwater 
withdrawals likely (should it be assumed as a "worst case" 
scenario for testing water storage/supply alternatives)? 

• Is there a performance range (minimum to optimum) 
appropriate for this purpose/goal? 
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Benefit Perspectives 

Indications from PFD analysis (using upper end estimates) 

% of Benefits by Category Storage 

Benefit Category 
Study 

Black Rock Wymer + Purpose? 

Fishery (use & nonuse) 51% 68% Yes 

Recreation (NED) 31% 15% No 

Hydropower 10% not calculated No 

Irrigation 5% 9% Yes 

Municipal 3% 8% Yes 

Roundtable Discussion 

1. Relative importance of "firm" water supply 
for fisheries, irrigation, municipal (general 
perspectives) 

2. Refined goal-achievement benchmarksl 
criteria (getting rspecific) 

• 
Fisheries 

• Irrigation 

• Municipal 

--1 Including perspectives on using 
• minimums only 
• optimums only 
• a performance range (e.g. 

minimum, moderate, optimum) 

• Role of secondary benefits 
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Note: Following are Reclamation's slides 
setting the stage for Roundtable discussion 
of Fisheries, Agriculture & Municipal water 

supply benchmarks/criteria ... 

Fisheries Goal 

Phase 1-ln-Stream Flow Needs 

The fundamental question is ... 

Approximately how much water do we need for 
in-stream flows? 

Is it a small, medium or large 
bucket? 

L;) l? 

: 
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Aquatic Ecosystem Habitat 
Determining In-Stream Flow Needs/Benchmarks

& Defining Operational Scenario(s) 

Proposed Approach: Phase 1- Estimating "Water Blocks" 

Select key reach for the analysis 

Define water need (by reach, by season, by water year type) 

I Define reach & season priorities I 

 

Phase 1-Reach & Season Breakdown 

= 
5 Key Reaches 
• Cle Elum River 
• Easton 

Upper Yakima R. 
Lower Naches 
Wapato 

3 Seasons 
• Spring (Mar-Jun) 
• Summer (Jul-Oct) 
• Winter (Nov-Feb) 
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Aquatic Ecosystem Habitat 
Determining In-Stream Flow Needs/Benchmarks

& Defining Operational Scenario(s) 

Proposed Approach: Phase 1- Estimating "Water Blocks" 

Select key reach for the analysis 

Define water need (by reach , by season, by water year type) 

Define reach & season priorities 

 

1st Round 

Looked at the daily differential (+/-) in flow between current and unregulated flows. 

12000 

_ 10000 - ------ ______ -wint •• _ 

f 
~ 8000 

u: 
li 6000 - ------ -----------

'2 
E 4000 
~ 

~ 2000 

Iii 
7 

Date 

I -unregUlated - Current I 
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2nd Round 

Looked at the daily differential (+1-) in flow between current and average seasonal flows. 
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.!!. 
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0 ;;: 
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~ 
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:::, 
"ii 
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0 
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Date 

~ulated --Current - A'll seasonal flowl 

Keechelus 

Naches R 

e Ujglements of the Water Block Calculation 

> Season: spring, summer & winter 

» Average seasonal flow to size water need 

by reach & season 

» Rationale for setting average seasonal flows 

o unregulated template 

a flow to total habitat information 

a knowledge of current flow conditions 

o knowledge of current habitat conditions 
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Ecosystem Aquatic Habitat 
Determining In-Stream Flow Needs/Benchmarks & 

Defining Operational Scenario(s) 

Proposed Approach: Phase 1- Estimating "Water Blocks" 

Select key reach for the analysis 

Define water need (by reach , by season, by water year type) 

I Define reach & season priorities I 

I Phase 1: Define Reach Priorities I 

• The Goal Is To: 

~ Prioritize the key reaches in order of imoortance bv 
water year type. 

• Addressing Issues such as: 
~ How to allocate resources for an average vs. wet vs. 

dry water year,? 
o Which reach and/or season has 1St, 2nd , 3rd priority? 
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Aquatic Ecosystem Habitat 
Determining In-Stream Flow Needs/Benchmarks 

& Defining Operational Scenario(s) 

Proposed Approach: Phase 2- Assessing Alternative Accomplishments 

1 Structuring alternative operation scenarios 1 

+ 
1 Running the operation scenarios (Riverware model) 1..-----, 

Assessing alternative accomplishments & Accept operation scenario I 
I (assessment tools = flow, habitat & physical models) 

1 If needed modify operation scenario for a specific alternative 

Action Item 

The Storage Study Technical Work Group needs to meet soon. 

