
 
 

 
Contact:  Wendy Christensen, 509-575-5848, ext. 203            Derek Sandison, 509-457-7120 
 

*Work Group facilitation by Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA as a subconsultant to HDR, under contract to US Bureau of Reclamation 

Agenda 

Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project Workgroup 
March 13, 2013, 9:30 AM to Noon at Yakima Arboretum, 1401 Arboretum Dr., Yakima WA 

 
Time 
 
9:30 – 9:35  Welcome/Introductions and Agenda Overview 
 Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
 
 
9:35 – 10:15 Implementation Subcommittee Update 
 Implementation Subcommittee and Dan Silver, Consultant 
 

Education and Outreach Update 
Cynthia Wilkerson, Outreach Coordinator 
 
 

10:15 –10:35 Targeted Watershed Protections and Enhancements – Watershed Lands Subcommittee 
Update  

 Jeff Tayer, WDFW 
 
 
10:35 – 10:50 Break 
 
 
10:50 – 11:25 Early Actions/Technical Work Update 
 Wendy Christensen, Reclamation; Derek Sandison, Ecology; and Andrew Graham, HDR 
 
 
11:25 – 11:40 Operational Guidelines for Additional Storage–Status 
 Bob Montgomery and Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
 
 
11:40 – 11:55    Workgroup – Roundtable Discussion Follow Up – Newsletter feedback/frequency 
 Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
 
 
11:55 – 12:05 Public Comment  
 
Adjourn 
 
 
 
Next meeting – June 5, 9:30 AM at Yakima Arboretum (Other 2013 meeting dates will be Sep 4 and Dec 18) 
 
 
For additional information, see the reports and documents available at this link: 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/index.html  

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/index.html


 

 
 

 
 
 
 

  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

*Contact: Wendy Christensen, Columbia-Cascades Area Office, (509) 575-5848, ext.  203 
Derek Sandison, Washington State Department of Ecology, (509) 457-7120 

Meeting Notes
March 13, 2013 
Yakima Arboretum, Yakima WA 

Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project (YRBWEP) 
Workgroup 

Welcome/Introductions and Agenda Overview 
Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA meeting facilitator, welcomed the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement 
Project (YRBWEP) Workgroup members and public, led introductions, and provided an overview of the 
agenda. Ben introduced Sean Gross, with the National Marine and Fisheries Services (NMFS), who was 
attending in place of Dale Bambrick.  Ben also welcomed County Commissioner Jerome Delvin, joining 
the Workgroup as a new representative for Benton County.   

Ben announced agenda revisions, moving the Implementation Committee and Education and Outreach 
Updates to after the break. 

Targeted Watershed Protections and Enhancements – Watershed Lands Subcommittee Update 
Jeff Tayer, WDFW, provided Watershed Lands Subcommittee updates.  The Subcommittee recently 
reconvened to review the input provided by public lands advocacy groups and consider findings from 
Kittitas County economic analysis on the targeted watershed protections and enhancement (TWPE) 
actions.   

At recent meetings, the Subcommittee members developed a draft charter.  The draft charter identifies 
the Subcommittee’s proposed mission and outlines specific activities that would help the Subcommittee 
perform this mission.  Andrew Graham, HDR, described the draft charter to the Workgroup.  He 
indicated that the mission statement included advising the Workgroup on other land acquisitions for 
other actions in the Integrated Plan, beyond the TWPE.  Andrew also emphasized that the Subcommittee 
is not meant to be a decision-making body; its role is to make recommendations to the Workgroup.  Jeff 
requested that the Workgroup review and provide feedback on the draft charter that was included in the 
meeting handouts.  Please e-mail comments on the draft charter to Ben by March 22, 2013 (Note: no 
comments were received). 

Paul Jewell, Kittitas County, said that there is concern regarding the perceived omissions in the 
County’s Impact Analysis, including fees that may be required for Teanaway forest land that would 
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eventually be owned by the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW).  The County 
is continuing to work on resolving this issue and others raised related to the analysis. 

Cynthia Wilkerson, The Wilderness Society, stated that through her outreach efforts with the 
Implementation Committee, she has heard interest expressed in wild and scenic rivers and wilderness 
designations. 

Mike Leita noted the importance of continuing to effectively demonstrate how components of the 
Implementation Plan are being met in order to justify and secure future funding.   

Early Actions/Technical Work Update 
Andrew Graham, HDR; Jeff Thomas, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); and Wendy Christensen 
and Walt Larrick, Bureau of Reclamation presented updates on several early action projects.    

The Keechelus-to-Kachess (K-to-K) Conveyance Project 
There are currently three alternatives under consideration for the K-to-K Conveyance project, which 
include two tunnel options and one pipeline option.  Since the last meeting, a more complete technical 
memo has been prepared which considered six alternatives and concluded that the two tunnel and one 
pipeline alternatives were the most viable.  The tunnel routes appear to have less environmental impact 
by going underneath recreation and forest lands.  The pipeline option would need to follow existing 
contours above ground, and would impact these recreation and forested areas.   

Kachess Inactive Storage 
A drilling program is currently under development for the lake tap and pump station alternatives.  Site 
borings will be conducted from a barge this summer to help assess pump station alignment options. 

Wymer Reservoir Geotechnical Fieldwork 
The Wymer reservoir geotechnical fieldwork includes borings and test pits associated with the main dam 
and saddle dam locations and within the interior of the reservoir area to determine if construction 
materials are available within the project area.  While the original design included a pump station on the 
river on the Eaton property, the landowner has asked that a different location upstream be investigated.  
Additional upstream borings will be conducted.  Boring activities will be ongoing this summer.   

Clear Creek Dam 
Jeff Thomas, USFWS, provided some historical background on Clear Creek Dam and discussed updates 
on the fish passage study. In 1992, fish ladders were constructed at the upper and lower end of the very 
steep spillway channels, but the effectiveness of these ladders is not entirely known.  The flows in the 
spillways are highly variable. In 2004, Reclamation along with fish experts determined that the fish 
ladders were not functioning well, and questioned whether the denil (Alaskan Steep Pass) ladder 
installed in the lower spillway was ever passable by fish.  The denil is currently filled with gravel. 
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The Clear Creek Dam Passage Study was developed as a cooperative effort with USFWS, Reclamation, 
and WDFW to provide effective fish passage at Clear Creek Dam.  Real-time automated spillway flow 
has been requested to help maintain manageable flow in the spillway for passage.  The study will 
continue for 4 years (2012 – 2015) and the first annual progress report will be available by the end of 
March 2013. Goals for the 2013 study include investigating solar or commercial power options for 
power supply, additional Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) tagging, and expanding detection 
windows. Costs for the 2012 study approached $64,000 and it is anticipated that the cost to run the 
study through 2015 will be approximately $300,000. 

Workgroup Comments 
	 Ron VanGundy – Would an automated system at Clear Creek Dam provide flow control most of 

the time? Yes, according to Reclamation surface water managers, 900 cfs or perhaps a little bit 

more could be released to control the lake surface elevation and flows in the spillway.  

 Ron VanGundy – What kind of fish passage would likely work at Clear Creek Dam? The upper 
ladder may only require maintenance-level activities.  The denil ladder at the lower spillway 
would likely need to be removed. Fish passage may be attainable by flow control alone. 

	 Alex Conley – The bull trout population is strongest in Rim Rock Lake.  Clear Lake has a 
weaker population and improving fish passage at Clear Creek Dam could strengthen the bull 
trout population. It seems like a great opportunity for restoring bull trout fish populations. 

Fish Passage at Cle Elum Lake Dam 
Wendy Christensen, Reclamation, presented updates on the Fish Passage at Cle Elum Lake Dam project.  
The multiple intake ramp concept has been developed for the Technical Workgroup’s (irrigation 
districts, WDFW, USFWS, NMFS, Yakama Nation, and Reclamation) review.  The concept of the 
intake includes a conduit that would be fed by multiple intakes at different elevations.  The drilling 
program to collect data for the conduit and intake design is expected to begin in August 2013 when the 
lake level will be lower. Approximately $400,000 is available in 2013 for advanced modeling and final 
facilities design. The old intake model has been modified and model runs demonstrated results for 
upwelling design were favorable at various flows.  This information will be useful for future modeling 
of new intake structure.  Modeling continues on upstream passage; results will be reviewed by the 
Technical Workgroup. 

Roza Reach Smolt Survival Study 
Wendy also provided updates on the Roza Reach Smolt Survival Study.  2013 is the second year of this 
3-year study. An in-river PIT-tag detection array system prototype was installed on March 16, 2013, 
and will be tested throughout the smolt outmigration period.  Testing and data collection will begin this 
month. 
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Manastash Creek Enhancement Project 
Walt Larrick provided updates on the Manastash Creek Enhancement Project.  Water from a Kittitas 
Reclamation District (KRD) ditch will be diverted to Manastash Creek to extend the period of flow and 
conserve water. Walt Larrick commented that the Manastash Creek Enhancement project was a great 
example of how two goals of the Integration Plan (fish enhancement and water conservation) were being 
met by a single project.   

Other Early Action Items Updates 
Andrew provided brief updates on other early action projects.  The Wymer reservoir project is moving 
into value engineering and temperature modeling.  Findings from geotechnical borings will be available 
in fall 2013. More optimal reservoir configurations are also being considered through an HDR value 
engineering study. Anchor QEA will be conducting limited water temperature modeling to help identify 
potential Wymer water quality impacts to the river immediate downstream of the reservoir outlet, 
including effects from various configurations of reservoir releases.  This modeling will build on 
previous analyses completed for the Programmatic EIS. 

The Bumping Reservoir Enlargement Project is in the midst of developing a geotechnical exploration 
program.  The Teanaway property land acquisitions and funding request are also in discussion.  
Additional sites for groundwater infiltration will need to be considered.  The surface soils and hydrology 
in the east Kittitas Valley may not accommodate infiltration.  Alternate groundwater infiltration sites, 
including the Wapato Irrigation Project and the City of Yakima’s injection well, are under consideration.  
Infiltrated water entering the City of Yakima’s injection well would take approximately 10 years to 
travel to Union Gap. However, if water is injected every year, the river would eventually be fed every 
year by groundwater from injection wells.    

Workgroup Comments 
	 Jeff Thomas – How far will the Wymer temperature modeling extend downstream? Modeling 

would be through the downstream mixing zone of the river.  This study is intended to be concept 
level and findings from the modeling would help identify the need for more detailed evaluations. 

	 Michael Garrity – American Rivers continues to be interested in keeping the direct release from 
Wymer to the Roza canal via tunnel option on the table. 

Implementation Committee Update 
Dan Silver and the Implementation Committee (IC) members/alternates (Mike Leita, Ron VanGundy, 
Derek Sandison, Michael Garrity, and Phil Rigdon) provided updates on the implementation process.   
Cynthia Wilkerson provided updates on public outreach, with which she is assisting the IC.    

Dan stated that the IC has been hard at work traveling, attending meetings, and conducting outreach, and 
is making great progress.  Cynthia is now supporting the IC to help coordinate outreach efforts.  In 
January 2013, Governor Jay Inslee supported the Integrated Plan with his first Governor’s special 
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request legislative action in House and Senate bills (HB 1414, SB 5367).  State funding between $21 
and $45 million is anticipated for financial support of the Integrated Plan with 2 years to use the funds.  
We should know how much funding will be available by the time of the next Workgroup meeting in 
June. There is a strong possibility that additional funding will be made available over the next 2 years 
from Federal agencies.  The IC will be in Washington, D.C., in May 2013 to meet with the DC 
Leadership Group. 

The bill does not fund construction.  The state House and Senate bills outline reporting requirements 
including descriptions of accomplishments over the past biennium and how well projects are balanced 
among the seven elements of the Integrated Plan.   

Education and Outreach Update 
Cynthia provided an update on outreach activities and communication coordination efforts.  A series of 
handouts have been developed to provide an overview of the Integration Plan for legislative hearings.  
Tim Hill, Ecology, and Emily Washine, Yakama Nation, have been assisting with media coverage and 
communications product development.  The IC has also been involved in a series of meetings with US 
Forest Service, USFWS, NOAA, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs. Cynthia reviewed the status of support letters received on the Integrated Plan and noted that the 
Sierra Club, Friends of Bumping Lake, and members of the Yakima Basin Storage Alliance (YBSA) 
continue to express opposition for components of the Integrated Plan. 

Workgroup Comments: 
	 Sid Morrison – How do we gain support and funding for the water supply components of the 

Integrated Plan? Some members of the community and Workgroup are concerned about the 
equity of funding distribution and support across the components of the Integrated Plan.  While 
showing signs of progress are important to securing funding, Sid feels that rallying support for 
fisheries may be easier than rallying support for water supply and storage.  The state request for 

$45 million, in addition to increased funding for watershed land acquisition, also includes a 
significant increase in funding for the Kachess Inactive Storage and Cle Elum Pool Raise 
projects. The K-to-K project also addresses the additional storage component of the Integrated 
Plan. Work will continue on balancing funding distribution across plan components and 
identifying storage concerns across the counties. 

Operational Guidelines for Integrated Plan–Status 
Bob Montgomery provided an update on the Operational Guidelines Group’s efforts.  This group is 
developing recommendations to the Workgroup for the use of new storage in the Integrated Plan to meet 
drought water supply needs and instream flows.  As part of this work, the group has been investigating 
operational issues related to the Kachess Inactive Storage and K-to-K Conveyance projects.   
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Kachess Inactive Storage includes both a tunnel and pump station option for water releases.  The biggest 
difference between the two options are operations and maintenance (O&M) cost.  The tunnel option has 
a higher capital cost but lower O&M cost compared to the pump station option.  However, the tunnel 
option would discharge 4.5 miles downstream from the KRD intake whereas the pump station option 
would discharge to the Kachess River, upstream of the KRD intake.  There are some operational 
approaches adjust the schedule of releases from Keechelus and Kachess Reservoirs that could help to 
overcome that limitation but that may cause problems for meeting desired streamflows above Lake 
Easton. The consultant team presented hydrologic modeling to the Operational Guidelines Group on 
how the KRD water supply and the Keechelus and Easton Reach flows would be affected under the 
tunnel option. Results indicated that no overall change would occur in the total water supply available 
(TWSA).  However, the KRD water supply would be reduced in drought years (starting in September), 
while the Keechelus Reach in the Yakima River would see more summer flow in drought years. 

The consultant team is also working with the Operational Guidelines Group to further evaluate a pump 
station at Swauk Creek to discharge into the KRD North Branch Canal to provide flows to creeks that 
cross the KRD canals.   

Also discussed at the Operational Guidelines Group meetings has been the evaluation of an alternate 
inlet location for the K-to-K Conveyance Project.  Due to cost and dam safety concerns, the Crystal 
Springs abandoned campground location is being evaluated as a potential alternate to the Keechelus 
Dam inlet location, recognizing that locating the inlet at Crystal Springs would reduce the lower flow in 
the Yakima River by approximately 1.5 miles.  Further discussion and evaluation of both inlet locations 
will occur at future meetings.   

The Operational Guidelines Group has also been preparing recommendations on how to use storage in 
the future, including operational guidance for the Wymer reservoir and creating a new group separate 
from the existing System Operations Advisory Committee (SOAC) to address fish and flow 
management for the additional stored water that would result from implementing the Integrated Plan.  
The group will continue to refine the guidelines and bring recommendations to the Workgroup for 
consideration. 

Workgroup Comments 
 Michael Garrity – American Rivers supports the Keechelus Dam inlet alternative.   

Workgroup – Roundtable Discussion by Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
Ben opened the floor up to the Workgroup for a roundtable discussion.  At the last meeting, the 
Workgroup expressed a desire for more timely communications in between meetings on early action 
activities. This resulted in monthly newsletters for January and February 2013.  Ben proposed we 
change this to one newsletter between Workgroup quarterly meetings, or approximately every 6 weeks.  
The Workgroup concurred that four newsletters per year would be acceptable.  The general feedback is 
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that the newsletters have about the appropriate amount of information.   Also, the Habitat Subcommittee 
will reconvene in the next 4-6 weeks. 

Workgroup comments 

 Sid Morrison – The Yakima Basin Storage Alliance (YBSA) supports the Integrated Plan and 
has endorsed the water supply goals included in the plan but also has concerns about how water 
supply will be impacted by climate change.  Sid also distributed a handout that the YBSA had 
provided to the State legislature.   

 Sean Gross – It is good to hear that the Habitat Subcommittee will be reconvening.  Projects will 
start moving quickly as funding is received and there are a lot of options for habitat projects.  It 
seems like the Implementation Committee was originally formed as a non-Federal entity to lead 
outreach and to secure funding. As we move into project implementation, we may wish to 
assess the need for a separate committee that includes, potentially, Federal partners.   

 Mike Leita –The IC is meant to address the implementation facets of the plan; however, we are 
currently moving at a relatively slow pace compared to what is coming.  We will need to have 
the capacity to respond quickly as implementation projects ramp up.   

 Mike Garrity – As we move into implementation, it seems like we will need to add capacity to 
the IC so they are equipped to handle the additional demands of communicating progress, 
responding to requests, and identifying projects.    

Public Comment 

	 Chris Maykut (Friends of Bumping Lake) provided the Workgroup with a packet of testimonies 
submitted at recent legislative hearings on HB 1414 and SB 5367.  Chris encouraged the 
Watershed Lands Subcommittee to communicate with Friends of Bumping Lake. 

	 Naydine Maykut (Friends of Bumping Lake) announced support of the goals in the Integrated 
Plan but does not believe Bumping Lake should be included due to cost, community, and 
environmental impacts.  Naydine provided a handout showing resources that would be impacted 
by the project. 

	 Ray Foisy agreed with Naydine Maykut’s comment and added that there would also be impacts 
to historical resources in the Bumping Lake area.  Additionally, Ray pointed out a mud flow path 
on Naydine’s map (shown on the lower left of the map) and noted that a half-mile of old growth 
forest currently provides a barrier between the lake and mud flat.  Ray expressed concerns for 
water quality impacts if this barrier were eliminated.   

	 Miles McPhee asserted that the four-accounts analysis [prepared by Reclamation for the 
Integrated Plan] did not address his comment letter submitted in the fall of 2012.  He expressed 
concern on whether the cost for fish passage enhancements would be worth the benefits (in 
dollars spent per fish), and the basis for the estimated benefits per fish.   
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Workgroup Members in Attendance  
Dave Brown, City of Yakima 
Alex Conley, Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board 
Kirk Cook, Washington State Department of Agriculture 
Jerome Delvin, Benton County 
Jeff Tayer, WDFW 
Urban Eberhart, Kittitas Reclamation District 
Michael Garrity, American Rivers 
Sean Gross, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Paul Jewell, Kittitas County   
Mike Leita, Yakima County 
Sid Morrison, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Scott Revell, Kennewick Irrigation District 
Phil Rigdon, Yakama Nation 
Derek Sandison, Washington State Department of Ecology  
Jeff Thomas, U.S.  Fish and Wildlife Service 
Jim Trull, Sunnyside Valley Irrigation District 
Ron VanGundy, Roza Irrigation District 
Dawn Wiedmeier, Bureau of Reclamation  

Other Attendees 
David Child, Yakima Basin Joint Board 
Wendy Christensen, Bureau of Reclamation 
Marie Cobb, Intern 
Stuart Crane, Yakama Nation 
James Davenport, JH Davenport, LLC 
Seth Defoe, Kennewick Irrigation District 
Warren Dickman, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Beneitta Eaton, Rancher 
Jack Eaton, Rancher 
Bill Eller, Washington State Conservation Commission 
Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County 
Ray Foisy, Bumping Lake cabin owner 
Don Gatchalian, Yakima County  
Andrew Graham, HDR Engineering, Inc. 
Ken Hasbrouck, Kittitas Reclamation District 
Lafe Hermansen, Kittitas Reclamation District 
Lynn Holt, Bureau of Reclamation  
Eleanor Hungate 
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Jerry Kelso, Bureau of Reclamation 
Chuck Klarich, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Paul La Riviere, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Walt Larrick, Bureau of Reclamation 
David Lester, Yakima Herald 
Barb Lisk, Office of Representative Doc Hastings 
Mike Livingston, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Chris Lynch, Bureau of Reclamation 
Steven Malloch, National Wildlife Federation 
Chris Maykut, Friends of Bumping Lake 
Naydine Maykut, Friends of Bumping Lake 
Samantha Maykut, Friends of Bumping Lake 
Tim McCoy, Bureau of Reclamation 
Patrick McGuire, Kennewick Irrigation District 
Keith McGowan, Bureau of Reclamation 
Miles McPhee 
Saundra McPhee 
Jim Milton, Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District 
Tom Monroe, Roza Irrigation District 
Bob Montgomery, Anchor QEA 
Bryan Myre, Yakama Reservation Irrigation District 
Scott Nicolai, Yakima-Klickitat Fisheries Project 
David Ortman, Sierra Club 
Tom Ring, Yakama Nation 
Mary Ellen Robinson 
Vivian Shin Erickson, Anchor QEA 
Dan Silver, Facilitator 
Mike Shuttleworth, Benton County 
Elaine Smith, League of Women Voters 
Bob Swedo, BPA 
Cynthia Wilkerson, The Wilderness Society 

Next Workgroup Meeting 
The next meeting will be held June 5, 2013, at 9:30 a.m. at the Yakima Arboretum.  A meeting notice 
and agenda will be distributed in advance of the meeting.   

Where to Find Workgroup Information 
Meeting materials, notes, presentations, and materials submitted during public comment for the 
Workgroup meetings will be posted on the project website 
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 (http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/index.html). A bibliography of information sources, many 
of which are available online, is also posted on the website.    

If anyone needs help finding an information source, contact those listed at the top of page 1 of these 
notes or Ben Floyd at Anchor QEA, Richland office, (509) 392-4548, or bfloyd@anchorqea.com. 
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Go v e r n o r Ja y In s l e e 2013 Policy Brief
January 2013

Yakima River Basin: Water, Jobs and Fish 

Water in the Yakima River Basin is 
vital to Washington’s agricultural 
economy, growing communities 
and businesses, and fish and other 
wildlife. Since the early 1900s, 
however, demand for water from 
the Yakima River has exceeded 
the supply. After nearly a century 
of  discord, basin leaders have 
adopted the Yakima River Integrated 
Water Management Plan — a 
comprehensive agreement that 
advances the basin’s water needs and 
interests: 

©Tom Ring 

Food and agriculture industry jobs:  This region is a major contributor to Washington’s $40 
billion food and agriculture industry. These industries in the basin alone produce more than $1.8 
billion in crops and $1.4 billion in food processing sales while supporting more than 5,700 jobs. A 
reliable supply of  water for irrigation is a critical requirement for these industries. 

Salmon:  The Yakima River historically supported large salmon returns, with runs estimated 
between 300,000 to 960,000 fish a year in the late 1800s. These numbers have declined drastically, 
with some salmon species no longer present in the basin. The causes for the decline are many, 
including water uses. Though salmon populations have grown in recent years, they are still well 
below historic levels. Further recovery of  salmon will require better management of  river flows 
and fish habitat. 

Population growth:  Water needs in the Yakima River Basin are expected to swell due to 
population growth. Preparing for population growth forecasts of  1.5 percent annually through 
2024, and 1 percent annually from 2025 to 2060, will necessitate finding new water supplies for city 
public water systems, new businesses and rural residential wells. 

www.governor.wa.gov



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Results from Water Deficits 
The basin’s water supplies are fully appropriated 
and continue to fall short of  the needs for fish 
and wildlife, dry-year irrigation and municipal 
water supplies. This significant water deficit 
results in: 

»	 Insufficient water to meet drought-year 
demands for irrigation. 

»	 Uncertainty about the availability of  water 

for growing cities caused by declining 

groundwater and surface waters. 


»	 Fewer salmon returning to spawn in the river. 

In addition, changes in future runoff  and stream 
flow patterns due to climate change will increase 
the need for prorationing and further shrink flows 
for fish. 

A Comprehensive Integrated Water 
Management Plan 
Stakeholders in the Yakima River Basin have 
worked since 2009 with the Department of 
Ecology and the U.S. Bureau of  Reclamation 
to develop and approve an integrated water 
management plan to address these serious 
problems. Elements of  the plan include 
construction of  fish passages at in-basin dams, 
habitat restoration, watershed protection, 
development of  new surface water retention 
and groundwater storage, enhanced agricultural 
and municipal water conservation programs, and 
establishment of  more effective water-banking 
processes. While the integrated plan incorporates 
nearly 50,000 acre-feet of  water supply for 
municipal and domestic needs, it could take 20 or 
more years to obtain funding and authorization 
and to develop new water supplies. 

Governor Inslee’s Proposal to Support the 
Integrated Plan 
Governor Inslee has requested legislation (House 
Bill 1414) that calls for the Department of 
Ecology to adopt the integrated plan. He also 

supports the appropriation of  $23.6 million in 
capital funds to invest in priority projects in the 
Yakima River Basin identified in the plan. This 
investment will help restore fisheries and meet 
agriculture, municipal and domestic needs in 
the basin. 

The activities recommended for funding in the 
capital budget are: 

Completion of  priority water supply projects 
($20.9 million) 
The Department of  Ecology will restore main 
stem and tributary habitat, construct fish passage 
facilities, divert power to support salmon 
migration, increase Lake Cle Elum storage, pump 
water into reservoirs to improve in-stream flows, 
enlarge Bumping Lake, construct a pipeline to 
connect Lake Keechelus and Lake Kachess, 
modify the Lake Kachess reservoir and create a 
groundwater infiltration system. These projects 
are expected to generate 316 jobs and 
$43.5 million in economic benefits. 

Acquisition of  water rights ($2.0 million) 
The Department of  Ecology will purchase exist-
ing senior water rights to provide seed water for 
establishing and operating basin water banks. 
Water banking is a mechanism used to facilitate 
legal transfer and market exchange of  various 
types of  surface, groundwater and storage entitle-
ments. Setting up these banks will reduce barriers 
to completing water transfers and making water 
available for new uses.  

Ensuring successful implementation 
($700,000) 
The Department of  Ecology, several state agen-
cies and local governments will provide technical 
assistance to ensure that all projects and programs 
related to the Yakima River Basin are successfully 
coordinated and implemented. 



   

  

 
 

   
 
 

  
  

  
 

   

   
  
   

    
  

  

   

    
 

   

   

  
 

  
   

   

   

 
 

 
  
 

   

 
 

    
 

  
   

 

   

 
 

 
  

 

   

      
    

    
   

  

   

Priority Projects — Jobs and Economic Impact
 
2013-15 State 
Budget Jobs Economic 

Project Tasks Requests Created Impact 
Tributary/Main-stem 
Habitat Enhancement 

Funding would be used to construct Habitat Enhancement Projects identified as top priorities 
by the Habitat Subcommittee to address critical tributary habitat areas in the basin. Projects are 
being chosen in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, and the Salmon Recovery Board 
director. Habitat enhancement is authorized under YRBWEP Title XII. 

$2,400,000 27 $4,577,120 

Watershed Acquisitions Acquisition of critical habitat is a keystone to ecological restoration of the Yakima River Basin. 
Funding would be used to secure an agreement for purchase of a large tract of property in the 
Teanaway drainage and to purchase forest land in the Naches watershed. This priority item is 
being funded by the State of Washington. Acquisition and effective management of watershed 
land will improve water supply and water quality and protect sources of cold water habitat 
needed for fish spawning and rearing. 

$2,000,000 22 $2,804,300 

Cle Elum Fish Passage The project will open approximately 29.4 miles of stream habitat to salmon and steelhead. 
Funding would be used to initiate hydraulic modeling, cultural surveys, and design data 
collection. NEPA has been completed. 

$2,200,000 40 $5,036,195 

Box Canyon Creek Fish
Passage 

Initial funding would be used to complete design for fish passage at Box Canyon Creek, a 
Kachess Reservoir tributary that serves as critical habitat for bull trout, an Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) threatened species. 

$100,000 2 $228,970 

Keechelus, Kachess, 
Tieton Fish Passage 

Initial funding will be used to design upstream and downstream fish passage at these existing 
reservoirs. Fish passage will open approximately 53 miles of stream habitat to salmon and 
steelhead. 

$500,000 9 $1,144,620 

Keechelus to Kachess 
Conveyance 

The project will convey water from Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir, providing 
additional storage in Kachess reservoir to serve downstream needs and improving instream 
flow conditions in the upper Yakima River. Funding would be used to initiate site specific 
environmental compliance, perform preliminary geologic investigations, collect design data, and 
perform feasibility level designs. 

$500,000 7 $1,029,970 

Subordination of Power 
Generation 

Funding would be used to quantify impacts to fisheries downstream of the Roza Dam 
diversion on the Yakima River and to identify the degree of subordination that would be 
appropriate to meet fish and power needs at this location. 

$150,000 3 $343,460 

Cle Elum Pool Raise Spillway gates will be modified to allow Cle Elum Reservoir to be raised three feet, providing 
an additional 14,600 ac-ft of water that would be available for instream flow support in the Cle 
Elum and Yakima Rivers and to meet irrigation demand. A three-foot raise of the Cle Elum 
pool is authorized as part of YRBWEP Title XII legislation. Funding would be used to 
complete site specific environmental compliance and to initiate design data collection and final 
designs. 

$1,800,000 27 $3,814,852 



   
   

  
   

   

   

 
 

  
  

   
  

   

 
 

  
   

 
  

  
 

   

 
 

   
   

  
  
    

    

   

   
 

 

   

 
   

     
    

  

   

 
 

  
     

 

   

     
 

Priority Projects — Jobs and Economic Impact
 
Kachess Inactive Storage The outlet at the existing Kachess Reservoir will be lowered to allow for an additional 80 feet 

of reservoir level draw down, providing access to another 200,000 ac-ft of water for drought 
relief. Funding would be used to initiate site specific environmental compliance, perform 
preliminary geologic investigations, collect design data, and perform feasibility level designs for 
a tunnel or pumping plant to tap 200,000 acre-feet of inactive storage in the reservoir. 

$7,000,000 122 $15,794,763 

Wymer Reservoir
Assessment 

Funding would be used to initiate site specific environmental compliance, perform preliminary 
geologic investigations, collect design data, and perform feasibility level designs associated with 
developing a 162,500 ac-ft reservoir at Wymer. Water from the enlarged reservoir would be 
used to improve both instream flows and out-of-stream water supplies in the basin. 

$500,000 8 $1,117,829 

Bumping Lake Reservoir
Enlargement 

Funding would be used to initiate site specific environmental compliance, perform preliminary 
geologic investigations, collect design data, and perform feasibility level designs associated with 
creation of an additional 156,000 ac-ft of new water storage at Bumping Lake Reservoir 
through construction of a new dam downstream of the current dam. Water from the enlarged 
reservoir would be used to improve both instream flows and out-of-stream water supplies in 
the basin. 

$500,000 8 $1,117,829 

Kittitas Co. Aquifer
Storage and Recovery 

Late-winter and early-spring flow will be diverted to ponds, canals, and spreading areas and 
allowed to infiltrate into the aquifer to be stored for later use to improve flow conditions and 
meet irrigation demand. Funding would be used to perform site specific environmental 
compliance, reconnaissance field investigations and feasibility level designs for a pilot 
groundwater infiltration and storage project in the Kittitas Valley. The pilot project is expected 
to be the basis for a future full scale project. 

$400,000 6 $839,256 

Agricultural Conservation Agricultural water conservation measures (piping and automating canals, on-farm water 
conservation improvements, etc.) will conserve approximately 170,000 ac-ft of water in good 
water years, substantially less in drought years. 

$2,400,000 27 $4,577,120 

Municipal/Domestic 
Conservation 

A multi-stakeholder advisory committee of municipal and domestic water conservation 
(including local and environmental stakeholders) will be convened to organize outreach to local 
elected officials and provide liaison with Reclamation, Ecology, and the Washington State 
Department of Health. (implementing leak control – promoting low impact landscaping and 
efficient indoor water use 

$100,000 2 $228,973 

Water Bank/Exchange 
Programs 

Stage 1 of the program will continue existing water marketing and banking activities and reduce 
current barriers to water transfers. Stage 2 will focus on facilitating water transfers between 
irrigation districts. 

$350,000 7 $815,663 

TOTALS $20,900,000 316 $43,470,930 



 
  

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		 	
 

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		 	
   
   
    
    
 

 

	 	 	
	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	

	
	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	

   

	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	

  
	 	
	 	

		

	 	

  
 

 

 
	 	 	 	

 

Yakim a River B a sin 
I n t e g r at e d Water Resource

Management Plan 
Governor’s Request Legislation (HB 1414 and SB 5367) 

Authorizes the Department of Ecology to: 

(1) Implement the integrated water resource management plan in the Yakima River Basin. 

(2) Develop water supply solutions that provide concurrent benefits to both 
instream and out-of-stream uses. 

(3) Address a variety of water resource and ecosystem problems affecting fish 
passage, habitat functions, and agricultural, municipal, and domestic 
water supply in the Yakima Rver Basin, consistent with the Integrated Plan. 
Creates the Yakima Integrated Plan implementation account, the 
Yakima Integrated Plan implementation taxable bond account, and
 the Yakima Integrated Plan implementation revenue recovery account. 

Y akim a River B a s i n W a ter 
Enhancement Project Workgroup 

Economic Impact 
Acres of Cropland 500,000 

Food Processing Industry Benefits $1.4 Billion 

Agricultural Production $1.8 Billion 

Early Action Projects - Jobs and Economic  Impact 

Investment Jobs Created Economic Impact 

$20.9 Million 316 $43.5 Million 

•	 Additional 14,000 acre-feet in 
storage capacity at Cle Elum Pool. 
•	 Modified Kittitas Reclamation 
District canals: efficiency savings. 
•	 Tunnel from Lake Kacheelus to 
Lake Kachess: increase in water 
storage in Lake Kachess. 
•	 Decrease power generation at 

Roza Dam and Chandler power 
plant to support outmigration of 
juvenile fish. 
•	 Make efficiency improvements to 

the Wapatox Canal. 

Structural & Operational 
Changes 

•	 Protect 70,000 acres of land. 
•	 Evaluate potential wilderness 

area and wild and scenic river 
designations to protect streams 
and habitat. 
•	 Create a habitat enhancement 

program to address reach-level 
floodplain restoration priorities and 
restore access to key tributaries. 

Habitat/Watershed 
Protection & Enhancement 

•	 Build a 162,500 acre-feet off-
channel surface storage facility at 
Wymer on Lmuma Creek. 
•	 Access an additional 200,000 

acre-feet of water by tapping into 
inactive storage at Lake Kachess. 
•	 Construct a new dam at Bumping 

Reservoir to increase capacity to 
198,000 acre-feet. 
•	 Appraise potential for water 

transfer from the Columbia River 
to the Yakima Basin. 

Surface Water Storage 

Provide fish passage at: 
•	 Clear Lake Reservoir Dam 
•	 Cle Elum Reservoir Dam 
•	 Bumping Reservoir Dam 
•	 Tieton Dam (Rimrock Reservoir) 
•	 Keechelus Reservoir Dam 

•	 Kachess Reservoir Dam 

Reservoir Fish Passage 

Groundwater Storage 

•	 Construct pilot projects to 
evaluate recharging shallow 
aquifers via groundwater 
infiltration. 
•	 Build an aquifer storage and 

recovery facility allowing the city 
of Yakima to draw and store water 
from the Naches River during high 
flow periods. 

Employ a water market and/or 
a water bank to improve water 
supply in the Yakima River basin. 
Market reallocation would be 
conducted in two phases: 

The near-term phase would 
continue existing water marketing 
and banking programs in the 
basin, but take additional steps to 
reduce barriers to water transfers. 

The long-term program would 
focus on facilitating water transfers 
between irrigation districts. 

Market Reallocation Basin 
Wide 

Enhanced Water 
Conservation 

Basin 
Wide 

•	 Implement an agricultural water 
conservation program designed to 
conserve up to 170,000 acre-feet of 
water in good water years. 
•	 Create a fund to promote water use 
efficiency basin-wide using voluntary, 
incentive-based programs. Focus on 
outdoor uses as top priority. 



The Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan is a forward-thinking plan to address 
current and future water needs in the basin. The Integrated Plan also improves the overall ecological 
integrity of the Yakima Basin by protecting and enhancing riparian and headwaters habitat, providing 
fish passage at reservoirs, and making targeted land acquisitions on a willing-seller basis. The successful 
implementation of the Integrated Plan will result in what could be the largest sockeye run in the lower 48, 
newly protected lands and water in the basin to ensure cold, clean water downstream, and improved wildlife 
habitat in vital forest and river valleys.

LAND: Protection of over 200,000 acres of forest and shrub steppe
From the snowy peaks of the North Cascades to the rolling hills of sagebrush, balsamroot and lupine, the 
Yakima Basin is one of the most diverse and ecologically rich areas in the state. The forested headwaters of 
the basin are home to a wealth of wildlife, including 
cougar, gray wolf, wolverine, and flying squirrel. Elk and 
mule deer migrate across this landscape as well, feeding 
on the bitterbrush and browsing in the foothills during 
the winter, while calving in the early spring. 

Land: National Forest
•	 Protection of about 140,000 acres of public land as 

national conservation and recreation areas in the 
Teanaway and Manastash-Taneum regions.*

•	 Protection of about 21,000 acres of wilderness areas 
in the Teanaway and Bumping Lake regions.*

The Teanaway area is in the upper Yakima Basin to the north of the I-90 corridor and west of Highway 97. The 
Wenatchee Mountains, Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and Stuart Range provide an impressive backdrop to this 
rich valley, home to thriving wildlife populations, including vital winter habitat for elk and one of the state’s 
newest gray wolf packs.
 
The Manastash-Taneum area bridges the upper Yakima and Naches sub-basins of the Yakima Basin and 
lies south of the I-90 corridor. The conifer forests, basalt cliffs, talus slopes, rolling plateaus, and wildflower 
meadows represent the diverse ecosystems of the Manastash area. This is also prime elk country and a major 
wintering and calving ground for elk and mule deer.

The Bumping Lake region lies in the foothills of Mt. Rainier, surrounded by thick conifer forests and ancient 
old-growth. The William O. Douglas Wilderness provides a stunning backdrop to this popular recreation 
destination.  Big game species like deer, black bear, and elk make their home here, as well as mountain goat, 
grouse, and northern spotted owl.

*Subject to congressional action.
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Land: Acquisitions
Teanaway
•	 Voluntary acquisition of 50,000 acres of the Teanaway River Valley.

Acquisition of 46,000 acres of privately-held land in the iconic Teanaway River Valley would protect unique 
and critical habitat for numerous species, such as the northern spotted 
owl, wide ranging carnivores, and the Colockum elk herd. The middle and 
lower Teanaway River basin is comprised of a mixed conifer forest, including 
ponderosa pine and grand fir. The Teanaway River system represents some of 
the highest quality streams and coldwater fish spawning and rearing areas 
in the Yakima River Basin, and is critical to the recovery of the Yakima River 
steelhead run. 

Protecting this area would provide significant ecosystem, water quality and quantity, and species benefits 
that complement the habitats and species protected by the Plum Creek Central Cascades Habitat 
Conservation Program, directly adjacent to the western portion of the proposed area. 

Wymer Reservoir Project Area (Eaton Ranch)
•	 Voluntary acquisition of 15,000 acres of the Eaton Ranch.

Acquisition of a 15,000 acre working ranch in the Yakima River canyon would 
protect key shrub steppe land that provides sage grouse breeding grounds 
in immediate proximity to the proposed Wymer Reservoir. Radio-equipped 
greater sage grouse have been documented traveling across the site. Big horn 
sheep commonly move between the site and Washington Department of Fish 
and  Wildlife land and a resident group lives there year-round. Habitat on site 
is present for numerous other species including Townsend’s ground squirrel, 
mule deer, black-tailed jackrabbits, sage thrasher and sparrow, and American 
badger. The tract is composed primarily of basalt cliffs and shrub- steppe vegetation, a critical habitat type. 
In addition, the Yakima Canyon riparian area provides salmon, steelhead, and resident rainbow trout habitat.

Heart of the Cascades (Plum Creek Portions)
•	 Voluntary acquisition of 10,000 acres of Plum Creek lands.

Strategic acquisitions of 10,000 acres of forested checkerboard parcels along the Little Naches, Taneum, and 
Manastash rivers will protect vital remaining mixed conifer forests and aquatic 
habitat in the central Cascades. The checkerboard properties play a strategic 
habitat connectivity role in the central Cascades landscape, supporting large 
ungulate herds that, in turn, support large carnivores. These parcels have been 
identified because of their significance to support the recovery of federally 
listed spotted owls and gray wolves. The project will also provide permanent 
protection to significant portions of the Yakima watershed headwaters that 
support listed aquatic species, including bull trout. Enhancing water quality 
and quantity are critical to the efforts to restore fish populations in the headwaters and further downstream.

Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Workgroup



Fish & Water: Protection of 200 miles of river; Fish passage on six existing dams; and 
restored habitat.
From its source high in the Cascades, the Yakima River is joined 
by myriad streams and rivers as it makes its way through 
ponderosa pine forest and shrub-steppe desert to join the mighty 
Columbia River. The Yakima Basin is one of the state’s most diverse 
watersheds. Successful restoration of the watershed could produce 
the largest sockeye run in the lower 48 and increase overall annual 
salmon and steelhead returns ten-fold to roughly 300,000.

Wild and Scenic Rivers
•	 Designation about 200 miles of wild and scenic river corridors.* 

Wild and scenic rivers designation provides protection for the nation’s most outstanding rivers. Many rivers 
in the Yakima Basin are eligible and deserving of the long-term protection and recognition afforded by the 
designation.  Designation as a wild and scenic river ensures that the natural, cultural, and recreational values 
of free-flowing rivers remain intact for the enjoyment of present 
and future generations.

Wild and scenic recommendations in the Integrated Plan include: 
Upper Cle Elum River, Waptus River, Cooper River, American 
River, Rainier Fork of American River, South Fork of the Tieton, a 
portion of the Teanaway River mainstem, and North, Middle and 
West Forks, South Fork of Indian Creek, Rattlesnake Creek, and 
Deep Creek. More rivers may be added to this list pending future 
stakeholder discussions.

Habitat Restoration
•	 The Yakima Plan will build fish passage systems at six 

headwaters dams that have blocked salmon and steelhead from 
pristine, cold water spawning habitat for a century and isolated 
bull trout populations above the dams. Fish passage will be 
built at six reservoirs in the Yakima Basin, including: Clear Lake, 
Cle Elum, Bumping,  Rimrock (Tieton), Keechelus and Kachess.  
Culverts and irrigation infrastructure would also be modified 
throughout the Yakima Basin to restore access to dozens of 
miles of spawning habitat.

•	 Restoration of key floodplains to improve fish and wildlife 
habitat and water quality and to reduce flood damage to local 
communities.

•	 Numerous other river restoration actions such as 
fencing creeks, replanting river and streamsides, and 
restoring meadows, wetlands and side channels. 

Building a Future for Water, Wildlife and Working Lands

Questions? 
Please give us a call.

Michael Garrity, American Rivers
206-852-5583 
mgarrity@americanrivers.org

Mike Leita, Yakima County Commissioner
509-574-1500 
mike.leita@co.yakima.wa.us

Paul Jewell, Kittitas County Commissioner
509-962-7508
paul.jewell@co.kittitas.wa.us

Phil Rigdon, Yakama Nation 
509-865-5121 ext 4655
prigdon@yakama.com

Ron VanGundy, Roza Irrigation District
509-840-2911
ronvan@clearwire.net

Steve Malloch, National Wildlife Federation 
206-285-8707, x 20
mallochs@nwf.org

Tom Ring, Yakama Nation Water Resources 
Program
509-865-5121 ext 6709
ringt@yakama.com

Urban Eberhart, Yakima Basin Joint Board & 
Kittitas Reclamation District
509-929-5859 
urbaneberhart@gmail.com

Derek Sandison,  Washington Department of 
Ecology
509-457-7120 
dsan461@ecy.wa.gov 
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What is the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan?
The Yakima Basin faces economic and environmental 
uncertainty: the current water supply is unable to meet existing 
human and environmental needs. Repeated droughts and a 
shrinking snow pack exacerbate an already acute problem. The 
basin and its citizens must work together if they are to improve 
the reliability of water supply for irrigation and other out-of-
stream uses, while simultaneously rebuilding fish runs, improving 
stream flows and protecting headwater areas. 

The Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management 
Plan brings together a diverse group of farmers and ranchers, 
irrigation districts, county and city governments, the Yakama Nation, conservation organizations and state and 
federal agencies. All Integrated Plan parties recognize the need to collaborate to develop water supply solutions 
that will increase water supply in the basin for out-of-stream and in-stream uses. The Integrated Plan will put 
people to work, enhance the competitiveness of Yakima basin farmers and strengthen the Yakima Basin economy 
while it simultaneously rebuilds salmon runs, increases recreational opportunities, and protects critical resource 
lands for generations to come.

Proposed Legislative Action
1. A policy bill ratifying and adopting the Integrated Plan;
2. A bond authorization Provision in the Capital Budget to demonstrate future financial support for the  

Integrated Plan; and
3. A capital budget appropriation of $45 million to provide the state’s share for funding the first two years of the  

Integrated Plan.

Policy Bill: HB 1414; SB 5367
What it does: The policy bill, already introduced as Governor request legislation, is moving through both houses of 
the legislature.  The bill will essentially ratify the  Integrated Plan by expressing the legislature’s intent to implement 
and fund the Integrated Plan and by maintaining equal progress for each of the plan’s major components.  The bill 
also makes several technical changes and creates a special account for plan implementation.

Bond Authorization in the Capital Budget
What it does: The  Integrated Plan depends on various funding sources—including the federal and state 
government, Yakama Nation, and local irrigation districts—to fund the estimated total of $3.8 billion (to be paid 
over 30 years).  This figure includes a bond authorization provision in the capital budget that will demonstrate the 
state’s ongoing support and intent to fund the state’s share of the  Integrated Plan over its 30-year lifespan, but does 
not commit future legislatures to certain funding levels.  A similar bond authorization was passed for the Columbia 
River Basin Management Program. It has been important to leverage funding from the federal government and 

January 2013
Yakima River Basin
Water Enhancement
Project Workgroup

The Integrated Plan in the Legislature
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other sources. 
Bond Authorization Components:

1. Authorizes the state finance committee to immediately issue $45 
million in general obligation bonds to fund the state’s portion 
of the  Integrated Plan’s implementation costs for the 2013-2015 
biennium and describes the legislature’s understanding of and 
commitment to long-term financial support for the plan.

2. Describes the “three bucket” approach to funding – 1) water 
supply/storage; 2) fish passage and habitat enhancement; and 3) 
land acquisition and other environmental enhancements;

3. Recognizes the need for future legislatures to continue to issue 
bonds or otherwise finance the state’s share of  the Integrated Plan 
implementation costs.

Capital Budget Appropriation 
The current capital budget proposal would allocate $23.6 million for 
plan implementation.  The Yakima Basin stakeholders are proposing 
an additional $21.4 million for a total 2013-2015 appropriation of $45 
million.  The increase would allow for accelerated implementation of 
the Integrated Plan, with immediate water supply, instream flow, fish 
passage and land acquisition benefits, including water infrastructure 
improvements that will deliver water for irrigation, provide immediate 
fish passage improvements, and fund the acquisition of the highest 
priority 45,000 acre Teanaway property. 

$22.55 million  Water Storage and Water Supply Infrastructure  
   Improvements
$12.45 million  Fish Passage and Habitat Restoration
$10.5 million   Watershed Lands Acquisition
$45 million   State funds allocated to address the Integrated  
   Plan initial priorities

Questions? 
Please give us a call.

Michael Garrity, American Rivers
206-852-5583 
mgarrity@americanrivers.org

Mike Leita, Yakima County Commissioner
509-574-1500 
mike.leita@co.yakima.wa.us

Paul Jewell, Kittitas County 
Commissioner
509-962-7508
paul.jewell@co.kittitas.wa.us

Phil Rigdon, Yakama Nation 
509-865-5121 ext 4655
prigdon@yakama.com

Ron VanGundy, Roza Irrigation District
509-840-2911
ronvan@clearwire.net

Steve Malloch, National Wildlife 
Federation 
206-285-8707, x 20
mallochs@nwf.org

Tom Ring, Yakama Nation Water 
Resources Program
509-865-5121 ext 6709
ringt@yakama.com

Urban Eberhart, Yakima Basin Joint
Board & Kittitas Reclamation District
509-929-5859 
urbaneberhart@gmail.com

Derek Sandison,  Washington 
Department of Ecology
509-457-7120 
dsan461@ecy.wa.gov 



Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan

“The Yakima River 
Basin Integrated Water 
Resource Management 
Plan is a product of 
extraordinary work and 
compromise, and it offers 
long-term benefits for 
the environment and 
economy.”

- Lance Dickie, Seattle Times

The Problem
•	 Current water supply does not meet instream or out-of-

stream demand, including the aquatic demands for fish 
and wildlife and the out-of-stream needs of irrigation and 
municipal supply. 

•	 These circumstances have created a significant deficit in 
water supply, and it’s getting worse. As communities grow 
and climate change reduces supply by shrinking the snow-
pack, the current water deficit will only worsen.

The Integrated Plan
After decades of fighting resulting in inaction, water users throughout the region put aside their differences 
to craft a water plan that meets everyone’s needs.  The Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource 
Management Plan provides water for agriculture, fish, and communities by:
•	 Modifying water system operation and infrastructure.
•	 Building fish passage at six existing dams.
•	 Implementing enhanced water conservation projects.
•	 Creating additional groundwater and surface storage capacity.
•	 Enhancing and protecting habitat and increasing in-stream flows.
•	 Employing water marketing and banking.

The Benefits
The Integrated Plan provides both instream and out-of-stream benefits 
by:
•	 Providing more water for stream flows that fish need to survive.
•	 Building fish passage to allow salmon, steelhead, and bull trout to 

travel throughout the basin, and reestablishing what could be the 
largest sockeye run in the lower 48 after extirpation from the Yakima 
Basin over a century ago.

•	 Providing greater water supply reliability for farmers and communities.
•	 Securing the water that communities need to meet current and future 

demand.
•	 Protecting over 200,000 acres of currently unprotected forest, shrub 

steppe, and river habitat.
•	 Stretching the amount of water available by using it more efficiently.
•	 Enhancing habitat along the Yakima River and its tributaries.
•	 Implementing water marketing and banking so that water is more easily delivered when and where 

needed.

January 2013 Photo Credit: Tom Ring
Yakima River Basin
Water Enhancement
Project Workgroup

A Plan to Meet the Region’s Water Needs
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The Cost
The total cost of all the projects in the Integrated Plan is projected 
to be approximately $3.812 billion. That cost will be spread out over 
30 years and will be shared by local, state, and federal governments 
and water users. An initial investment of $45 million by the state for 
15 early action projects would yield nearly $90.7 million in economic 
benefit and create over 680 jobs.

Support for the Integrated Plan
Support for the Integrated Plan is very broad, encompassing irrigators, 
conservationists, recreational organizations, business groups, 
Republican and Democratic party organizations, and tribal, local, state, 
and federal governments and agencies. Supporters include:

$45 Million
Investment

$90.7 Million
Economic

Benefit

680
New Jobs

Early Action Projects
Return on Investment

Questions? 
Please give us a call.

Michael Garrity, American Rivers
206-852-5583 
mgarrity@americanrivers.org

Mike Leita, Yakima County Commissioner
509-574-1500 
mike.leita@co.yakima.wa.us

Paul Jewell, Kittitas County 
Commissioner
509-962-7508
paul.jewell@co.kittitas.wa.us

Phil Rigdon, Yakama Nation 
509-865-5121 ext 4655
prigdon@yakama.com

Ron VanGundy, Roza Irrigation District
509-840-2911
ronvan@clearwire.net

Steve Malloch, National Wildlife 
Federation 
206-285-8707, x 20
mallochs@nwf.org

Tom Ring, Yakama Nation Water 
Resources Program
509-865-5121 ext 6709
ringt@yakama.com

Urban Eberhart, Yakima Basin Joint
Board & Kittitas Reclamation District
509-929-5859 
urbaneberhart@gmail.com

Derek Sandison,  Washington 
Department of Ecology
509-457-7120 
dsan461@ecy.wa.gov 

•	 American Rivers
•	 American Water Resources 

Association
•	 Back Country Horsemen of 

Washington
•	 Benton County
•	 Central Washington Democrats
•	 City of Cle Elum
•	 City of Ellensburg
•	 City of Grandview
•	 City of Mabton
•	 City of Sunnyside
•	 City of Tieton
•	 City of Toppenish
•	 City of Wapato
•	 City of Yakima
•	 Conservation Northwest
•	 Forterra
•	 Kennewick Irrigation District
•	 Kittitas County
•	 Kittitas County Chamber of 

Commerce
•	 Kittitas Reclamation District
•	 Mountains to Sound Greenway
•	 National Wildlife Federation
•	 NOAA Fisheries Service
•	 Port of Grandview 
•	 Port of Sunnyside
•	 Roza Irrigation District

•	 Sunnyside Valley Irrigation 
District

•	 The Nature Conservancy
•	 The Trust for Public Land
•	 The Wilderness Society
•	 The Yakama Nation
•	 Town of Naches
•	 Trout Unlimited
•	 Washington Department of 

Agriculture
•	 Washington Department of 

Ecology
•	 Washington Department of 

Fish and Wildlife
•	 Washington Environmental 

Council
•	 Washington State Democrats
•	 Washington Trails Association
•	 Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife 

Recovery Board
•	 Yakima Basin Storage Alliance
•	 Yakima County
•	 Yakima County Republicans
•	 Yakima-Tieton Irrigation 

District
•	 U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
•	 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
•	 U.S. Forest Service



The Problem
In the Yakima Basin, demand for water by existing users 
significantly exceeds supply in dry and drought years. 
This leads to required reductions in water use, referred 
to as “proration,” for junior water rights holders.  If your 
water right is dated 1905 or later, you’re considered 
“junior”  in the Yakima Basin. In a very dry year, junior 
water right holders can be cut off altogether.  This is an 
impossible situation for an orchardist or a wine grape 
grower, not to mention community water supplies. 

The problem is going to get worse.  One recent 
study by researchers at the University of Washington, 
Washington State University, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory,  and the Climate Impacts Group found 
that drought frequency in the Yakima Basin will double in the next decade due to a declining snowpack in 
the mountains.

The Yakima Basin’s agricultural industry injects approximately $3.2 billion 
into the State’s economy annually. Yakima County ranks 12th among 
all of the counties in the nation in terms of income derived from crop 
production. For farmers in the Yakima Basin, a drought year can be 
devastating. It can mean a loss of an entire year’s income, or in the case of 
perennial crops like apples, multiple years of lost income. 

For communities with junior water rights,  a drought can mean a 
reduction in water used for drinking, cooking, bathing, gardening or 
business use.

Addressing the Problem
The Yakima Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan addresses 
the problem by:
•	 Providing greater operational efficiency to existing water supply 

infrastructure.
•	 Increasing surface and groundwater supply.
•	 Implementing enhanced water conservation projects for communities 

and agriculture.
•	 Creating new water marketing and banking tools for trading water.

Building A Future for Water,
Wildlife and Working Lands

Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan

February 2013
Yakima River Basin
Water Enhancement
Project Workgroup

Water for Farms and Communities

V. 1.1

 “A devastating 
drought can come at 
any time, impacting 
not just farming, but 
communities, business 
and the environment, 
including salmon. 
The Yakima Basin 
Integrated Water plan 
moves us dramatically 
closer to a winning 
solution that provides 
for  everyone.”
   - Dan Newhouse , farmer and 

Director of the Washington State 
Department of Agriculture



Yakima River Basin
Water Enhancement
Project Workgroup

More About The Yakima Basin Implementation Plan:
http://1.usa.gov/qRr77Q

Building a Future for Water, Wildlife and Working Lands
Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan

Benefits
Benefits provided by implementing the Integrated Plan include:
•	 A more reliable water supply to aid farmers in surviving dry and 

drought years.
•	 More water available for communities to meet their current and 

future needs.
•	 Greater efficiency in how water is delivered and used.
•	 More flexibility in trading water so that it is more easily delivered 

when and where it is most needed.
•	 Communities that are prepared to face the prospect of an increase 

in drought frequency and a reduction in snow-pack.
•	 Reduced tensions between a healthy farm economy and healthy 

salmon runs, creating more certainty for all.

About The Integrated Plan
After decades of fighting resulting in inaction, water users throughout 
the region put aside their differences to craft a water plan that meets 
everyone’s needs.  The Integrated Plan provides water for agriculture, 
fish, and communities by:
•	 Modifying water system operation and infrastructure.
•	 Building fish passage at six existing dams.
•	 Implementing enhanced water conservation projects  for 

agriculture and communities.
•	 Creating additional groundwater and surface storage capacity.
•	 Enhancing and protecting habitat .
•	 Employing water marketing and banking.

Support for the Integrated Plan
Support for the Integrated Plan is very broad, encompassing irrigators, 
conservationists, recreational organizations, business groups, 
Republican and Democratic party organizations, and tribal, local, state, 
and federal governments and agencies. 

Questions? 
Please give us a call.

Michael Garrity, American Rivers
206-852-5583 
mgarrity@americanrivers.org

Mike Leita, Yakima County Commissioner
509-574-1500 
mike.leita@co.yakima.wa.us

Paul Jewell, Kittitas County 
Commissioner
509-962-7508
paul.jewell@co.kittitas.wa.us

Phil Rigdon, Yakama Nation 
509-865-5121 ext 4655
prigdon@yakama.com

Ron VanGundy, Roza Irrigation District
509-840-2911
ronvan@clearwire.net

Steve Malloch, National Wildlife 
Federation 
206-285-8707, x 20
mallochs@nwf.org

Tom Ring, Yakama Nation Water 
Resources Program
509-865-5121 ext 6709
ringt@yakama.com

Urban Eberhart, Yakima Basin Joint
Board & Kittitas Reclamation District
509-929-5859 
urbaneberhart@gmail.com

Derek Sandison,  Washington 
Department of Ecology
509-457-7120 
dsan461@ecy.wa.gov 

Photo courtesy of City of Yakima
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Charter 
Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee of the YRBWEP Workgroup 

The Subcommittee' s mission is: 
1. 	 to identify and ev aluate a range of options for carrying out the Targeted 

Watershed Protections and Enhancements (TWPE) component of the Yakima 
River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan (Integrated Plan); 

2. 	 To recommend to the YRBWEP Workgroup actions and priorities for TWPE 
components consistent with the overall objectives of the Integrated Plan , as the 
Integrated Plan is implemented; 

3. 	 To act as a liaison between the YRBWEP Workgroup and entities engaged in 
actions related to the TWPE component, including planning and implementation ; 

4. 	 To advise the YRBWEP Workgroup on land issues related to other parts of the 
Integrated Plan besides the TWPE component. 

To perform this mission, the Subcommittee will: 

• 	 Meet as needed to discuss particular land issues identified for Subcommittee 
consideration by the YRBWEP Workgroup ; 

• 	 Solicit and review input from interested parties , governments and agencies ; 
• 	 Refine aspects of the Targeted Watershed Protections and Enhancements 

component to ensure it can be implemented in a practical manner, including 
recognition of related land management activities undertaken by a variety of 
agenc1es. 

• 	 Provide Subcommittee recommendations on the TWPE component or on land 
issues related to other components of the Integrated Plan to the full YRBWEP 
Workgroup. 

• 	 As requested , assist the Implementation Subcommittee of the YRBWEP 
Workgroup by providing information needed to advance the implementation of 
the TWPE component. 

• 	 Other actions as necessary and requested by the YRBWEP Workgroup to fulfill 
the mission described above. 

The Subcommittee will attempt to reach consensu s on its findings and recommendations. 
Where consensus is not achieved, members of the Subcommittee may at times provide 
separate findings or recommendations. Any final recommendations to acquire, manage 
and conserve tracts of land under the TWPE component of the Integrated Plan will be 
made by the full YRBWEP Workgroup, and will be directed toward Local , State, Tribal 
and Federal government agencies that have authorities and jurisdiction for land 
acquisition, management and conservation, or to private organizations that participate in 
land management processes for the public interest. 
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List of YRBWEP Workgroup Assignments to Subcommittee 
(Note: this is separate from the actual Charter. This list ofassignments may be expanded 
in the future, at the discretion of the YRBWEP Workgroup or Implementation 
Subcommittee). 

• 	 July 2011 Workgroup Meeting. Identify options and make recommendations for 
carrying out the Targeted Watershed Protections and Enhancements (TWPE) 
component of the Integrated Plan issued in April 2011. Proposed actions include: 

o 	 Acquisition of a 46,000 acre tract in the middle and lower Teanaway River 
Basin (or alternative sites of equivalent conservation value); 

o 	 Acquisition of a 15,000 acre tract in the Yakima River Canyon area (or 
alternative sites of equivalent conservation value); 

o 	 Acquisition of approximately 10,000 acres at the headwaters of the Little 
Naches River and lands surrounding the headwaters of Taneum and 
Manastash Creeks (or alternative sites of equivalent conservation value). 

o 	 Designation by Congress of a subset of the existing public lands within the 
Yakima River Basin for special protection and management; 

o 	 Designation by Congress of select surface waters in the Yakima River 
Basin for special protection and management. 

• 	 December 2012 Workgroup Meeting. Review input provided by a group of public 
lands advocacy groups in Washington State who met beginning in September 
2012 to discuss the TWPE component of the Integrated Plan as described in the 
Subcommittee Proposal dated January 4, 2012. 

• 	 December 2012 Workgroup Meeting. Review input provided by Kittitas County 
based on recommendations from a Citizens Advisory Committee convened by the 
County in 2011 to discuss the TWPE component of the Integrated Plan as 
described in the Subcommittee Proposal dated January 4, 2012. 



 YRBWEP Workgroup Meeting  
March 13, 2013 

Early Actions Update 

 
 

Presented by: 
Andrew Graham, HDR Engineering, Inc. 
Wendy Christensen, Reclamation 
Walt Larrick, Reclamation 
Jeff Thomas, USFWS 
 
 



Projects With Funding for Early  Actions 
(Spring 2013) 

 
• K-to-K Conveyance 
• Kachess Inactive Storage 
• Wymer Reservoir 
• Fish Passage at Clear Lake Dam 
• Fish Passage at Cle Elum Lake Dam 
• Subordinate Power Diversions 
• Tributary Habitat Enhancement 
• Groundwater Infiltration 
• Bumping Reservoir 
• Watershed Land Conservation - Land Acquisition 

 



Area Map:  K to K and Kachess Projects 



K to K Route Alternatives 



Kachess Inactive Storage Alternatives 

 



 

Kachess Inactive Storage: Alternate Pump 
Station Sites and Borehole Locations 



Wymer Reservoir Geotechnical Fieldwork 

 



Fish Passage at Clear Lake Dam 
Clear Creek Dam Passage Study - Location 



Fish Passage at Clear Lake Dam 
Clear Creek Dam Passage Study 



Clear Creek Dam Passage Study– The Problem 



Clear Creek Dam Passage Study – Elevation 3012.20 



Clear Creek Dam Passage Study – Elevation 3011.00 



Clear Creek Dam Passage Study – Spillway Channel 



Clear Creek Dam Passage Study – Denil Ladder 



Clear Creek Dam Passage Study 

Cooperative study 
 
USFWS, U.S Bureau of Reclamation, WDFW 
 
Study objectives 
• Determine when North Fork Tieton River bull trout 

attempt to migrate upstream past Clear Creek Dam 
• Assess success under various hydrologic conditions 
• Determine extent of Clear Lake use 
 
Goal 
• Provide effective fish passage 

– Modify current facilities? 
– Construct new facilities? 
– Real-time spillway flow control (automation) 

 



Clear Creek Dam Passage Study – Picket Weir Trap 



Clear Creek Dam Passage Study – Spillway Sill 



Fish Passage at Clear Lake Dam 
Clear Creek Dam Passage Study 

• 4 Year Study (2012-
2015) 

• Progress to date: 
– 10 bull trout tagged 
– Detection at top of 

spillway and ladder 
entrance/exit 

– Monitoring Sept- 
Dec, 2012 

– Annual Progress 
Report by end of 
March, 2013 

– 2013 Planning  



Fish Passage at Clear Lake Dam 
Clear Creek Dam Passage Study 2013 

– 3 additional detection arrays 
 
– Solar and/or Commercial Power 
 
– Additional PIT tagging 
 
– Expanded Detection Window  



Fish Passage at Clear Lake Dam 
Clear Creek Dam Passage Study 2013 

•Funds expended in 2012 approached 
$64,000 
 

•YRBWEP has been, and is expected to 
continue to be, a major financial supporter 
of the assessment 
 

•$300 K to be used through 2015 



Fish Passage at Clear Lake Dam 
Clear Creek Dam Passage Study 2013 

• Bull trout spawn above Clear Creek Dam 
 

• The NF Tieton River is designated critical habitat 
 

• There is currently an obvious, and fixable, 
passage impediment at the dam 
 

• Correcting this problem has been on 
Reclamation’s radar screen for nearly 10 years 
 

• We need to determine the best approach 



Fish Passage at Cle Elum Lake Dam 
Multiple Intake Ramp Concept 



Fish Passage at Cle Elum Lake Dam 
Multiple Intake Ramp Concept 



Cle Elum Downstream Passage:  Upwelling Design 



Cle Elum Upstream 
Passage Model 
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2013 Study Design 

Subordinate Power Diversions, Roza  
Roza Reach Smolt Survival Study Update 

Release 
Number 

Scheduled Release Date Target Flow (cfs) Number 
of Fish 

1 March 20th  High flow-     1200 - 1500 50 
2 March 28th  Low flow-        400 -   600 50 
3 Approx 2nd week of April High flow-     1200 - 1500 50 
4 Approx 3rd week of April Low flow-        400 -   600 50 
5 Approx 4th week of April Higher flow- 2000 - 2500   50 

In-River PIT Tag Detection Array System 
 
Prototype installation-  March 18th  
Test throughout the smolt outmigration period. 

 

Roza Dam 

Yakima-
Naches 

confluence 

Wenas Cr 

PIT Array 



Tributary Habitat Enhancement Program 
Manastash Creek Enhancement Project 



Other Early Action Activities 

• Additional Activity Beginning on Wymer Reservoir 
– Value engineering and temperature modeling 
– Cost estimate for alternate pump station site 

• Bumping Reservoir –Geotechnical exploration 
program under development 

• Teanaway Property – land acquisition discussions 
and funding request 



 
Yakima River Basin 

Integrated Water Resource 
Management Plan 

 
  

Update on Kachess Inactive, K to K 
Conveyance and Operational 

Guidelines 
March 13, 2013 
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Operational Guidelines Group 

• NMFS 
• USFWS 
• Yakama Nation 
• Reclamation 
• Ecology 
• Irrigators 
• WDFW 
• Yakima County 
• City of Yakima 
• American Rivers/National Wildlife Federation 



- Two Options in the Integrated Plan  
- Tunnel 

- Discharge 4.5 miles downstream of KRD intake 
- Tunnel capital cost = $279 million, O&M cost = $280k/year  

- Pump Station 
- Discharge to Kachess River, upstream of KRD intake 
- Pump Station capital cost = $205 million, however O&M cost = $920k/year 

- If tunnel used, how are KRD water supply, Keechelus and Easton 
Reach flows affected?  

 

Kachess Inactive Storage – Tunnel or 
Pump Station? 
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- Additional hydrologic modeling performed 
- Analyzed Tunnel option using Keechelus Reservoir as primary supply to KRD 

during drought years 

- Results indicate: 
- No change in TWSA 
- Water supply to KRD reduced in drought years up to 20 kaf starting about 

Sept 1 
- K to K conveyance not used in drought years 
- More flow in Keechelus Reach of Yakima River during summer in drought 

years 
 

 

Kachess Inactive Storage – Modeling 
Evaluation for Tunnel Option 
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- Flow results 
example, flows in  

- Keechelus Reach 
from 2001-2003  
 
 
 
 

Green – IP run 
Blue – with tunnel 

 

Kachess Inactive Storage – Modeling 
Results for Tunnel Option 
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- Further evaluate 
- Operational refinements  
- Pump station at Swauk Creek into KRD North Branch Canal (100-300 cfs) 

- Review potential for K to K Conveyance bifurcation to deliver 
water to Kachess River 

- Discuss and make recommendations on preferred approach 
 

Kachess Inactive Storage – Next Steps 
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K to K Conveyance – Alternative Inlet 
Locations 

• At Keechelus Dam 
– More expensive 
– Dam safety concerns complicating factor 

• At Crystal Springs campground (8,000 ft. downstream of 
dam)  
– Cost saving potential in $25 million range but not yet determined 
– Possible issue with flow regime upstream of inlet 
– Possible maintenance issue with diversion dam 

• Feedback at last meeting 
– Preferred inlet location at Keechelus Dam,  
– Second location an alternative in case first location not feasible 
– Need to better understand dam safety concerns 



Operational Guidelines 

• Purpose –develop guidance for IP new storage to meet 
instream and out of stream needs 

• Discussion Topics 
– New fish/flow management group (amend or replace SOAC) 
– Buckets or no buckets, building in flexibility for operations 
– Water supply contracts with proratables  
– Wymer Reservoir operations 
– Strengthen  characterization of commitment for meeting instream 

flows  
– Phasing of projects and interim operations including provision of 

winter flows in Keechelus Reach, Cle Elum River and Tieton River 
 



Operational Guidelines – Next Steps 

• Revise guidelines and circulate to Operational Guidelines 
group for comments and further refinement 

• Bring recommended guidelines to YRBWEP Workgroup for 
consideration 

• Continue discussions around legal issues  



Operational Guidelines 

• Results prior 
to IP 



Operational Guidelines 

• Results prior 
to IP 



Ybga Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 

March 13, 2013 

Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project Work Group 

The Yakima Basin Storage Alliance (YBSA) is a local "grassroots organization" formed to raise the awareness of the 
dependence of our Yakima River basin economy and environment on a reliable surface water supply and the need for 

additional stored water. YBSA is in a unique position in the Workgroup not being affiliated with any specific entity, 
agency or interest group. YBSA is focused solely on the challenge of an adequate and reliable water supply for the future 

in concert with our environmental and cultural values. 

In March 2012, a Final Programmatic Environmental Impact 0ratement was completed in which two plan alternatives 
were evaluated; a No Action Alternative and the Integrated Plan. The Integrated Plan consisting of a surface water 
storage element and six complementary elements was selected as the Preferred Alternative to move forward for 

Congressional and State legislative authorization and funding for implementation. 

YBSA supports the Integrated Plan concept, but we are deeply concerned with the adequacy and reliability of the 
surface storage element to meet long-term instream and out-of-stream water needs. 

The Integrated Plan purports to restore sockeye salmon to the Yakima River basin by providing fish passage to streams 
above the five Yakima Project storage dams inaccessible to adult spawning. 

We have been told the fish passage facilities would be designed and operated within existing operational constraints and 
Yakima Project operations would continue to serve exiting Reclamation water contracts. However, adult salmon are 
projected to range from 140,000 to 310,000 at the mouth of the Yakima River facing a summer in-basin migration of 150 
to 215 miles upstream to the spawning grounds when peak irrigation diversions are occurring and flows in the lower 1 00 
miles of the Yakima River are dependent solely on return flows from the irrigated lands and target flows over Sunnyside 
Dam which will not increase with the Integrated Plan. 

• 	 How do we know the instream flows are sufficient to improve water quality problems of temperature, 

phosphorous, and other parameters critical to anadromous fish migration and reproduction? This is particularly 

critical to adult sockeye and the effects of thermal blocks in the river during the summer migration. 

Three entities have the majority of the junior water rights and will participate in the dry-year supplemental irrigation water 
supply from the Integrated Plan. These are the Kittitas Reclamation District, Roza Irrigation District, and Wapato 
Irrigation Project on the Yakama Indian Reservation. The water supply of these entities is significantly impacted in dry 

years when proration of the available irrigation is necessary. The Integrated Plan attempts to improve their junior supply 
to the extent needed to provide a 70 percent supply in dry years. The volume of supplemental irrigation water needed 

from the Integrated Plan will vary by the prevailing conditions. For example, an additional355,000 acre-feet would be 
provided in a repeat of a dry-year like 2001 when the junior supply from the Yakima Project is reduced to about 32 
percent. 

Recent climate change studies however, indicate that watersheds like the Yakima River basin dominated by fall rain and 
spring snowmelt will be most affected by climate change. To assess the impact on the Integrated Plan three climate 

1 




scenarios were evaluated; less adverse, moderately adverse, and more adverse. Results indicate that increased air 
temperature would cause more precipitation to fall as rain rather than snow in the Cascade Mountains with snowmelt 

runoff occurring earlier than under current conditions. This su~g~sts significant risks to the Yakima River basin's "sixth 

reservoir" of snowpack and the extended period of spring runoff which fills the reservoirs by about mid-June and provides 
natural unregulated runoff for irrigation diversions and instream flow maintenance for fish through the spring months. 

With climate change, stored water releases required earlier in the year will affect reservoir operations including carryover 
of stored water and refill. lnstream flow objectives are imperiled such as in the Bumping River when reservoir operations 
will require a significant September flow to meet downstream demands contrary to the objective of reducing the current 

flow. In other rivers, such as Cle Elum, streamflows in the late summer months would be less than the flow objectives 

• 	 How will the dry-year proratable irrigation water needs of a 70 percent supply be met when operation studies 

show the following for two of the three climate change scenarios: moderately adverse scenario of 14 drought 
years out of25 years with the 70 percent criteria violated in every dry-year; and most adverse scenario of24 dry 
years out of25 years with the 70 percent criteria violated in 22 of these years? 

• 	 What assurance do we have that after incurring significant capital investments the conflict among instream uses 

with time immemorial senior Treaty rights will not subordinate junior out-of-stream rights in dry years? 

One of the three projects of the water storage element is the construction of a new dam on the Bumping River about one
mile downstream of the existing dam. The numerous reports gathering dust in the bookcases of Reclamation offices are 
testimony to the failed efforts to bring an enlarged reservoir on-line since about 1950. Irrespective of this history of 
opposition, some are convinced that this time with a different form of "greening of the environment" Bumping Lake 
Reservoir enlargement will successfully move forward. YBSA is of a different opinion! 

• 	 In view of the long history of rejection of an enlarged Bumping Lake Reservoir why do we insist on going down 
the same path once again knowing full well the current opposition from some of the environmental groups and 
others? 

• 	 How can we precede with construction of any of the storage projects until the status of an enlarged Bumping Lake 
Reservoir is known? 

• 	 Taking into consideration the above, why is the assessment of an inter-basin transfer from the Columbia River 
which is a potential option in the Integrated Plan "if conditions warrant" being deferred? It seems prudent its 

viability and conjunctive operation be determined prior to authorization of an Integrated Plan. 

An Amended Order of Determination of the Department of Ecology granting extension of the withdrawal of water of the 
Columbia River and its tributaries until December 23,2014 was granted on March 5, 2013. 

Sincerely, 
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S1d Moms1on 
Chairman, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
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Yakima Plan blunders on 

By Karl Forsgaard 

njanuary 2013, significant events 
transpired in the campaign of the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and State 
Department of Ecology to construct 

wo new dams in the Yakima Basin, 
ncluding a dam that would drown and 
estroy more than 1,000 acres of ancient 
orest at Bumping Lake, and establish two 

new National Recreation Areas for off-road 
ehicles (ORVs). Events included conclu
ion of meetings on the lands component 
f the Yakima Plan, and introduction of 
tate legislation to fund early implementa

tion items. 

ttempts to fix flawed 
akima Plan lands elements 
The dam proponents wrapped up their 

so-called "Ross process" of conservation 
organization meetings conducted by a pro
fessional facilitator (Ross Strategic) funded 
by BuRec and Ecology. 

The "Ross process" gathered input 
(including considerable constructive criti
cism) on the dam proponents' proposal 
for motorized National Recreation Areas 
(NRAs) in the Upper Yakima, Teanaway, 
Manastash and Taneum basins of Okano
gan-Wenatchee National Forest (OWNF), 
north and south ofl-90 in Kittitas County. 
As previously reported in the Spring 2012 
and Summer/ Fall 2012 issues of TWC, the 
NRA proposal would legislatively dedicate 
41,000 acres to "bactscountry motorized" 
use, i.e., off-road motorcycles, ATVs and 
4x4s on trails, and snowmobiles traveling 
cross-country. 

Yakima irrigation districts and groups 
seeking a Federal/State acquisition of 
46,000 acres of privately owned forest 
land in the Teanaway basin continue to 
support the Yakima Plan. But within the 
conservation community it remains highly 
controversiaL Of the 29 organizations who 
signed letters in March 2012 about the 
NRAs, none has become a supporter of the 

1 Yakima Plan.

Four of the dam proponents were 
so-called "sponsors" of the Ross pro
cess (American Rivers, National Wildlife 
Federation, Trout Unlimited and TWS) . In 
response to the controversy they created, 
and based on the input received in the 
Ross process, these dam proponents say 
they will propose "changes and refine
ments" to the NRA Proposal in the Yakima 
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Motorcycle ruts in mud on South Fork 
Taneum Trail. -KARL FORSGAARD PHOTO 

Workgroup's Lands Subcommittee, as well 
as a recommendation to add seats on the 
Subcommittee for motorized and non-mo
torized recreation, grazing, and hunting/ 
fishing. The proposed "changes and refine
ments" include some improvements that 
NCCC recommended, but overall the Ross 
process did not "fix" the defects, and the 
NRA Proposal is still a bad idea and a bad 
precedent. NCCC's input was constructive
ly trying to help make it less bad. 

The sponsors' proposed "changes and 
refinements" to the public lands designa
tions include: 

• 	The name of the two areas would be 
changed from NRAs to NCRAs (National 
Conservation and Recreation Areas). 

• 	Boundary changes would delete the 
northwestern portion of each NCRA, 
and shift the boundaries south and 
east (which reduces the amount of 
Snoqualmie Pass Adaptive Management 
Area lands included in the proposed 
NCRAs). 

• 	The authorizing legislation would set up 
"a multi-stakeholder process to develop 
the management plan" for each NCRA 
"that lays out the recreational zoning," 
i.e., which sites would have motorized 
recreation, and which would not, would 
be determined after Congress creates 
the NCRAs. 

• 	The proponents added an express ac
knowledgement that the land managers 
have authority to close routes and areas 
to motorized use where it is causing 
adverse ecological impacts and/or use 
conflicts (per the Nixon-Carter Execu
tive Orders on ORV use of federal lands, 
codified as the Travel Management 
rule) . 

• Express acknowledgement of the need 
to fund monitoring and enforcement 
every year after the NCRAs are created. 

• 	The dam proponents "realize that there 
will be those groups who remain funda
mentally opposed" to what they are do
ing (which is better than being in denial 
about the existence of that opposition). 
We encouraged the dam proponents to 
continue constructive engagement with 
those who oppose the Yakima Plan. 

In the Ross meetings, NCCC also advo
cated that the proposed NCRAs should 
be consistent with the Sierra Club/ NCCC/ 
ALPS map of recommended Wilderness 
and other land designations submitted to 
the OWNF Forest Plan Revision process 
in September 2011. The areas proposed 
as Wilderness on this map would be open 
to the many types of recreation allowed 
in Wilderness, including hiking, horse
back riding, fishing, hunting, camping, 
backpacking, climbing, bird-watching (or 
observing any plants, animals, miner
als) , snowshoeing and skiing. The areas 
proposed as "Roadless, Non-motorized" 
on this map would be open to all of those 
uses, and could also be open to mountain 
biking on specified trails. The areas pro



posed as "Roadless, Other" on this map 
would be open to all of those uses , and 
could also be open to motorized recre
ation including motorcycles and ATVs on 
specified trails, 4x4s on specified "4WD" 
routes, and snowmobiles in specified areas 
and routes. It remains to be seen whether 
the dam proponents will advocate for land 
protections within the proposed NCRAs 
that are more consistent with the Sierra 
Club/ NCCC/ALPS map of recommended 
Wilderness and other land designations. 

As many organizations said throughout 
2012, the NRA Proposal in the Yakima Plan I 

j 
process undermines the ongoing National 
Forest processes (OWNF Forest Plan Revi
sion and OWNF Travel Management) and 
poses numerous threats to the ecosystem, 
watersheds, and non-motorized recre
ational opportunities. This is true of the 
re-dubbed NCRA Proposal as well as the 
original]anuary 2012 NRA ProposaL Des
ignation of motorized and non-motorized 
routes and areas should be moved out 
of the Yakima Plan and into the existing 
National Forest regulatory process, where 
it belongs. 

At the start of the Ross process, one of 
the dam proponents admitted that from 
an ecosystem perspective, it would be 
"untenable" to maintain the current levels 
of off-road vehicle use on these lands, let 
alone increase those levels, i.e. , ORV use 
levels need to be reduced in the NCRAs. 
Unfortunately, after the four-month Ross 
process, the dam proponents have still 
not articulated how they would go about 
providing for reduced levels of ORV use on 
those lands. Instead, their proposed NCRA 
management plan stakeholder-process 
description contains much language that 
seems to capitulate to ORV use on the 
former hiker-horse trails of these road-
less areas. Furthermore, the Yakima Plan's 
Final EIS says that the purpose of the "Na
tional Recreation" designation is to "attract 
more users." 

NCCC believes we have a better chance 
to reduce current levels of ORV use if we-; keep these designation decisions in the 
National Forest administrative processes, 
rather than putting a National Recreation 
label on them in a statute passed by Con
gress with a subsequent multi-stakeholder 
process that will draw ORV users out in 
force , due to the National Recreation labeL 
By making the stakes so much higher for 
ORVers, the National Recreation label 
helps them to mobilize and fight for every 
foot of trail open to ORVs. Consequently, 
those in our community who want to 
reduce current levels of ORV use are being 

set up for failure by the proposed NCRA 
legislation. 

As the Ross process concludes, it is 
worth reiterating the process defects we 
reported in the Summer/ Fall TWC. Several 
important discussion topics proposed by 
NCCC were deemed by the BuRec-funded 
facilitator to be "outside of the scope 
of this process," and thus "will not be 
discussed" and "I will not be considering 
them as I assist the Workgroup." These 
banned topics included the lack of op
portunity for public comment on the NRA 
proposal; reasons for leaving ORV desig
nations in the National Forest planning 
processes; ways that ORV designations in 
the Yakima Plan would set a bad precedent 
and negatively impact future lands protec
tion efforts in Washington and nation
ally; risks of negative changes during the 
legislative process; and policy reasons for 
opposing statutory mandates for ORV use 
in lands legislation. In addition, the facili
tator took all discussion of a new Bumping 
Lake dam off the table, even though two 
mentions of Bumping Lake popped up in 
the summary distributed at the final meet
ing. Banning those topics from the Ross 
process precluded a full discussion, and 
the conservation community still needs to 
have that discussion. 

Yakima Plan makes run 
for State funding 

The dam proponents and Governor 
Inslee, who is making new dams the first 
centerpiece of his grow-the-economy 
platform, also launched State legislation 

Motorcycles on South Fork 
Taneum Trail. 
-KARL FORSGAARD PHOTO 

at hearings in the House Capital Budget 
Committee and Agriculture & Natural 
Resources Committee, lobbying for mil
lions of dollars as a down payment on the 
Yakima Plan's current estimated price tag 
of $5 billion. 

The State Legislature is now considering 
bills (HB 1088 and 1089) for capital bud
get expenditures of $23 million this year 
for "Early Action" items in the Yakima Plan. 
Some of these budget items such as water 
conservation measures, Kachess inactive 
storage, and the Keechelus-to-Kachess 
water storage pipeline might be support
able after EIS review, while others such as 
geologic investigations for the new dams 
might be opposed by NCCC, Sierra Club 
and the other opponents of the Bump
ing and Wymer dams. In January 2013, 
Sierra Club and Friends of Bumping Lake 
testified before the House Agriculture and 
Natural Resources Committee against HB 
1196, Ecology's request bill to have the 
Legislature rubberstamp the Yakima Plan, 
including new dams and new ORV prob
lems on National Forest lands. On January 
24 , newly elected Governor Inslee made 
a similar bill (HB 1414) the first executive 
request legislation of his administration, 
and called it the "Yakima River Basin Wa
ter, Jobs and Fish" bilL 

Also in January 2013, NCCC signed onto 
Sierra Club testimony before the Capital 

Continued on page 16 
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• 	Oppose new off-road vehicle desigYakima Plan blunders on nations in the Okanogan-Wenatchee 
Continuedfrom page 15 

Budget Committee on HB 1088 and 1089, 
opposing new dam study funding and 
calling for an audit of the Columbia River 
basin water supply development account 
to determine whether future expenditures 
from this account are warranted and have 
a positive benefit/cost ratio. In its 2012 
report the Green Scissors Campaign, a 
national coalition, identified both the 
proposed Bumping and Wymer dams as 
wasteful government projects that should 
not be funded in the federal budget. 

BuRec did a federal benefit/cost analysis 
on two version of a Wymer dam back in 
2008. The most "favorable" alternative 
showed a (losing) benefit/cost ratio of 0.31. 
Bumping has not had a benefit/cost analy
sis done since about 40 years ago, and 
that was on a different size d am. Despite 
Wymer's extremely unfavorable econom
ics and the lack of updated Bumping 
analysis, Governor Gregoire and Ecology 
resurrected both projects. Now BuRec has 
calculated "benefits" on the entire Yakima 
Plan. They have tallied over $7 billion dol
lars of alleged fish "benefits" (by plugging 
in what people might voluntarily pay to 
have more salmon) so that they can offset 
the Yakima Plan costs which run over $5 
billion (of which the costs of the two dams 

are over $1.5 billion and growing) . 

In November, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service designated Critical Habitat for the 
Northern Spotted Owl under the Endan
gered Species Act, including ancient forest 
at the shoreline of Bumping Lake - which 
would be inundated and destroyed if the 
proposed new dam is built. 

While battling against the worst ele
ments of the Yakima Plan, NCCC continues 
to advocate for a new OWNF Forest Plan 
and OWNF Travel Management Plan that 
are consistent with the Sierra Club/ NCCC/ 
ALPS map of recommended Wilderness 
and other land designations, followed by 
Congressional enactment of those Wilder
nesses, including the ancient forest of 
Bumping Lake as well as places outside 
the Yakima Basin like the North Fork En
tiat, Mad River, Chelan-Sawtooth, Liberty 
Bell arlcl Golden Horn roadless areas. 

What you can do: 

Send Governor Inslee a strong message: 

• 	Support water conservation and water 
banking in the Yakima basin. 

• 	Oppose new money-losing dams in the 
Yakima Basin. 

Newly designated critical habitatfor northern spotted owls at west end ofBumping 
Lake. -KARL FORSGAARD PHOTO 
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National Forest outside of the existing 
National Forest planning process . 

• 	Support Wilderness protection for road
less areas in the Yakima Basin, including 
the ancient forest surrounding the exist
ing Bumping Lake. 

Comments may be sent through the 
following website: http://www.govemor. 
wa.gov/contact/default.asp 

'A March 11, 2012 letter detailing numer
ous substantive and procedural objections 
to the NRA Proposal was signed by these 
26 organizations: Alpine Lakes Protec
tion Society; Aqua Permanente; Center 
for Biological Diversity; CELP; El Sendero; 
Endangered Species Coalition; Federa
tion of Western Outdoor Clubs; Friends 
of Bumping Lake; Friends of the Earth; 
Friends of the Teanaway; Friends ofWild 
Sky; Issaquah Alps Trails Club; Kittitas 
Audubon Society; Kittitas County Con
servation Coalition; Mazamas; MidFORC; 
North Cascades Conservation Council; 
Olympic Forest Coalition; Seattle Audubon 
Society; Sierra Club; Washington Na
tive Plant Society; Wenatchee Mountains 
Coalition; Western Lands Project; Western 
Watersheds Project; Wilderness Watch; and 
Wildlands CPR. A separate March 13, 2012 
letter expressing similar concerns, includ
ing that the NRA Proposal "undermines" 
the National Forest planning processes, 
was signed by American Whitewater; The 
Mountaineers; and Washington Wild. None 
of these 29 organizations has become a 
supporter of the Yakima Plan. 

http://www.govemor


Yakima Basin Integrated Water Management Plan Workgroup 

Yakima, WA 


March 13, 2013 


My name is Naydene Maykut. I was born in Yakima and raised in the Yakima Valley. My father, Van Nutley 
was an irrigation engineer in the Valley, serving as Manager of the Kennewick Irrigation District and later the 
Roza Irrigation District. I grew up with some appreciation of the issues at work here. I agree with the goals of 
the Workgroup as I would like to see "adequate" water for irrigation and the re-establishment of the salmon run. 

However, I am strongly against the Bumping Lake Enlargement as part of this plan. Sifting through the 
Workgroup's reports it becomes clear that the Bumping Lake Enlargement is not necessary. There are a myriad 
of other ways to get sufficient water that are not as expensive or as environmentally harmful. Furthermore, the 
Bumping Lake Enlargement hurts a lot of people. 

I would like to introduce something that I have not found in your reports and that is a map of the destruction 
that would be caused by the Bumping lake Enlargement 

The base map was taken from one of the Workgroup's reports. In the center in the dark color is the present 
Bumping Lake when it is full. The yellow line is the boundary of the proposed lake when it is full. The 
proposed dam is in pink near the top of the map and the present dam is shown in blue and gray to the left and 
above the Sno-Park. The Wilderness boundary is shown in black and white and rivers and creeks are shown in 
blue. To make it a map of destruction, I have superimposed the names of some of the resources that will be 
destroyed forever by the Bumping Lake Enlargement. 

All of the land between the boundary of the present lake and the boundary of the proposed lake will have to be 
logged and everything within those two lines will be destroyed. Most of the time as water is drawn out of the 
lake the area between these two lines will be a large mudflat. I calculate that at best the proposed lake will be 
full only 17% of the time. Resources that will be destroyed include old-growth forest both north and south of 
the present lake, bull trout habitat near the center to the right or east side of the lake, and resources used by 
thousands of people including important forest trails on the west side of the lake 

The family cabins on the west side of the lake are beloved by hundreds of people. Our cabin in particular has 
been in the family for 5 generations. Everyone I have ever loved has been there. Our cabin is so beloved that 3 
family Weddings have been held there. This summer will be the structure's 75th anniversary and the cabin is 
listed as both a State and National Heritage Site. My father's ashes are scattered on Bumping Lake as was his 
wish. The ashes of a dear wonderful friend that died much too early in her twenties are also scattered there. I 
have requested that my ashes be scattered near the cabin when the time comes. Destroying these beloved cabins 
is not necessary and will bring a lot of grief to those of us who truly love it there. 

We are not the only people who love Bumping Lake as it is. I paddled across the lake and talked to people in the 
Forest Service campground every time I was up there this last summer. Every person I spoke to was upset that 
the campground would be destroyed. It would be difficult to locate a new campground on either side of the new 
lake, and the Forest Service has stated it is "unlikely" another will ever be built. The people in the campground 
come from all over the State but mostly from the Yakima Valley. There are a precious few equivalent places 
within such easy access from the Yakima Valley. The Bumping Lake Enlargement would destroy a beloved 
camping and recreation place for thousands ofpeople. 

Thus I urge you to take the Bumping lake Enlargement out of your water management plan. It is not necessary, 
it is too expensive, it destroys precious environmental and community resources and it hurts thousands of 
people. 



BUMPING LAKE ENLARGEMENT- MAP OF DESTRUCTION 


SNO-PARK 
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Audubon SocietY-_ 
for birds and nature 

March 13 , 2013 

Derek Sandison 
Washington Depat1ment of Ecology 
15 West Yakima Avenue, Suite 200 
Yakima, W A 98902 

Dear Mr. Sandison: 

Please include this letter as public comment by Seattle Audubon for the Mard 13 , 2013, Yakima 
Workgroup meeting. 

Seattle Audubon has previously provided comment on the proposed Yakima Basin Integrated 
Plan, including both to your Workgroup on the discussion draft (November 20, 2009) and to the 
Bureau of Reclamation on the draft PElS (January 3, 2012) . In those comment letters [see 
attached] , we raised significant questions and concerns regarding this proposal. Unfot1unately, 
those questions and concerns have not been addressed. 

Of pat1icular concern to Seattle Audubon is the adverse impacts that would result from an 
enlarged Bumping Lake reservoir. We are deeply troubled by the proposal to inundate up to 
1,000 acres of unique Eastside old growth forests that are critical habitat for the endangered 
not1hern spotted owl. Since 1986, Seattle Audubon has been a leader in the ongoing effort to 
protect remaining forest habitat for this species, and the environmental review process for this 
project to-date has failed to address the concerns we have raised. 

We request that your Workgroup help provide Seattle Audubon and other interested parties with 
specific information that responds to our numerous questions regarding the im1;acts the Bumping 
Lake Reservoir expansion component of the project would have on northern spotted owls. 
Without such answers, the positive benefits the overall proposal could provide for salmon and 
water are likely to become entangled in protracted battles regarding spotted owls. 

I can be contacted via email at shawnc@seattleaudubon.org or phone at 206/523-8243. I look 
forward to receiving your response. 

Sincerely, 

Fl'~c--~ 
Shawn Cantrell 

Executive Director 


mailto:shawnc@seattleaudubon.org


Seatt'.l e~·Audubon Societ)_' _
~-for birds and nature 

January 3, 2012 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
Attention: Candace McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
191 7 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901 

RE: Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the Yakima River Basin 
Integrated Water Resource Management Plan 

Via Email to : yrbwep@usbr.gov 

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

Seattle Audubon is submitting this letter in response to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (DPEIS) for the "Integrated Water Resource Management Plan, Yakima River Basin Water 
Enhancement Project", Benton, Kittitas, Klickitat, and Yakima Counties, Washington , issued by the 
Bureau of Reclamation (BuRec) and the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology). 

The mission of Seattle Audubon is to cultivate and lead a community that values and protects 
birds and the natural environment. Since 1916, Seattle Audubon has worked to protect birds of 
our region whose habitats are at risk. Our members have a long history of engagement on forest
related issues in Washington state and an on-going interest in the inter-relationship between bird 
habitat and human development activities in the forested landscape. 

Seattle Audubon is deeply concerned with the potential impact ofthe Integrated Plan on habitat for at
risk bird species, including the Northern Spotted Owl (listed as a threatened species under the federal 
Endangered Species Act) and the Greater Sage Grouse (listed as a candidate species under the federal 
Endangered Species Act) . While the DPEIS includes numerous statements that adverse impacts to 
existing habitat for such species would be offset by habitat/watershed protectivi1 and enhancement 
efforts (page 5-51) and that the long-term impacts of the habitat restoration projects in the Integrated 
Plan are expected to be beneficial (page 5-52 and page 5-53), the DPEIS fails to include adequate 
information to substantiate such claims. 

In addition to the lack of information to support the conclusions in the DPEIS regarding habitat impacts 
to at-risk avian species, the DPEIS also includes internal contradictions regarding those impacts. For 
instance the document accurately notes that the proposed new surface storage at Wymer Dam I 
Reservoir would exacerbate ongoing losses of Greater Sage Grouse habitat, "resulting in potentially 
substantial impacts to this species " (page 5-60), and that expansion of the Bumping Lake Reservoir 
"wouldjitrther reduce available habitat for the Northern Spotted [sic} and could represent a substantial 
impact." (page 5-51) Yet elsewhere the document claims that overall impact ofthe Integrated Plan is 
expected to be positive for listed species. 

mailto:yrbwep@usbr.gov
http:Seatt'.le


It is essential that a revised environmental analysis ofthe Integrated Plan include substantially more 
detailed information for decision-makers and the public to be able to evaluate the actual impacts 
(beneficial and adverse) ofthe proposed action . 

The Land Acquisition Program described in the DPEIS (pages 2-24 and 2-25) includes introductory 
paragraphs that highlight numerous potential benefits of protection and restoration of key landscapes, 
yet tellingly there is no mention of benefits to avian species such as northern spotted owls or greater 
sage grouse. While the DPEIS puts forward "targeted goals" for watershed protections and 
enhancements, it does not provide even minimal details on how much of the proposed targeted acreage 
is currently suitable habitat for these key species. It is essential that any Plan to enhance the amount and 
quality of habitat for listed and I or candidate species actually do so; sacrificing approximately 2,000 
acres of high quality habitat- 980 acres of old growth habitat for no11hern spc' .ed owls (page 5-51) and 
1,000 of shrub-steppe habitat for greater sage grouse (page 5-56)- makes no sense without explicit 
articulation ofthe amount of replacement high quality habitats to be acquired that otherwise could be 
lost due to development under existing ownership. The closest the DPEIS comes to specifying such 
information is that in the land proposed for acquisition in the Little Naches headwaters, "most" of the 
land has been logged and "some" areas of old growth forests remain . 

The document needs to be revised to explicitly identify the composition of the lands proposed for 
acquisition- how much of it is currently high quality habitat for these avian species, and how much is 
degraded habitat in need of restoration? In addition, what would be the approximate expected timeframe 
for the degraded habitat to be restored high quality habitat comparable to the lands permanently 
inundated? 

The Bumping Lake Enlargement project has been studied repeatedly over the last three decades, and 
those analyses have failed to generate a positive benefit/cost ratio or Congressional authorization. As 
recently as December 2008, the BuRec concluded that a Bumping Lake Expansion should be dropped 
from its Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study. Re-initiating efforts to inundate nearly 
1,000 acres of high quality old growth habitat for northern spotted owls is like,/ to re-ignite highly 
contentious administrative, legislative, and judicial battles. This component of the Integrated Plan is 
particularly troubling in light ofthe recommendations ofthe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the June 
2011 Revised Recovery Plan for the N011hern Spotted Owl. In that plan, the agency calls for increasing 
the amount of owl habitat, including the protection of both occupied sites and unoccupied, high quality 
habitat. (Recovery Plan at page III-51) 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DPEIS and look forward providing additional 
comment as the environmental review process moves forward. If you have any questions 
regarding Seattle Audubon's comments or would like additional information, feel free to contact 
me by telephone at 206/523-8243 ext. 15 or by email at shawnc@,seattleaudubon.org. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Shawn Cantrell 
Executive Director 
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Audubon Societx_ 
for birds and nature 

November 20, 2009 

Derek Sandison 
Washington Department of Ecolog-y 
15 West Ya ki ma Avenue, Suite 200 
Yakim a, WA 98902 

Dear Mr. Sandison: 

This letter is provided as public comment for the November 23, 2009, Yakima River Basin Water 
Enhancement Project Work Group meeting on the Discussion Draft Integrated Packag•.. 

Founded in 1916, Seattle Audubon's mission is to cultivate and lead a community that values and protects 
birds and the natural environment. With more than 5,000 members households, we are the largest Audubon 
chapter in Washington and active ly engaged in a variety of bird conservation programs. Our volunteers and 
members have been deeply involved in protecting and restoring Notihern Spotted Owls for over 30 years. 

Habitat loss has been and continues to be one of the largest threats to this E.S.A. listed bird species. We 
currently are working hard to find ways to increase the amount of suitable spotted owl habitat in Washington 
State, so we were deeply troubled to learn that your Work Group was considering potential expansion of 
Bumping Lake. As you are li kely aware, such an expansion would flood spotted owl critical area habitat, 
including nearly 2,000 acres of ancient forests . This would be the exact opposite of what is needed to help 
reverse the accelerating decline ofNotihern Spotted Owl populations. 

Enlarging Bumping Lake has been considered and rejected many times over the past 50 years, due in large 
part to environmental concerns. As recently as last year the Bureau of Reclamation concluded "that the 
proposal for Bumping Lake Enlargement Alternative will be eliminated from further consideration in the 
Storage Study" because of the adverse environmental impacts such a project would cr -ate. (see Yakima River 
Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, FPR/EIS, Bureau ofReclamation, December 2008.) 

Seattle Audubon is strongly opposed to including an expanded Bumping Lake reservoir as part of any 
" Integrated Package." While we commend your group for working to address water issues in the Yakima 
basin, we urge you to not re-open old fights regarding Bumping Lake. Doing so would create significant new 
problems for your efforts by inserting highly sensitive spotted owl issues onto your already complex agenda. 

If you have any questions or need additional information regarding our concerns , feel free to contact me via 
email at shawnc@seattleaudubon.org or phone at 206/523-8243 . 

Sincerely, 

Shawn Cantrell 
Executive Director 

cc: The Honorable Christine Gregoire 
The Honorable Patty Murrray 

The Honorable Maria Cantwell 


mailto:shawnc@seattleaudubon.org


Copies of testimony opposing Yakima bills in Olympia 

for the Yakima Workgroup Meeting 


March 13, 2013 


January 21- House Capital Budget Committee 
on HB 1088/HB 1089 (Adding Yakima Accounts) 

Sierra Club 
http://www.washington .sierraclu b.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima Legislature 2013 SierraCiu b 1-21.pdf 

Friends of Bumping Lake 
http://www.washington. sierra club. org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima_LegisI atu re-2013 _House_ Capita1-Budget_1-21. pdf 

January 22- House Agriculture Committee 

on HB 1196 (Yakima Policy Ecology Request bill) 


Ed Henderson 
http://www.washington .sierraclub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima Legislature 2013 Henderson 1-22 .pdf 

Sierra Club 
http://www.washington.sierraclub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima Legislature-2013 House-Ag-NR SierraCiub
testimony 1-22-2013.pdf 

Friends of Bumping Lake 
http ://www.washington .sierraclub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima Legislature-2013 Ag-NR FO L 1-22.pdf 

Wise Use Movement 
http://www.washington.sierraclub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima Legislature 2013 WUM 1-22.pdf 

February 7- Senate Agricultural Committee 
on SB 5367 (Yakima Policy lnslee Request Bill) 

Sierra Club/NCCC 
http://www. washington .sierracl ub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima Legislature-2013 Senate-Ag SierraCiub-NCCC 2-7 
2013 .pdf 

Friends of Bumping Lake 
http://www. washington .sierracl u b.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima_Legislature-2013_FOB L_Testimony_ S B536 7_ 2-7
2013.pdf 

Susan Cyr 
http://www. washington .sierraclub .org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima_Legsi lature-2013_Susan-Cyr_Testimony _SB5367 _2
7-2013 .pdf 

Wise Use Movement 
http://www.washington.sierraclu b.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima_Legislature_2013 _WU M_2-7 .pdf 

February 21- Senate Ways and Means Committee 
on SSB 5367 

Sierra Club/ ALPS 
http://www.washington .sierra club .org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima_Legis Iautre_ 2013 _SC-ALPS_2-21.pdf 

http://www
http://www
http://www
http://www
http://www
http://www.washington.sierraclub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima
http://www.washington.sierraclub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima
http://www.washington.sierraclub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima
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NCCC 

February 22- House Capital Budget Committee 

on SHB 1414 
NCCC 

Sierra Club/ ALPS 
http ://www. washington .s i erraclu b. o rg/uppercol/pdf/Yakima_LegisI atu re-2013 _SC-ALP5_2-22. pdf 

Friends of Bumping Lake- Chris Maykut 

Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs- Raelene Gold 
http://www.washington .sierraclub .org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima Legis lature 2013 FWOC 2-22 .pdf 

Olympic Forest Coalition- Written Testimony 
http://www.washington.sierraclub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima_Legislature_2013_0FC_2-22.ndf 

http://www.washington.sierraclub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima_Legislature_2013_0FC_2-22.ndf
http://www.washington.sierraclub.org/uppercol/pdf/Yakima
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Contact:  Wendy Christensen, 509-575-5848, ext. 203            Derek Sandison, 509-457-7120 
 

*Workgroup facilitation by Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA as a subconsultant to HDR, under contract to the Bureau of Reclamation 

Agenda 

Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project Workgroup 
June 5, 2013, 9:30 AM to 1:00 PM at Yakima Arboretum, 1401 Arboretum Dr., Yakima WA 

 
Time 
 
9:30 – 9:35  Welcome/Introductions and Agenda Overview 
 Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
 
9:35 – 10:25 Early Actions/Technical Work Update 
 Andrew Graham, HDR; Bob Montgomery, Anchor QEA and Walt Larrick, Reclamation 
 
10:25 – 11:05 Operational Guidelines for Additional Storage–Charter and Mission Statement; Water 

Accounting Approach 
 Bob Montgomery and Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA; Chris Lynch, Reclamation 
 
 
11:05 – 11:20 Break (with light snacks) 
 
 
11:20 – 11:40 Habitat Restoration and Agricultural Conservation Projects – Update per Out-of-Stream Needs 

and Habitat Subcommittees 
 Bob Montgomery and Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
 
11:40 – 12:00 Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee Update  
 Jeff Tayer, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 
12:00 – 12:15 Implementation Committee and Executive Committee Updates 
 Implementation Committee and Dan Silver, Consultant 
 
 Education and Outreach Update 

 Cynthia Wilkerson 
 
12:15 – 12:40    Workgroup – Roundtable Discussion 
 Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
 
12:40 – 12:50 Public Comment 
 
Adjourn 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Next meeting – September 4, 9:30 AM at Yakima Arboretum (Other 2013 meeting date is Dec 18) 
 
For additional information, see the reports and documents available at this link: 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/index.html  

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/index.html


 

 

U.S.  Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation 

*Contact: Wendy Christensen, Columbia-Cascades Area Office, (509) 575-5848, ext.  203 
 Derek Sandison, Washington State Department of Ecology, (509) 457-7120 
 
 
Meeting Notes  
June 5, 2013  
Yakima Arboretum, Yakima WA  
  
Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project (YRBWEP) 
Workgroup  
 

Welcome/Introductions and Agenda Overview 
Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA meeting facilitator, welcomed the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement 
Project (YRBWEP) Workgroup members and public, led introductions, and provided an overview of the 
agenda.   
 
Early Actions/Technical Work Update  
Andrew Graham, HDR, Bob Montgomery, Anchor QEA, and Walt Larrick, Bureau of Reclamation, 
presented updates on the Integrated Plan’s (IP) early actions items and technical work in progress. 
Highlights from the presentation and Workgroup comments are summarized below. For more detail, 
please see the full presentation which is available on the project website 
(http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/index.html). 
 
The Keechelus-to-Kachess (K-to-K) Conveyance Project 
After analyzing the three conveyance alternatives (one pipeline and two tunnel options), the two tunnel 
alternatives (T1 and T3) are recommended to be carried forward as viable alternatives. The pipeline 
alternative (P3) is not recommended as an alternative to carry forward due to several factors, including 
high cost, limited operational flexibility, and the higher potential for environmental impacts. The 
estimated cost for the pipeline alternative is $225 million, which is upwards of 50% more costly than the 
tunnel alternatives. Geotechnical explorations will be advanced for the T1 and T3 alternatives. 
 
Workgroup Comments 

• John Easterbrooks – Were there other options that were discarded? Yes, other pipeline options 
were considered but eliminated due to the length of the pipeline alignment. 

• Steve Malloch – What fisheries impact studies have been conducted to date? Preliminary 
discussion has been focused on the study of fish impacts for the first 1.5 miles downstream of the 
Keechelus Reservoir, which is where fish would be affected if Alternative T3 is selected. 
Alternative T3 would move the diversion to a point 1.5 miles downstream from Keechelus Dam, 
so flow benefits would be lost in this portion of the 9-mile reach between Keechelus and Lake 
Easton.  In addition, under Alternative T3, screened fish diversions would occur using a bottom-

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/index.html
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hinged diversion dam. The hinged dam would only be raised during diversions. The affected 
channel would be free flowing at other times. (The diversion site is at a point on the river where 
there is an island so there will always be a free-flowing channel on the other side of the island.) 

• Mike Leita – How is the funding outlook for the K-to-K Conveyance Project? We first need to 
proceed with an environmental analysis of the alternatives and conduct a feasibility study prior 
to securing additional funding for this project. 

• Mike Leita – Assuming that funding is available, when would water be transferred? There are 
mounting pressures in the basin for the limited water supply. Following funding allocation, 
environmental review, and final design, a construction period of approximately 3 years would be 
likely. So water transfers could begin in 5 to 6 years from now. 

 
Kachess Inactive Storage 
After analysis of the tunnel and pump station alternatives, the pump station alternative is recommended 
for advancement. While the pump station alternative is more costly from an operations and maintenance 
(O&M) perspective, it would cost much less in upfront capital cost than the tunnel option and less in 
terms of the total 100-year cost (in present value).  

 Estimated O&M Cost Capital Cost 

Tunnel Alternative  $300,000/year $279 million 

Pump Station Alternative  $970,000/year $205 million 

 
Additionally, the pump station alternative has performance advantages (i.e., able to achieve the 1,000-
cfs objective consistently) and less construction risks and impacts over the tunnel alternative.  
 
Workgroup Comments 

• Jeff Thomas – How are the operations and maintenance costs calculated for drought and non-
drought years? O&M costs were averaged across all drought and nondrought years. 

• Sid Morrison – What power rate drove the cost study? We could buy that power rate down if 
there is a value for fish. A commercial power rate was used for the cost study. This particular 
project is aimed at meeting water supply needs for proratable irrigation districts in drought 
years. This project is not aimed to achieve specific fish habitat enhancement goals like many of 
the other projects in the IP. 

 
Wymer Reservoir Temperature Modeling 
A working temperature modeling program has been developed to help predict temperature effects on the 
Yakima River from potential future Wymer Reservoir releases. Next steps include calibrating the model 
based on data from other reservoirs in the Pacific Northwest region and developing operational scenarios 
with the Washington State Department of Ecology and Reclamation. Running the operational scenarios 
through the model will help determine the effect on the Yakima River system from Wymer releases.  
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Workgroup Comments 

• Mike Leita – Can releases from upstream reservoirs be coordinated with releases from the 
Wymer Reservoir to help control temperature and flow? The Wymer Reservoir is subject to more 
water temperature heating than some of the upstream reservoirs. Coordinating with the 
upstream reservoirs to help control temperature could be a difficult task but probably worth 
further consideration.   

• Alex Conley – Are we considering the stratification and limnology aspects of the Wymer 
reservoir such as turnovers and dramatic temperature shifts? Some stratification may occur in 
wet years and years where releases do not occur.  Variable outlet points vertically placed on the 
reservoir may also be a consideration. 

 
Fish Passage at Cle Elum Lake Dam 
A new design combining the helix conduit and inlet ramp designs has been develop to optimize the 
function for fish passage at the Cle Elum Lake Dam. This design was developed in a collaborative effort 
with WDFW, USFWS, NMFS, Yakama Nation, and Reclamation. The project is anticipated to cost $80 
to $100 million. Next steps include final design and construction. 
 
Other Early Action Items Updates 

• The Roza Reach Smolt Survival Study will be presented at the Yakima Basin Science and 
Management Conference in Ellensburg in mid-June 2013. 

• The Manastash Creek Enhancement Project will be ready for construction following this 
irrigation season and is anticipated to be completed by the next irrigation season (2014). 
Reclamation is continuing to work with the Kittitas Reclamation District (KRD) and the Kittitas 
County Conservation District to increase flow in Manastash Creek and remove fish barriers. 

• Geotechnical exploration activities will be ongoing though this spring and summer for the 
following projects: Cle Elum Reservoir Fish Passage, Wymer Reservoir, Bumping Lake, K-to-K, 
and Kachess Inactive Storage. 

• The First Annual Progress Report for the Clear Creek Dam Passage Assessment is available on 
the YRBWEP Phase II web page (http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/phase2/index.html).  

• Groundwater infiltration in certain areas of Kittitas Valley is not looking feasible because near-
surface geology is not suitable for infiltration. The City of Yakima would like to request 
consideration of their Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) program as an early action.   
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Workgroup Comments 
• Sid Morrison – There is a high interest in the geotechnical investigations. When will results 

become available? It may take up to 2 years to conduct seismic analyses, compare results and 
issue a final report. 

• Dave Brown – When will the City of Yakima’s project be considered? Wendy Christensen needs 
to review the various groundwater options with Tom Ring and will then be in a position to move 
forward. 

 
Operational Guidelines for Additional Storage–Charter and Mission Statement; Water 
Accounting Approach  
Bob Montgomery and Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA, and Chris Lynch, Reclamation, provided updates on the 
Operational Guidelines Group’s efforts. The group has been continuing to meet to discuss operational 
issues and fine tune the group’s charter and mission statement.  
Chris Lynch presented an overview of the accounting approach for IP water and Total Water Supply 
Available (TWSA).  The presentation demonstrated how IP water and TWSA could be tracked within 
the irrigation and nonirrigation seasons of a year, and from year to year. Please see the full presentation 
which is available on the project website.  Workgroup comments are summarized below.  
 
Workgroup Comments 

• Sid Morrison – It looks like the state will play a major role in funding. Would the source of 
funding affect how projects are implemented? Reclamation will be managing all the projects and 
be in charge of water management; however, there will be open discussion on how the different 
IP objectives will be met. 

• Steve Malloch – If the historical benefit of Bumping Lake is 34,000 acre-feet, does that factor in 
to the maximum flood control amount? We have accounted for the historically available storage 
into the IP enhanced storage values because we do not want to draft the storage down past the 
historical amount. 

• Alex Conley – The presentation was very helpful in understanding how carryover storage is 
determined, which will help as we discuss rules for operations and management of the projects. 
The Operational Group will be developing guidelines but not defining rules. This presentation 
only considered irrigation and drought years. We still need to add elements to consider in non-
drought years. 

• Sid Morrision – Climate change should be considered in accounting for IP water storage and 
TWSA. 
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Habitat Restoration and Agricultural Conservation Projects – Update per Out-of-Stream Water 
Needs and Habitat Subcommittees  
Bob Montgomery and Ben Floyd provided updates on the Habitat Restoration and Out-of-Stream Water 
Needs Subcommittees, which were reconvened to identify and evaluate initial projects that can be 
implemented under these IP proposed programs. Both subcommittees developed a prioritized list of 
projects that benefit fish, water supply and water quality. 
 
Funding is not yet available for these projects. As funding becomes available, the subcommittees will be 
re-engaged as necessary to further refine project funding recommendations. If funding is received, 
Ecology and Reclamation will make the final decision on what projects are funded. Updates on this and 
other topics will be communicated through the quarterly newsletters, with the next newsletter to be 
issued in late July. 
 
Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee Update  
Jeff Tayer, WDFW, provided updates on the Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee. The 
Teanaway land acquisition is in the legislative process. The proposed land acquisition is included in both 
a House and Senate Bill, under different funding strategies (i.e., partial or full payment plans). The 
Senate bill provides for Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) ownership and the House 
bill provides for Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) ownership.  The parties have 
tentatively agreed that DNR will own the property and provide an easement to the WDFW. 
 
The subcommittee has also drafted a letter to the US Forest Service (USFS) on the pending Forest Plan 
Revision for Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest and how the Workgroup could work together with 
the USFS to achieve mutual goals. The Workgroup approved the subcommittee’s recommendation to 
send the letter on behalf of the Workgroup. 
 
Workgroup Comments 

• Sid Morrison – It is important to reiterate that the Teanaway land acquisition is not a mitigation 
project. We should also note that the Bumping Lake project will likely require mitigation. While 
the Teanaway land acquisition will result in benefits to fish habitat, the project cannot be 
designated as mitigation for projects that have not yet undergone the NEPA process. The NEPA 
process will help identify project impacts and proposed mitigation. 

• Jeff Tayer – Clint Kyhl gave a presentation to the subcommittee on how watershed protection 
also protect water supply. Jeff suggested that it would be beneficial if Clint made the same 
presentation to the Workgroup at a future meeting. 

 
Implementation Committee and Executive Committee Updates  
Members of the Implementation and Executive Committees and Dan Silver provided updates on their 
recent activities. The non-Federal members have been continuing with major work tasks and efforts to 
secure funding in the State legislature and rally community support.  The Implementation Committee 
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plans to go to Washington, DC, in July and will meet with the DC Leadership Group, which has Federal 
agency staff from BIA, BLM, NRCS, Reclamation, USFS, FWS, and NOAA.  The Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior’s office is facilitating the DC Leadership Group to find funding through existing 
programs for IP projects. 
 
Education and Outreach Update  
Cynthia Wilkerson announced that a new logo has been created for the IP. Since the March Workgroup 
meeting, the Implementation Committee has given 16 presentations to rally IP support. As a result, we 
have 14 new organizations that have expressed support. 
 
Additionally, the Implementation Committee was invited to present at a William D. Ruckleshaus Center 
meeting. The Ruckleshaus Center is made up of Washington State University and University of 
Washington academics to look at collaborative problem solving and conflict resolution in Washington 
State and the Pacific Northwest. Members of the committee presented on the history, conflict resolution, 
and leadership aspects involved in the history of the IP.  Ruckleshaus Center applauded the 
achievements of the Workgroup and felt that the project embodies elements of the Center’s goals for 
collaborative problem solving. The Center raised the question of how to institutionalize the work 
achievements of the Workgroup.  This question merits further consideration.  
 
Workgroup – Roundtable Discussion  
Ben opened up the floor to Workgroup members. The general themes expressed by Workgroup 
members included appreciation for the hard work and efforts put forth by Wendy Christensen, Derek 
Sandison, and the subcommittees. Workgroup members are pleased with the functionality of the group. 
Additional Workgroup comments included: 

 
• Alex Conley – It will be exciting to look further into the IP water accounting and what projects 

will come online as funding becomes available for habitat enhancement projects.  
• Sid Morrison – It’s nice to see progress.  The Yakima Basin Storage Alliance continues to be 

concerned about supply for all end users and the effects of climate change on water supply. 
• Paul Jewell – The Workgroup has been very supportive of Kittitas County’s concerns. How 

property purchases are handled will set precedent as additional projects move forward. Paul 
thanked the Workgroup and Congressman Hastings’ Office on their support. 

• Wendy Christensen – As we move into new phases and implementation, it is important to 
continue to strengthen the relationships established within the Workgroup. Please call to express 
comments and concerns and Reclamation and Ecology will continue to coordinate efforts as 
topics are raised.  

• Mike Livingston – I’ve been in this position 7 months; still learning; happy with what I’ve seen.   
• Mike Leita – Recognize that we’ve come a long way and stayed together. 
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• Jeff Thomas –A lot of work has been done; would like to compliment the Watershed Lands and 
Implementation Subcommittees. 

• Urban Eberhart – This is a refreshingly functional group; looking forward to legislation. 
• Ron Van Gundy – Good presentations today. 
• Scott Revell – Appreciate Derek and Wendy, all their hard work. 
• Rick Dieker – Kudos for all the hard work.  Recognized Sid Ottem (new Reclamation Yakima 

Field Office Manager) as a valuable resource. 
• Dale Bambrick – Need to hold this coalition together.  Pick up the phone! 
• Jim Trull – Expressed appreciation for hard work. 
• Dave Fast – Excellent reports.  Come to Science Management Conference!  Yakama Nation 

strongly supportive of passage at all the dams. 
• Phil Rigdon –This is a critical time dealing with water.  A lot of cool things happening; but we 

still have a long way to go.  Stay strong. 
• Steve Malloch – Stay strong.  

 
Public Comment 

• Chris Maykut, Friend of Bumping Lake, expressed appreciation for the efforts put forth by the 
Workgroup and general support for the IP; however, he expressed opposition to the Bumping 
Lake expansion project.  See public comment submittal on the project website.  

• Chuck Klarich, YBSA, asked what the total cost/benefit would be for the K-to-K project and the 
project’s benefit to fish and agriculture. 

• Naydine Maykut, Friend of Bumping Lake, expressed opposition to the Bumping Lake 
expansion project. 

 
Workgroup Members in Attendance  
Dale Bambrick, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Dave Brown, City of Yakima 
Alex Conley, Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board 
Jerome Delvin, Benton County 
Rick Dieker, Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District 
Urban Eberhart, Kittitas Reclamation District 
David Fast, Yakama Nation 
Paul Jewell, Kittitas County   
Mike Leita, Yakima County 
Mike Livingston, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Steven Malloch, National Wildlife Federation 
Sid Morrison, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Scott Revell, Kennewick Irrigation District 
Phil Rigdon, Yakama Nation 
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Derek Sandison, Washington State Department of Ecology  
Jeff Thomas, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Jim Trull, Sunnyside Valley Irrigation District 
Ron VanGundy, Roza Irrigation District 
Dawn Wiedmeier, Reclamation  
 
Other Attendees 
Susan Adams, Washington Water Trust 
David Bowen, American Forest Land Co. 
David Child, Yakima Basin Joint Board 
Wendy Christensen, Reclamation 
Marie Cobb, Intern 
Stuart Crane, Yakama Nation 
Warren Dickman, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Beneitta Eaton, Rancher 
Jack Eaton, Rancher 
Bill Eller, Washington State Conservation Commission 
Bill Ferry, Reclamation 
Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County 
Chuck Garner, Reclamation 
Andrew Graham, HDR Engineering 
Raelene Gold, Seattle Audubon Society 
Lynn Holt, Reclamation  
Joel Hubble, Reclamation 
Eleanor Hungate 
Jerry Kelso, Reclamation 
Robert King, HDR Engineering, Inc. 
Chuck Klarich, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Paul La Riviere, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Walt Larrick, Reclamation 
David Lester, Yakima Herald 
Barb Lisk, Office of Representative Doc Hastings 
Chris Lynch, Reclamation 
Chris Maykut, Friends of Bumping Lake 
Naydine Maykut, Friends of Bumping Lake 
Tim McCoy, Reclamation 
Keith McGowan, Reclamation 
Candy McKinley, Reclamation 
Jim Milton, Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District 
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Tom Monroe, Roza Irrigation District 
Bob Montgomery, Anchor QEA 
Bryan Myre, Wapato Irrigation District 
Sid Otten, Reclamation 
Elaine Packard, Sierra Club 
Bob Partridge, Frank Coluccio Construction 
Jim Peterson, HDR Engineering, Inc. 
Tom Ring, Yakama Nation 
Vivian Shin Erickson, Anchor QEA 
Mike Shuttleworth, Benton County 
Dan Silver, Facilitator 
Elaine Smith, League of Women Voters 
Rob Swedo, BPA 
Jeff Tayer, WDFW 
Tom Tebb, Department of Ecology 
Cynthia Wilkerson, The Wilderness Society 
 
Next Workgroup Meeting 
The next meeting will be held September 4, 2013, at 9:30 a.m. at the Yakima Arboretum. A meeting 
notice and agenda will be distributed in advance of the meeting.   
 
Where to Find Workgroup Information  
Meeting materials, notes, presentations, and materials submitted during public comment for the 
Workgroup meetings will be posted on the project website 
(http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/index.html).   A bibliography of information sources, many 
of which are available online, is also posted on the website.    
 
If anyone needs help finding an information source, contact those listed at the top of page 1 of these 
notes or Ben Floyd at Anchor QEA, Richland office, (509) 392-4548, or bfloyd@anchorqea.com. 

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/index.html
mailto:bfloyd@anchorqea.com


YRBWEP Workgroup Meeting 
June 5, 2013

Early Actions Update

Presented by:
Andrew Graham, HDR Engineering, Inc.
Bob Montgomery, Anchor QEA
Walt Larrick, Reclamation



Early  Actions (Spring 2013)

• K-to-K Conveyance
• Kachess Inactive Storage
• Wymer Dam and Reservoir
• Fish Passage at Cle Elum Dam
• Subordinate Power Diversions
• Tributary Habitat Enhancement
• Groundwater Infiltration
• Fish Passage at Clear Lake Dam 
• Bumping Reservoir



Area Map:  K-to-K and Kachess Projects



K-to-K Route Alternatives



Pipeline Disadvantages
• Engineering/Construction

– Less operational flexibility
– 29,000’ long versus 18,100’ to 21,600’ for tunnel
– Costly high-pressure discharge flow control valves
– Approximately 70,000 yd3 more excavation

• Cost – approximately 50% more than tunnel 
• Other Considerations

– USFS concerns with surface route impacts
– More complex permitting
– Mitigation of stream and wetlands crossings
– Kachess Lake residents and public access impacts 
– More material hauling and truck trips



K-to-K Conveyance Conclusion

The pipeline alternative should be eliminated in favor 
of a tunnel because the pipeline:

– Has less operational flexibility/capacity
– Is much longer route for future maintenance
– Has more impacts
– Causes more local resident and public access 

impacts during construction
– Has a much higher cost 



Next Steps:  Geotechnical Explorations



Kachess Inactive Storage Alternatives



Key Differences Between 
Tunnel and Pump Station

• Range of flow rates
• Release point to Yakima River
• Effect on streamflow below Keechelus
• Irrigation supply limitations or benefits
• Construction risks
• Construction impacts
• Power requirements
• O&M Cost
• Capital cost
• Total 100-year cost (in present value)



Kachess Inactive Storage Comparison

Tunnel 
Pump
Station 

Preferred Preferred

Range of flow rates  

Instream flow below Keechelus  

Irrigation supply  

Construction risks  

Construction impacts  

Power needs  

O&M cost  

Capital cost  

100‐year cost  



Kachess Inactive Storage Conclusion

• The Pump Station Alternative is recommended for 
advancement, due to:
– performance advantages
– lower construction risk and impacts
– lower cost



Kachess Inactive Storage:  Alternate Pump 
Station Sites and Borehole Locations



Wymer Temperature Model Update

Overall Approach
• Prepare reservoir temperature model using 

CE-QUAL-W2
• Use representative wet and dry years in model

– 1997 (wet) & 2001 (dry) selected
• Use RiverWare (Yak-RW) model output from 

Integrated Plan for reservoir inflow/outflow
• Use Yakima River water temperature data at 

Umtanum and energy budget equation to 
determine temperature effects on Yakima River 
from Wymer releases



Wymer Temperature Model Update

Model Segmentation
• Model segments have 

ts

  

 
  
 to 

Wymer Temperature Model Segmentation

been developed
– 32 longitudinal segmen
– 126 vertical segments 

adjacent to the dam
• Segmentation used

– USACE LiDAR
topographic data          
(1-m resolution, 2009)

– USGS topographic data
used in a few segments

• Storage and elevation
volume relationship 
consistent with Wymer
Reservoir Appraisal 
Study



 

WSU AgWeatherNet
Pomona station

NOAA Bowers 
Field station

NOAA Yakima 
Airport station

Wymer
Reservoir

Wymer Temperature Model Update

Boundary Conditions: 
Meteorology

• Model requirements:
– Incident shortwave solar radiation (SR)

or cloud cover
– Wind speed and direction
– Air temperature 
– Dew point temperature 

• Data being used:
– Full data sets (except cloud cover) for 

most years from WSU AgWeatherNet
station at Pomona

– Cloud cover from NOAA stations at 
Yakima Airport or Bowers Field is 
available for some years



Wymer Temperature Model Update

Next Steps
• Calibrate model 
• Select final Wymer operational scenarios with 

Reclamation and Ecology
• Estimate Yakima River temperatures with Wymer

releases
• Evaluate need for operational or structural changes 

to Wymer to address temperature issues in Yakima 
River



Fish Passage at Cle Elum Dam



Other Early Action Activities

• Subordinate Power Diversions, Roza
Roza Reach Smolt Survival Study Update

• Tributary Habitat Enhancement – Manastash
Update 

• Geotechnical explorations update
• Clear Lake Dam Fish Passage – Progress Report
• Groundwater Infiltration – Data acquisition 

continuing in Kittitas Valley
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Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan 
Operating Guidelines Group 

Draft Charter and Mission Statement 
(Revision 2, updated per 5/29/2013 meeting) 

 
 
Introduction 
Reclamation has been meeting with a group comprised of irrigation districts, Ecology, National 
Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Yakama Nation staff, Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, City of Yakima, Yakima County, American Rivers and 
National Wildlife Federation to discuss potential guidelines for future operations of the Yakima 
Project if the proposed Integrated Plan (IP) is implemented.  Although progress has been made 
on developing draft guidelines, additional clarification is needed on the objectives and desired 
elements of these guidelines. Accordingly, a mission statement has been developed to clarify the 
group’s scope and focus in developing the guidelines.  
 
Mission of the Operating Guidelines Group 
This group will assist Reclamation in developing guidelines for Yakima Project operations that 
consider full and staged implementation of water stored, conserved, acquired, or otherwise 
enhanced by IP actions (IP water).  Modifications to existing operations without IP actions will 
not be addressed by this group, as existing Yakima Project operations are considered in other 
forums such as the System Operations Advisory Committee (SOAC) discussions and 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) compliance efforts. The guidelines will be developed with the 
expectation that operations will be refined during project-specific development and 
implementation. 
 
What the Guidelines Will Address 
The operating guidelines will address how to manage the Yakima Project to meet identified 
needs, account for IP water with TWSA, and adapt to changing conditions. 
 

• Certainty in meeting instream flow and out-of-stream needs – The guidelines will specify 
how the Yakima Project will be managed by Reclamation as IP projects are completed to 
provide greater certainty in meeting the identified needs, including but not necessarily 
limited to: 

o Existing water rights 
o Existing “constraints” such as flood control and safety of dams operations  
o Instream flows:  

 Existing constraints for Title XII and state trust water right flows, Yakama 
Nation treaty rights, and ESA compliance  

 How and when high, medium, and lower priority instream flow objectives 
are achieved in specific river reaches   

o Supplemental supply for proratable water users in drought years 
o Municipal, domestic, and industrial supply. 

 
• Integrated Accounting System – The guidelines will describe an accounting approach for 

IP water and TWSA:  
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o Identify in the system where TWSA and IP waters originate and reside and for 
what purposes such flows are used during the irrigation and non-irrigation periods 
to meet identified needs 

o Describe how TWSA and IP water is diminished/used and/or carried over in 
storage from year to year to meet identified needs 

o Identify TWSA and IP water for interim periods as individual IP projects and 
actions are implemented 

o Acknowledge accounting challenges such as (but not necessarily limited to) 
providing for potential improvements to snowpack through watershed 
enhancement actions, potential increased return flows when IP water is utilized 
for out-of-stream uses, floodplain storage and groundwater recharge, and 
conservation. 
  

• Operations and Adaptive Management – Guidelines for integration/accounting of IP 
water will acknowledge the potential for adjustments to system operations based upon 
multiple factors, including but not limited to type of water year; improved understanding 
of instream needs; operational considerations; individual and collective effects from IP 
projects and actions; and anticipated changes to crop requirements, seasons, snowpack 
and runoff patterns from climate change.   
 
The Operating Guidelines will identify membership and describe roles and 
responsibilities for a group similar to SOAC but with additional representation to 
coordinate with Reclamation on how to adaptively utilize additional water made available 
through IP implementation to meet the identified instream flow needs.  This proposed 
group will make requests for specific water uses to Reclamation through agreed-upon 
notification processes developed by the Operating Guidelines Group.   

 
Other Considerations 
The guidelines will be developed with the understanding that operations will be refined during 
project-specific planning, permitting, and design phases. 
 
Once the draft guidelines have been developed, an expected next step is for legal advisors 
comprised of irrigation district attorneys, Yakama Nation legal staff, state Attorney General’s 
staff, Reclamation legal staff, and others, to identify and address legal issues to implement the 
guidelines, and provide guideline revisions.  The legal advisors may also identify topics that 
could be addressed through future state and/or Federal legislation.  
 
Additionally, the participants acknowledge the complexity of the assignment to address 
operational guidelines include technically challenging and legally intricate issues. These include, 
but are not limited to: 

• How to account for IP water and TWSA over multiple years to include carry-over storage 
considerations, and replenishing the IP water after a drought.   

• Developing operational accounting flexibility to improve the effectiveness, reliability, 
and certainty of instream flows when proratable supply is between 70% and 100%  

• Adaptively managing instream flows recognizing the science on instream flow needs for 
fish continues to evolve. 



Yakima River Basin 
Integrated Plan Water 
Accounting
Presented by:
Chris Lynch – Hydraulic Engineer, PE



Yakima River Basin Water

• Use of Integrated Plan water 
• Accounting issues
• Total Water Supply Available (TWSA) season
• Winter Refill and Target Flow season
• Example using 2001



Yakima River Basin 
Integrated Plan Storage

• IP storage projects Added kaf
– Kachess Inactive Storage 200
– Wymer Dam and Reservoir 162  (82/80)
– Bumping Enlargement 156
– Cle Elum 3’ Pool Raise 15 



Fish Flows
• Higher winter fish flow targets

– Keechelus:  120 cfs (+ 9 to 17 kaf)
– Easton: 250 cfs (+ 7 to 20 kaf)
– Cle Elum:  300 to 500 cfs (+ 30 to 127 kaf)
– Tieton:  125 cfs (+ 10 to 32 kaf)
– Bumping:  130 to 200 (+ 10 to 20 kaf)

• Additional pulse flows volumes, Spring
– Bumping:  32 kaf
– Keechelus:  2 to 6 kaf
– Cle Elum:  To be determined

• Modified timing and sources for flows



Accounting

• Kachess Inactive Storage
– Insure that inactive storage use does not impact existing 

rights and obligations
– Account for use and recovery of storage



Accounting

• Wymer Dam and Reservoir
– Account for source of refill

• Unregulated flows
• Upper reservoir releases

– Track usage purposes
• Modified streamflows
• General TWSA
• Improved supply to proratables



Accounting

• Bumping Enlargement
– Maintain historical benefits

• 34 kaf to TWSA
• 34 kaf for flood control
• Streamflows

– Track usage
• Modified streamflows
• General TWSA
• Improved supply to proratables



May 1, 2013 TWSA ESTIMATE 
May 1 - September 30

Parameter* +/-/= Low Adopted High

May 1-Sep 30 Natural Flow at Parker est. + 1039 1300 1552
Return Flow Estimate + 310 335 350

May 1, Reservoir Content + 958 958 958
TWSA = 2307 2593 2860

SEP 30 EST RESERVOIR CONTENT - 76 139 306
FLOW OVER SUNNYSIDE DAM - 320 400 500

TWSA FOR IRRIGATION = 1911 2054 2054
NONPRORATABLE ENTITLEMENT - 909 909 909

REMAINING TWSA = 1002 1145 1145
PRORATABLE ENTITLEMENT 1145 1145 1145

% RATIO= REMAINING 
TWSA/PRORATABLE ENTITLEMENT 87% 100% 100%
TITLE 12 FLOW REQUIREMENTS, cfs May 300 400 500

Total Parker Target FLOW, cfs *#* 111 411 511 611
*Values are in 1,000 ac-ft unless otherwise specified.

*#* State & YRBWEP Trust, Acquisition, & Conservation additions to Title XII flow range from 98 to 119 cfs.



Yakima Basin Seasons
Seasons April-

September October-March

Total Water Winter 
n Supply Refill and 

at
io Available Target 

Id
en

ti
fi

c (TWSA) Flows

 Integrated Plan  IP Winter Refill 
(IP) Water and Target 

Supply Flows



Yakima Basin Water, Where It 
Comes From

Period Sources Identification

Apr-Sep

Apr 1, Reservoir Storage

Total 
Water 
Supply 

Available 
(TWSA)

ReturnQ

Natural Basin Runoff 
above the Parker gage 

(Parw QU)



Identification Delineation

Reservoir 

Total 
Water 
Supply 

Available 
(TWSA)

Irrigatio

Storage
Currently, all 
water in the 
green box is 
considered 

Parw QD 
(Water not 
stored or 
diverted.)

Observed Basin 
Runoff above 

the Parker gage 
(Parw QD)

Available water 
from 

unregulated 
flow, spill, and 

releases

n Water Supply Available

IWSA

Yakima Basin Water, Where It Goes



Yakima Basin Water Destination
Identification Delineation Destination

Special Fish flows 
(Apr-SCD)

Parker flow targets 
(SCD-Sep)

Available water 
from 

unregulated 
flow, spill, and 

releases

Integrated Plan 
Storage (IP AF)     

(Apr-SCD)

Non-proratable

Proratable

Total 
Water 
Supply 

Available 
(TWSA)

Reservoir 
Storage

Carry over 
Storage

Observed Basin 
Runoff above 

the Parker gage 
(Parw QD)

IWSA

SCD - Storage Control Date



Yakima Basin Irrigation Season Bucket 
Period Sources Identification Delineation Destination

Apr 1, Reservoir Storage Reservoir Carry over 

Apr-Sep

ReturnQ

Total Water 
Supply 

Available 
(TWSA)

Storage Storage

Natural Basin Runoff above 
the Parker gage (Parw QU)

Observed Basin 
Runoff above the 

Parker gage 
(Parw QD)

Available water 
from unregulated 

flow, spill, and 
releases

Special Fish flows 
(Apr-SCD)

Parker flow targets 
(SCD-Sep)

Integrated Plan 
Storage (IP AF)     

(Apr-SCD)

Non-proratable
IWSA

Proratable



Period Sources Identification

Oct 21, Reservoir Storage 
Carry over

Oct-Mar

Delayed ReturnQ

Winter Refill 
and Target 

Flows
Natural Basin Runoff above 
the Parker gage (Parw QU)

IP Carryover

Yakima Basin Water, Where It 
Comes From—Winter



Identification Delineation
Stored 

Reservoir 

Winter Refill 
and Target 

Flows

Inflow
Carryover

Unregulated 
flows and 
reservoir 
outflows

IP Storage

Yakima Basin Water, Where It Goes



Yakima Basin Water Destination
Identification Delineation Destination

Winter 
Refill and 

Target 
Flows

Stored 
Reservoir 

Inflow Sys Storage

Carryover
Unregulated 

Qs and 
Reservoir 
Outflows

Parw Spill & fish 
flows

Diversions

IP storage

IP Storage IP Fish Flows



Yakima Basin Supply and Use
Period Sources Identification Delineation Destination

Apr-Sep

Apr 1, Reservoir Storage Reservoir 
Storage

Carry over 
StorageReturnQ

Natural Basin Runoff above 
the Parker gage (Parw QU)

Total Water 
Supply 

Available 
(TWSA)

Observed Basin 
Runoff above the 

Parker gage 
(Parw QD)

Available water 
from unregulated 

flow, spill, and 
releases

Special Fish flows 
(Apr-SCD)

Parker flow targets  
(SCD-Sep)

Potential Integrated 
Plan Storage (IP 
AF)     (Apr-SCD)

IWSA
Non-proratable

Proratable
Period Sources Identification Delineation Destination

Oct-Mar

Oct 21, Reservoir Storage 
Carry over

Winter Refill 
and Target 

Flows

Carryover
Reservoir 
StorageStored 

Reservoir 
Inflow

Natural Basin Runoff above 
the Parker gage (Parw QU)

Unregulated 
flows and 
reservoir 
outflows

Parw Spill & fish 
flows

Diversions

Potential IP 
storage

Delayed ReturnQ Potential IP 
Fish Flows



Period Sources Identification Delineation Destination

Apr-Sep

Apr 1, Reservoir Storage

Total Water 
Supply 

Available 
(TWSA)

Reservoir 
Storage

Carry over 
StorageReturnQ

Natural Basin Runoff above 
the Parker gage (Parw QU)

Observed Basin 
Runoff above the 

Parker gage 
(Parw QD)

Available water 
from unregulated 

flow, spill, and 
releases

Special Fish flows 
(Apr-SCD)

Parker flow targets 
(SCD-Sep)

Integrated Plan 
Storage (IP AF)     

(Apr-SCD)

IWSA
Non-proratable

Proratable

Available extra Runoff

 IP Water Supply

IP Storage IP Carryover
Water released from upper 

reservoirs
IP Irrigation IP Purchaser

IP Storage IP Fish Flows IP Fish Flows

Period Sources Identification Delineation Destination
Oct 21, Reservoir Storage 

Carry over Carryover

Sys StorageStored 
Delayed ReturnQ Reservoir 

Oct-Mar
Winter Refill 
and Target 

Flows

Inflow

Natural Basin Runoff above 
the Parker gage (Parw QU)

Unregulated 
flows and 
reservoir 
outflows

Parw Spill & fish 
flows

Diversions

IP storage

IP StorageIP Carryover IP Fish Flows

Yakima Basin Bucket, Including IP



A Look at 2001 with IP Water

• Historical 2001 TWSA
• IP water accounting



Apr1- May1- May1- May1- May1- May1-
TWSA Conditions as presented in 2001. Sep30 Sep30 Sep30 Sep30 Sep30 Sep30 Observed

Apr-01 May-01 Jun-01 Jul-01 Aug-01 Sep-01 May-01
1st of period-Sep 30 Natural Flow at Parker est. 1004 796 720 767 769 770 798

Return Flow Estimate 290 280 280 275 275 275 280
1st of period, Reservoir Content 384 481 481 481 481 481 481

TWSA 1679 1557 1481 1523 1525 1526 1559
SEP 30 EST RESERVOIR CONTENT 76 76 76 76 76 76 108

FLOW OVER SUNNYSIDE DAM 180 164 162 148 148 148 155
TWSA FOR IRRIGATION 1423 1317 1243 1299 1301 1302 1297

NONPRORATABLE ENTITLEMENT 1070 909 909 909 879 879 909
REMAINING TWSA 353 408 334 390 422 423 388

PRORATABLE ENTITLEMENT 1239 1145 1145 1145 1145 1145 1145
% RATIO= REMAINING TWSA/PRORATABLE ENTITLEMENT 28% 36% 29% 34% 37% 37% 34%

TITLE 12 FLOW REQUIREMENTS, cfs 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
Total flow target 300 300 300 300 300 300 302

2001 Total Water Supply Available
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TWSA Conditions with additional IP 
storage. May1-Sep30 May1-Sep30

May 2001 Aug 2001
1st of month-Sep 30 Natural Flow at Parker est. 796 769

Return Flow Estimate (improved) 300 295
1st of month, Reservoir Content 421 421

IP TWSA Storage Adjustment 60 60
TWSA 1577 1545

1st of month, IP Additional Storage 22 22
TWSwIP 1599 1567

SEP 30 EST RESERVOIR CONTENT 76 76
Original estimate of flow past Parker 164 148

Added flow past Parker for fish 
(estimated)

targets and pulses 
38 38

TWSA FOR IRRIGATION 1320 1304
NONPRORATABLE ENTITLEMENT 909 879

REMAINING TWSA 411 425
PRORATABLE ENTITLEMENT 1145 1145

% RATIO= REMAINING TWSA/PRORATABLE ENTITLEMENT 36% 37%
TITLE 12 FLOW REQUIREMENTS, cfs 300 300

Total flow target 422 428

Additional dedicated water (Kac) 436 436
Additional water per user (3 users) 145 145

RID prorated entitlements 315 315
Percent received 70% 70%

KRD prorated entitlements 309 309
Percent received 70% 70%

WIP prorated entitlements 319 319
Percent received 70% 70%

Used IP storage 321 310
Carry over IP storage 115 126

WIP non-prorated entitlements 218 218
Percent received 82% 82.2%
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Table 1.  Prioritization of Tributary Habitat Enhancement Projects by the Habitat Subcommittee 

Project 

 

Proponent Description Benefits 
Gap-to-Gap City of Yakima Move the City of This project would provide the next step as part of 
Outfall Yakima Regional the Gap-to-Gap Levee Setback Project which would 
Relocation Wastewater 

Treatment Plant outfall 
from the river channel 
to floodplain area 

lead to over 1,000 acres of floodplain connectivity in 
the critical Union Gap reach of the Yakima River.  
The project would increase spawning and rearing 
habitat for multiple species, improve water quality in 
a key juvenile and adult migration corridor, reduce 
river temperatures, reduce nutrient-related water 
quality problems, and increase floodplain storage of 
runoff.  Multiple fish species would benefit from this 
project, including mid-Columbia ESU steelhead, mid-
Columbia bull trout, spring Chinook salmon, rainbow 
trout, westslope cutthroat trout, Chinook salmon, 
sockeye salmon, coho salmon, and Pacific lamprey. 

Manastash – Kittitas County Replace MWDA This project would permanently put 1.9 cfs of winter 
Consolidated Conservation earthen ditch with stock water into trust from November to March, 
Pipeline & District 4 miles of pipeline and increasing instream flows in the lower 5.6 miles of 
Manastash remove three Manastash Creek, benefiting rearing for spring 
Water Ditch unscreened diversions Chinook, steelhead, and coho.  The removal of 
Association on Manastash Creek unscreened diversions would be the next step in 
(MWDA) removing all fish passage barriers in Manastash 
Pipeline Creek which would open access to more than 20 

 Construction miles of habitat. 
Toppenish 
Fan 

Yakama 
Nation 

Raise the water table 
in an area of 
Toppenish Creek 
southwest of White 
Swan by diverting 
winter flows from 
Toppenish Creek 
through existing 
canals for aquifer 
recharge 

This project would reconnect distributary channels to 
the Toppenish Creek alluvial fan, increasing the 
alluvial water table and riparian vegetation along the 
alluvial fan.  The project would also increase 
summer flows and reduce stream temperatures in 
Simcoe and Toppenish Creeks, improving habitat for 
steelhead rearing and migration. 

Bateman 
Island 
Causeway 
Modification 
Conceptual 
Design 

Mid-Columbia 
Fisheries 
Enhancement 
Group 

Develop alternatives 
to allow flow along the 
south side of Bateman 
Island near the 
confluence of the 
Yakima and Columbia 
Rivers 

This project would identify alternatives to breach a 
short earthen causeway that could improve salmonid 
migratory conditions by modifying an existing 
temperature barrier that can delay adult migration, 
and by shortening the distance traveled by 
outmigrating smolts and returning adults.  When 
completed, the project is expected to improve water 
temperature and water quality and benefit steelhead, 
spring Chinook, summer Chinook, fall Chinook, 
coho, and sockeye. 

Bull Trout 
Task Force 
Habitat 
Improvements 

Mid-Columbia 
Fisheries 
Enhancement 
Group 

Address conservation 
needs for bull trout by 
implementing actions 
identified in recent Bull 
Trout Plans 

This project would assist in various projects 
throughout the Yakima basin focused on the needs 
of bull trout, one of the ESA-listed fish species in the 
Yakima basin.  Benefits include improving fish 
passage by removing recreation dams and providing 
temporary passage improvements during lower flow 
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Project 

 

Proponent Description Benefits 
conditions, and improving understanding of bull trout 
density and migration timing. 

Gold Creek Kittitas Investigate Gold This project would identify causes of late summer 
Habitat Conservation Creek dewatering and early fall dewatering in Gold Creek, which is a 
Assessment Trust causes and major bull trout limiting factor for the species in this 
and associated impacts part of the basin.  Once causes are identified, 
Conceptual and produce conceptual designs would allow for improvement of 
Design conceptual designs for 

bull trout restoration 
bull trout spawning, egg incubation, and juvenile 
rearing in Gold Creek. 

Reed 
Diversion 
Removal 
Design 

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Design a project that 
would remove the fish 
passage barrier at 
Reed Diversion on 
Manastash Creek 

This project would be the first step in removing the 
last passage barrier on Manastash Creek, which 
would allow access to more than 20 miles of habitat 
in Manastash Creek, improving habitat for fish 
species including steelhead.  

Lower Yakima Construct a setback This project would open almost 900 acres of 
Drainage County levee 3,500 feet long floodplain lands acquired by Reclamation and 
Improvement and remove 3,000 feet convert it to active floodplain.  Benefits include 
District #1 of an existing levee on increasing spawning and rearing habitat for multiple 
Levee Setback the Yakima River species, improving water quality in a key juvenile and 

adult migration corridor, reducing river temperatures, 
reducing nutrient-related water quality problems, and 
increasing floodplain storage of runoff.  Multiple fish 
species benefit from this project, including mid-
Columbia ESU steelhead, mid-Columbia bull trout, 
spring Chinook, rainbow trout, westslope cutthroat 
trout, Chinook salmon, sockeye salmon, coho 
salmon, and Pacific lamprey. 
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Table 2.  Other Higher Priority Tributary Habitat Enhancement Projects by Habitat Subcommittee 

Project Proponent Description Benefits 
Cle Elum Kittitas Install engineered log This project would benefit Spring Chinook, 
River Side- Conservation jams, gravel bars, and Steelhead, Coho, and Sockeye by improving 
Channel Trust snags on a 2-mile instream habitat in a critical location of the Cle Elum 
Restoration segment of the Cle River where complexity has been significantly 
Project – Elum River degraded.  The project improves flow in 5 miles of 
Phase 2 complex side channels, allowing for spawning habitat 

expansion and juvenile protection from high-velocity 
irrigation flows in the river, and addressing the 
primary limiting factor for increasing anadromous fish 
(suitable rearing habitat).  Potential habitat 
improvements include 20-60 new pools and 240 
acres of affected floodplain and side channel areas. 

Little 
Rattlesnake 
Road 
Decommission 

Mid-Columbia 
Fisheries 
Enhancement 
Group 

Decommission 5 miles 
of Forest Service 
Road 1501 from its 
beginning at Forest 
Service Road 1500 to 
its junction with Forest 
Service Road 1503 

This project would increase floodplain connectivity by 
removing aggregate base and roadfill material from 
road sections and reduce instream scour by 
removing 13 culverts and 2 bridges.  Additionally, 
plantings in the footprint of the roadbed would 
increase overhead cover and shade to the stream, 
improving stream water temperatures.  These 
improvements benefit steelhead, Chinook, coho, bull 
trout, resident rainbow, and cutthroat species. 

Upper Wapato 
Riparian 

Yakima 
County 

Install riparian plants 
and vertical roughness 
structures in the 
Wapato Reach of the 
Yakima River near 
Buena 

This pilot project is expected to trigger natural 
processes of channel adjustment, floodplain 
development, and habitat formation.  This would 
improve spawning for fall Chinook, wintering habitat 
for steelhead, and migratory habitat for all salmonids 
and lamprey in a priority reach of the Yakima River. 

Naneum, 
Wilson and 
Cherry Creek 
Assessment 

Kittitas County Study existing 
conditions in Naneum, 
Wilson, and Cherry 
Creek watersheds to 
work toward 
developing long-term 
management plans 

This project would be the first phase in the 
development of long-term management plans that 
have the potential of improving flood conditions and 
restoring fish passage and habitat for steelhead, 
spring Chinook, and resident rainbow and coho.   

Reed 
Diversion 
Barrier 
Removal 

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Remove the fish 
passage barrier at 
Reed Diversion on 
Manastash Creek 

This project would be the next step (after design – 
see Table 1 above) in removing the last passage 
barrier on Manastash Creek, allowing access to 
more than 20 miles of habitat in Manastash Creek 
and improving habitat for fish species including 
steelhead. 
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Project Proponent Description Benefits 
Kennewick 
Irrigation 
District (KID) 
Division IV 
Lining 

Kennewick 
Irrigation 
District 

Install 1.1 miles of 
geomembrane canal 
lining from S. Olympia 
Street to Olympia 
Siphon in the City of 
Kennewick 

This project would reduce seepage from the KID and 
increase flow in the lower 47 miles of the Yakima 
River, which is listed as priority habitat for ESA-listed 
mid-Columbia ESU steelhead.  There would be an 
additional 441 acre-feet/year (af/yr) of water in the 
Chandler Reach (River Mile [RM] 47 to 35.8) and an 
additional 196 af/yr downstream of Chandler Reach 
to the mouth of the Yakima River from April to 
October, benefiting rearing for fall Chinook and 
migration for spring Chinook, fall Chinook, steelhead, 
coho, and sockeye species.  Additionally, the project 
would allow for more reliable irrigation delivery and 
increase public safety by decreasing the likelihood of 
canal failure. 

Wapato 
Irrigation 
Project (WIP) 
Piping Lateral 
4-414C 

Yakama 
Nation 

Replace earthen 
Lateral 4-414C with 
1.25 miles of pipe 
along S. Wapato Road 
in the Wapato Unit 

This project would reduce seepage from the WIP and 
reduce operational spill to Marion Drain, resulting in 
2.24 cfs (840 af/yr) of water savings for improved 
water supply reliability for WIP water users or 
increased instream flows in the Yakima River from 
Wapato Dam to Marion Drain (RM 106.7 to 82.8) 
from April to October.  This benefits rearing of fall 
Chinook and coho and migration for spring Chinook, 
fall Chinook, steelhead, coho, and sockeye.  
Additionally, the project would improve water quality 
by reducing sediment and nutrient load, and improve 
water management by installing measurement at 
pipeline turnouts.  

Wapato Yakama Replace earthen This project would reduce seepage from the WIP and 
Irrigation Nation Satus East Lateral reduce operational spill to Toppenish Creek.  2.5 cfs 
Project Piping E73 with 1.5 miles of (890 af/yr) of water would be saved for improved 
Satus East pipe near Schuster Rd water supply reliability for WIP water users or 
Lateral E73 in the Satus Unit increased instream flows in the Yakima River from 

Wapato Dam to Toppenish Creek (RM 106.7 to 80.4) 
from April to October.  This benefits rearing of fall 
Chinook and coho and migration for spring Chinook, 
fall Chinook, steelhead, coho, and sockeye.  
Additionally the project would improve water quality 
by reducing sediment and nutrient load, and improve 
water management by installing measurement at 
pipeline turnouts. 
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Project Proponent Description Benefits 
Manastash Kittitas County Irrigation water rights This project would permanently put 2.54 cfs 
Creek, Conservation off Anderson (894 af/yr) of water into trust, increasing instream 
Anderson District Diversion would be flow from April to October in the lower 5.6 miles of 
Diversion acquired by Trout Manastash Creek, a high-priority fish habitat reach.  
Irrigation Unlimited to provide Additionally, an unscreened diversion and seasonal 
Water instream flow in fish passage barrier would be removed.  These 
Acquisition Manastash Creek and 

remove the 
unscreened Anderson 
diversion 

elements would benefit migration and rearing for 
steelhead and coho as well as rearing for spring 
Chinook. 

Manastash 
Creek 
Sprinkler 
Conversions 

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Convert 154 acres of 
rill irrigation to 
sprinkler irrigation 
along Manastash 
Creek 

 

This project would permanently put 2 cfs (250 af/yr) 
of water into trust, increasing instream flow from April 
to October by 150 af/yr from stream mile 5.6 to 1.4 of 
Manastash Creek and by 250 af/yr in the lower 
1.4 miles of Manastash Creek, a high-priority fish 
habitat area.  This conversion and corresponding 
instream flow increase would benefit migration and 
rearing for steelhead and coho as well as rearing for 
spring Chinook. 

Yakima-Tieton 
Irrigation 
District (YTID) 
Feasibility 
Study – Tieton 
to Ahtanum 
Exchange 

Yakima-Tieton 
Irrigation 
District 

Study feasibility of an 
enlarged YTID Main 
Canal and associated 
pipeline to carry water 
to the Ahtanum basin 
in a water exchange 
program to enhance 
instream flows for fish 
and supply water for 
irrigation 

This project would study the potential of carrying 
water from the Tieton basin to the Ahtanum basin.  
Potential benefits of the completed project include 
increased instream flow in Ahtanum Creek, providing 
fish benefits to steelhead, bull trout, salmon, and 
resident trout.  It also has the potential of removing 
stream diversions through upgraded and efficient 
delivery systems that would enhance habitat in the 
Ahtanum basin. 

Manastash – 
Consolidated 
Pipeline & 
MWDA 
Pipeline 

 Construction

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Replace MWDA 
earthen ditch with 
4 miles of pipeline and 
remove three 
unscreened diversions 
on Manastash Creek 

This project would permanently put 1.9 cfs of winter 
stock water into trust from November to March, 
increasing instream flows in the lower 5.6 miles of 
Manastash Creek, benefiting rearing for spring 
Chinook, steelhead, and coho.  The removal of 
unscreened diversions would be the next step in 
removing all fish passage barriers in Manastash 
Creek, which would lead to access to more than 
20 miles of habitat. 
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Margaret Hartzell 
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
United States Forest Service  
215 Melody Lane 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 
 RE: Forest Plan Revisions and the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan  
 
Dear Ms. Hartzell,  
 
On behalf of the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Program Work Group (“Work 
Group”), we offer these preliminary comments on the pending Forest Plan Revision for 
Okanogan Wenatchee National Forest (“OWNF”) and offer to work closely with the United 
States Forest Service to achieve our mutual goals.  As you know, the Work Group is developing 
a long-range economic and ecological sustainability plan for the Yakima Basin; there are areas of 
significant intersection between OWNF Forest Plan Revision and the watershed elements of the 
sustainability plan. We request that as alternatives are developed, and their effects analyzed, for 
the Forest Plan Revision Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the elements and 
approaches that the Work Group developed be considered for incorporation.  We recognize that 
these comments are not within a formal comment period.  However, the Work Group suggests 
that as the Yakima planning and implementation and the Forest Plan Revision processes develop, 
there are areas for which discussion and coordination will be useful.  We believe that there are 
issues where working together in bringing the Forest Plan Revision and Yakima planning 
processes into alignment will help both efforts to achieve greater results, and commit to working 
with the Forest Service to engage in that work.     
 
Background 
 
Since 2009, a group of people and institutions deeply engaged in the Yakima River basin have 
worked with the support of the Bureau of Reclamation and Washington’s Department of Ecology 
to lay out a long-range plan to contribute to economic and ecological sustainability for the 
Yakima Basin.  The result of that work is the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan (“YBIP”) 
(http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/plan/integratedplan.pdf). Taking 
a broad view of water supply reliability and fishery restoration, the Work Group and YBIP 
recognize that protecting and restoring watershed health is essential to meeting the overall goals.  
 
The goals of YBIP are to: 
 

• Protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat and populations;  
• Provide increased operational flexibility to manage instream flows to meet ecological 

objectives, and 

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/plan/integratedplan.pdf
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• Improve the reliability of the water supply for irrigation, municipal supply and domestic 
uses.1 

Linkage between YBIP and OWNF land management stems from much of the water in the 
Yakima River system arising on OWNF lands and a significant proportion of the habitat needed 
to achieve salmonid fishery restoration and wildlife goals lying in the OWNF.  Recognizing the 
need to incorporate land management to achieve YBIP goals, the Work Group established a 
Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee (“Watershed Land Subcommittee”) to identify a 
set of options for ensuring that the condition and management of watershed lands within the 
Yakima Basin support the water supply and fishery goals.  The result was a January 4, 2012 
Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee Proposal (“Yakima Watershed Proposal”) 
(http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/2012meetings/2012-01-
04/wtrlandssubfinal.pdf )  that outlines a set of proposed land acquisitions, public land 
designations on the OWNF, and river corridor designations under the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act.   These watershed land actions are proposed to meet goals of ecological restoration and 
sustainability as well as economic vitality, given the increasing recreation-based economy of the 
region – in many ways these mirror goals for the OWNF   
 
Support for YBIP Goals in Management of National Forest Lands  
 
As the OWNF develops its set of alternatives for the Forest Plan Revision DEIS, on behalf of the 
Work Group the Watershed Land Subcommittee requests that the following issues be considered 
and alternatives that address the issues be developed: 
 

Protection of habitat for salmon, steelhead and bull trout 
 
A primary goal of YBIP is comprehensive restoration of habitat and access to blocked habitat for 
salmon, steelhead and bull trout in order to restore healthy and abundant naturally reproducing 
and supplemented fishery populations.  Achieving this goal will require a suite of actions to 
improve connectivity, allowing fish to move from the Columbia River to the Cascades 
headwaters through improved river flow regimes, mainstem and tributary habitat restoration, 
provision of upstream and downstream passage at six Bureau of Reclamation reservoirs and 
acquisition of significant tracts of private forestry lands, especially in the Teanaway River basin 
and checkerboard in the Naches River basin.  Investment in these elements is proposed to be 
significant: fish passage infrastructure costs alone are estimated at $434.2 million (in 2012 
dollars); acquisition of the Teanaway River tract is approximately $100 million; and the project 
budget for mainstem and tributary habitat improvements is over $480 million.   Land 
management on the OWNF will affect clean water and habitat on which these investments and 
objectives depend.   
 
We request the Forest Plan Revision DEIS place a high priority on land use and management 
activities that support fishery restoration. Some of the areas of greatest concern include forest 

                                                 
1 Yakima River Basin Study: Proposed Integrated Water Resource Management Plan (2011), Volume 1, p 1.   

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/2012meetings/2012-01-04/wtrlandssubfinal.pdf
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/2012meetings/2012-01-04/wtrlandssubfinal.pdf
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that supports salmon, steelhead and bull trout habitat. This includes land immediately adjacent to 
rivers and streams as well as land upstream of habitat; for instance, OWNF land upstream of the 
proposed Teanaway acquisition will affect habitat quality important to meeting the YBIP fishery 
restoration goals. The habitat of concern is not just currently occupied habitat, but also habitat 
that may become accessible once fish passage is installed at the Bureau of Reclamation dams or 
other barriers (flow, temperature or physical) are removed.     
 

Forest management for water quality and water supply 
 
At a national level, the USFS increasingly recognizes that forest health is linked to water quality 
and water supply.   Should significant areas of forest upstream of the Reclamation reservoirs or 
fish habitat burn, the result will likely be sediment slugs that degrade water quality, blanket 
habitat with sediment and reduce reservoir storage capacity.   Because all of these are contrary to 
YBIP goals, there is a clear connection between fire-related forest health and YBIP.  Looking 
ahead, there may be forest prescriptions that promote retention of snowpack and retard spring 
melt – these will be of increasing importance to YBIP water supply as the climate continues to 
warm.  
 
The request is for Forest Plan Revision alternatives and analysis link the benefits of good forest 
health and fire management to the water quality and water supply elements of YBIP.  
 

Economic uses of land  
 
Recreation and other economic uses of public lands in the Yakima watersheds are important 
parts of the regional economy. The Yakima Watershed Proposal stresses that maintaining 
economic uses where lands have historically been used as working lands is important 
where this is consistent with protection of key watershed functions and aquatic habitat.  
The goals also include maintaining and, where possible, improving access to lands and 
enhancing opportunities for a variety of recreational uses, again, where this is consistent 
with protection of key watershed functions and aquatic habitat.  We recognize that 
recreation and economic land use will need to be shaped and managed; in some areas, 
those uses will be prioritized and in others conservation and habitat restoration will be.  
 
 Areas of specific interest 
 
While the entire Yakima watershed on OWNF land is ultimately of interest to YBIP, several 
areas are of specific concern because they are closely linked to YBIP goals and activities. Special 
attention in formulating alternatives is requested for the following areas: 
 

• Upper Teanaway watershed lands.  YBIP anticipates acquisition of downstream 
private forest lands and fishery restoration activities.  Management of the 
upstream watershed should take into account these investments and activities.  
This area is also important for recreation, so appropriately shaping and managing 
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recreation impacts in the area is of significant importance both for the fish and 
wildlife and the local recreation-based economy.  This can be done in part 
through the context of the Special Interest Area for recreation that currently 
exists on a portion of these lands. 

• Manastash-Taneum watershed lands. These and downstream lands are also the 
focus of significant fishery restoration investments and important to recreation, 
posing similar challenges as the Teanaway. 

• While not specifically identified in the Yakima Watershed Proposal, in the 
Naches River basin and especially the Little Naches there also a need to shape 
and manage the heavy recreational use which has a high potential for conflict 
with fish and wildlife restoration.   

 
Specific Designation Proposals for the OWNF  
 
In the Yakima Watershed Proposal, the Watershed Land Subcommittee made several specific 
designation proposals that we request be included in the alternatives developed for the Forest 
Plan Revisions DEIS.  Identifying areas suitable for Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers 
designation is part of the Forest Plan Revision process; for the areas we identify below, we 
request that proposed designation be included in the DEIS alternatives.    
 
The Yakima Watershed Proposal also includes an option for designation of lands as National 
Recreation Areas. The goal for these NRA designations was to shape land management in a way 
that protects key habitat functions, while preserving and potentially enhancing, the economically 
important recreational economy.  The point is to encourage responsible recreation (summer and 
winter motorized, summer and winter backcountry non-motorized, including mountain biking) 
and balance that recreation so that the watershed, fish and wildlife and habitat functions are 
retained and, where necessary, restored. Changing the name to “National Conservation and 
Recreation Area” has been proposed as a way of signaling the intended balance.  We request that 
in alternatives developed for the Forest Plan Revision DEIS, special attention be placed on 
achieving that balance and that appropriate administrative tools be utilized to do so (e.g. aligning 
the Special Interest Areas with these management goals and/or utilizing another zoning tool to 
the same end.) 
 
The areas proposed for designation in the Yakima Watershed Proposal include the following 
which we request be included in the DEIS alternatives: 
 

• Wilderness additions to the southern portion of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness within the 
Yakima Basin, as in the 2011 Proposed Action;   

• Wilderness additions to the William O. Douglas Wilderness that accommodate an 
expansion of Bumping Reservoir with attendant road reconstruction and replaced 
recreational facilities and access.  
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• Upper Yakima NRA/NCRA of approximately 100,000 acres (centered on the Teanaway 
Inventoried Roadless Area) with a mix of zoned uses. 

• Manastash-Taneum NRA/NCRA of approximately 41,000 acres (centered on the 
Manastash-Taneum Inventoried Roadless Areas) with a mix of zoned uses. 

• Designation of the following rivers as Wild and Scenic recognizing the value of these 
rivers for fishery and recreational purposes:  

o Upper Cle Elum River; 
o Waptus River; 
o Cooper River; 
o North, Middle and West Forks of the Teanaway- Given the proposed very 

substantial state investment in acquiring private lands in the Teanaway basin 
based on outstanding recreational, scenic, fishery and wildlife values, we request 
that the USFS reconsider its analysis of the Wild and Scenic potential of these 
rivers;  

o South Fork of the Tieton; 
o Indian Creek; 
o Rattlesnake Creek; 
o Deep Creek; 
o American River; and 
o Rainer Fork. 

.  

Administrative designation of some of these areas (particularly Wilderness and Wild and Scenic 
Rivers) will be considered during the Forest Plan Revision process as will shaping of the balance 
of uses for other of the areas.  The Work Group currently has no plan to seek formal 
Congressional designation for these lands as the Forest Plan Revision and Travel Management 
Planning processes go forward.  Rather it is our intention to defer as these administrative 
processes develop, participate as appropriate, and later seek designations that build upon the 
administrative outcomes where doing so will help to achieve the goals of YBIP.   
 
As you are aware, the Watershed Lands Subcommittee is currently refining some of the elements 
of the Yakima Watershed Proposal. We want to work with the Forest Service where doing so 
may be useful in meeting the goals of both the OWNF and YBIP – we believe that for issues 
such as fire management, watershed health, recreation management and habitat restoration 
working together will be needed.   We welcome guidance from the OWNF on ways to 
effectively implement and refine the Yakima Watershed Proposal. We welcome the opportunity 
to clarify or explain these proposals and to work with you to shape actions both on and off the 
OWNF to achieve our mutual goals.  
 
This letter focuses on the landscape-scale land management issues and special designations of 
public lands and waters. The Integrated Plan also proposes a number of other actions that involve 
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various resources and public amenities managed by the Forest Service.  We look forward to close 
cooperation with the Forest Service in the review of all actions that affect Forest Service 
resources and services, in order to maximize the public benefits and ecological improvements 
intended by both the Integrated Plan and the Forest Plan. 
 
Should you have any questions regarding these issues, please contact Jeff Tayer as the chair of 
the Watershed Land Subcommittee, Andrew Graham, HDR, consultant to the subcommittee, or 
any member of the Subcommittee.  
 
   

Very truly yours,  
 

  Jeff Tayer   
 
 
 
 
  Chair, 
  Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee  
  Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Work Group  
                                                            

On behalf the Watershed Land conservation Subcommittee:  
 
Paul Jewell, Kittitas County Board of Commissioners 
Phil Rigdon, Yakama Nation 
Rick Roeder, Washington Department of Natural 
Resources 
Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County 
Urban Eberhart, Kittitas Reclamation District 
Cynthia Wilkerson, The Wilderness Society 
Steven Malloch, National Wildlife Federation 
 
 
 

       
 
Cc: 
            Becki Heath, OWNF Forest Supervisor 
            Clint Kyhl, OWNF Deputy Forest Supervisor 
            Mary Bean, OWNF Recreation Program Manager/ Forest Plan Revision Team 
 Senator Maria Cantwell 
 Senator Patty Murray 
 Representative Dave Reichert 
 Representative Doc Hastings 



Attention: Derek Sandison 
Director, Office of Columbia River 
Department of Ecology 

Attention: Candace McKinley 
Bureau of Reclamation, Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
Environmental Program Manager 

COMMENTS SUBMITTED TOY AKIMA WORKGROUP- June 12th, 2013 

RE: Bumping Lake Controversy 

Dear Workgroup members: 

As you all know, Friends ofBwnping Lake has been, and will continue to be, very active in the process of the 
Yakima Basin Plan. Over the past 18 months, I've gotten myself up to speed on the issues and the data 
associated with this plan. Something that I've intended to ask the Workgroup since our last meeting is simply 
"why Bumping?" Until recently, the answer given to us numerous times at each Workgroup meeting and to the 
press has been the rhetorical statement "the plan cannot change, or it will fall apart." 

Something that stood out to me in stark contrast to that assertion was a brief exchange between Senator Jim 
Honeyford and Derrick Sandison at the Senate Agriculture, Water & Rural Economic Development Committee 
Work Session in Olympia which I attended and spoke at on February 7th of this year. 

After hearing a half dozen people come up and specifically voice opposition to Bwnping Lake, Senator 
Honeyford asked Mr. Sandison to come back up for a series of questions. He specifically asked about fish 
passage at Bumping, and also asked "If any of these storage sites fall off the plan, what is the backup plan?" 

Derrick answered "The backup if one of the identified reservoir projects would not come to fruition .... we've 
discussed it in the Workgroup and we would look towards another source of water to compensate for the loss of 
any particular project that we've identified so far. So if one of the major reservoir projects goes off the table we 
go to a list of other projects that are considered maybe less desirable by the Workgroup at this time but would 
nevertheless supply water. Specifically we're talking about inactive storage at other reservoirs. 
Kachess reservoir isn't the only reservoir with an inactive block of water stored below the current outlet that 
could be accessed . ., * 

Now, I realize that it's good process for the Workgroup to have a backup plan in place, but the statement "we go 
to a list" that has been clearly generated for such purposes implies to me that the Yakima Plan that is eventually 
implemented will quite possibly not be the one that is currently proposed. And indeed, it is possible for the plan 
to change and not "fall apart." Otherwise, why bother generating a backup list at all? 

So that brings me back to my question to you. If the question "Why Bumping" cannot be answered with 
"because the plan will fall apart without it" , then what is the answer? Bumping is not the most cost-effective 

http"//www tvw.org/index.php?option=com tvwplayer&eventiD=20 13020061 



way for taxpayers to provide water to the Yakima Valley, and that has been clearly demonstrated in every 
feasibility study done on it over the past century: it will never provide economic benefits to our state that will 
match the cost of it. 

Why Bumping? Bumping is not the most effective way to provide irrigation security for the Yakima Valley. It 
is well known that the watershed behind a new dam will not replenish it and be useless in helping alleviate 
consecutive drought years. 

Why Bumping? A massive dam at Bumping is not necessary to restore historic salmon runs and would destroy 
the critical Bull Trout habitat in Deep Creek. 

And clearly, Bumping is one of the most controversial elements of this plan. Dozens of groups and thousands 
of citizens oppose it, and the work I have taken on is that those numbers will continue to grow and grow. 

If my question isn't something you're able to give the public, the press, and the stakeholders at Bumping Lake 
an answer to, I would still say that you will need to come up with an answer in the near future . As this plan 
moves farther along, people whom you wish to gain funding from will also ask this question of you as well, and 
they will need a better answer than "the plan will fall apart without it." 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak, I greatly appreciate it. 

Chris Maykut, President 
Friends of Bumping Lake 
4000 Aurora A venue North, Suite 224 
Seattle, WA 98103 



YAKIMA BASIN 
BUILDING A FUTURE FOR WATER, 


WILDLIFE & WORKING LANDS 


June 11 , 2013 

Margaret Hartzell 
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
United States Forest Service 
215 Melody Lane 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 

RE: Forest Plan Revisions and the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan 

Dear Ms. Hartzell, 

On behalf of the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Program Workgroup (" Workgroup") , 
we offer these preliminary comments on the pending Forest Plan Revision for Okanogan 
Wenatchee National Forest ("OWNF") and offer to work closely with the United States Forest 
Service to achieve our mutual goals. As you know, the Workgroup is developing a long-range 
economic and ecological sustainability plan for the Yakima Basin; there are areas of significant 
intersection between OWNF Forest Plan Revision and the watershed elements of the 
sustainability plan. We request that as alternatives are developed, and their effects analyzed, for 
the Forest Plan