» Objectives-

1. Clarify the purpose of estimating the in-steam flow need. 

2. Reclamation describe the methodology used to estimate the water 
need for instream flows. 

3. Modify methodology as needed and revise water need estimate. 

-

-
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Irrigated Agriculture Goal 

Proratable irrigation water rights holders - 70% water 
supply 

Watershed Management Plan, early 2000's 
Used as the goal in Storage Study operations studies 

~ Discussions with largest proratable water right 
holders 

Sunnyside Division - do not require 70% for their proratable 
water rights 
Roza Division - could use up to 100 KAF In dry years 
Wapato Irrigation Project - would require 70% 
Kittitas Reclamation District - would require 70% 

> Reduce dry year water needs from 422KAF to about 
370KAF 

Municipal Goal 
> Surface (17%) and Groundwater (83%) 

~ Watershed Management Plan, early 2000's 
.. 82,000 acre feet future need (2050) estimated for Yakima Basin 

» Assumed mitigation for groundwater/surface water connectivity 

» Yakima River Basin Storage Alternatives Appraisal Assessment, May 
2006 

» 10,000 acre feet for current surface water users (Yakima & Cle Elum) 

~ Technical Information and Hydrologic Analysis for Plan Formulation, 
November 2006 

» Potential need for 82,000 if mitigation is required by State 

~ Mitigation - purchase water rights, use new surface water supplies 

-

-
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Wrap UP 

~ Visitor Comments (if needed) 

~ Action Items 

• Reclamation/Ecology 

• Roundtable members 

• JPA 

~ Next Meeti ng 

Adjourn 

-
-

-
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Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study: Feasibility Analysis & NEPA/SEPA EIS Phase Initiation Checkpoint 

Roundtable Meeting 1 

March 8, 2007 - Yakima Arboretum, Yakima, WA 

NAME ORGANIZATION STREET ADDRESS CITY/STATE/ZIP TELEPHONE EMAIL 

.~ Q-.t: V6~A-- l-fo'I 17 Cf\>l?~~'tf:\ f/0I G/-?Qftw, ffiJ L Q- 'f '> /} v"J T4...r0~~..,. .< • .." 

IUd)O-./ £b"-!' L,,-I:- k >H-.' ~ 12 e.cL + .... - f)" //,61 l.o..vJr~_<- eJ_ £/1"'..,;£ ....... w A; . 78''12.(; '2. 0 / - 07'76, ur~ ~ f.,..:Vt'd .·, .1. -. ,,---I-

KGVt 4Qsbl'i) veil-- j(;H'-k; l:e ,,! c,v..,fi '~ ·'- P,st- ~ r ( ( / t?~) (J)8 t.Rv Q f[,,-~ fl. (fIfe!' t-l el-

d t-Itu-I( /( (i-R.f{). H ;:) 6s-fl- t J. 'J-( t L/f/;yr ((P zfJcd. 9~r(] ))'5;'( -10<[1 /(jJJf2ft211 c:r@CYMR._ ! 

W:' r ... Q.,-,-U l' C l~v'. -~ Yl:s SA [2;: b , (Sax 54 s;- I,~~ '? 87 1 ;> ,(; 'l£J Lj !Ji 3 t.04.I!..J<. ~ V\. &t.!Lt,~' 

I;12Pf~21L If)/) f// 2.J b).j s!fJ!" ~ ~J ~ CY;?'r!L 1...(07- en /-1 lirl ,= \-~ aJ- f)(aWIl JW 
,,---rdk fAsT erhnlll/c) / 1 1;;0 Ar. (' 1l/(()NiAIVvl e/. V " 7'ZCfo?J 4s~- '7330 ea.s(';1~e€ J.fw.wC( . 3,£ 

' j)E;I/ ),hUf-v'cP}t-l It :irr &;c-A'w-fd c;!ftlf! .C;7..5~ o86u 
oj (/ 

~ 2r8 S. 4(( ~ . -
f~ n1~/ II YL?L/~ 4-

IJ 
: J.J. .# C.'7"-.k,~, W A, 2,,0 T-J1" I "TV;<JL£ VA. Y /Ij,-, 9 99 J L.. .Dc/.. 7. .t.r":) ,,.. 

Ott{) 'A?-' (}vJ-(", K,rr ,r;rf ( 0-",,,,1" '7 '2A~ w S-,flS'-',w{-S t:< U!W511 I<f{_-W/!-'i$i \C 1(' 1. - 7S0~ l.tu: ,f.b,~·~e u. _ lli.f .. ,. w< ~) 
To..-",- re"U' yIJ {Jc..lt_.___ & ( 70 Eoy/r;-/ jOPjJRv1.-tJ. ,;/4 IJf7'i/? &'c s- -</ 11'1 { Jr l",.\-t. (!::!;-c,rtc~ ,( """'-

M/r Cy..J Lcernck:. ~O4 
lj 

~ M. /V16.ve.r 1rJ~c.. GI 5~f';y<?. ~JlJ.. LJLI Vol,. ('2.2 ,,,,0> f\/'u..kJ '" ~f'''' '«...'''' J'j 

1) tvCt '1)11 ,WI hV) r ~~ 
/J11~;/~11 i-h_ 
~\\{l- ~~ "I J>..>../J.N-.", JJ I:> ~o ~ ~ ~ . O . <y, o", \s\ 

A
ttachm

ent 4: M
eeting 1 A

ttendance L
ist (Sign-In Sheets) 

22 



 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study: Feasibility Analysis & NEPA/SEPA EIS Phase Initiation Checkpoint 

Roundtable Meeting 1 

March 8, 2007 - Yakima Arboretum, Yakima, WA 

NAME ORGANIZATION STREET ADDRESS CITY/STATEIZIP TELEPHONE EMAIL 

'- " J"'~ ~ , '{"KSA- <:PO ~ 9JICl r?r?D.S etC: W"" Sf}« '7gb?/2 f' V/!L.L'{i-! "''-L iI@D4i!fHLfNl/. oj) 

Ik ;{ :j / , ~X /h II 
-P,'J W.7>i ./:)03 ,/./- . ~ . hi", ,5JA «,, -;<:,)(o/} .,fv"j·j,ifl2'Q,rk,,(J1< /1e+ i I r 1:C /"" C "J",r.A ;: .-; 

:J In'l Tru l( 
v .5vi D PD Bo)! I ~'6 SUM \1\,'/'7 \J.r \tVA SOC; [,37 &';;},Bo /ruI IJ 'a) ,,-v,cLi9 ra 

12. 'lYe( U /,l "f (, t/,va R/~ 
-.1 

So '7- cf!J{J- :J, '! / / ! 
/ DOS- ~r?.£Hj) I'Ve; <C NN'- s;LJ( k l'---I (i) (3 E: ".Itv." /'( .[ oJ ; (0 "" 

DON GrI\ iUI-I-A L-I AJ ":l"k. .~ c,v-f'~ 1'2.q- N. -::>-.~ Sf c:J.b~ w/.>., "'l~ o I ( j1)'\ 1,74- -2. ,, 00 d.o""LJ., • .\.JJ..A.c <!- , ~\.k"':'" w, .• s 

/2?, ;/ e -<<2/ /«-
--J v 

YJ~ C <T7- /Y // // <:0/ ")'77" / 50'-' /"7. -k . k-<' '1-,<- Qed>. v~. '-'-'" 

,S7] UkvY-tJ:o Y 13 ';4 I S-C ) [34/1"",1 firL Z,j /.([-, '78 9\'5 _~ 4, #t1'"it-ut<rOi+"'"~ '" Ad... C<,u. 1 81-1/oj 

R C\r k(1~ iY\ n.r sLIi \ ~eSA q,OS f'{. I L\ \~ 'liN ~ lAkffio cr;;~(I,L liCA\ ~Gi~ - ~:l<(\ I roch v (dJ,eO-~C'i. ~r<:'!'70 . oro 

1-1< i15n f\ Ph·", Ie ~oinY ((m+w~ ( I B~ 1d1w IL-4t]pLf I~(--h \O\nd 90)% CJLt(a~8\00 ~ n(~ V1 jl, ,-,p ().:( Vl~Ll l 
1\1 JvlJ l ;taJr~ T}/J r, . ~eJcJ~~ 4 vi dUZ-/ SVt {t-le.. at ct I ~ ~ .-l ~ 0 -~r>te~ 

iI.A/Y1V1'I\. ~ Jvs zP& - 2J ') -O"?7tJ " l fl./Y . IiMIA1d1.<w..r: ~ ) , P 

~~bnl1 T YlSsA 1cfdP S'C<C'iU1 c. OR . YKiV\ 9'914J q 71'0'[ b~d\6l~..lh~d)q~o WPi\ 
12 

/tW--t< ;2 ~ \( () 5 J!l ;lIt /J, 2{)-tL- ~ l;,J,,~ wk9r90c ro L~ 1.'-tV, /,17' 71 q l '}1<~I~ @Cl.vl ,C-o""'-

::,~ ~ YI~ SUS 0 >' fL-U/'.-.. .'1' +rr{~H( wp~s1'1( S6'; - & [5'-'T"c4" ~r "-"" ",,:,> €!?~ .... ~ . "" .... 

- - --

23 


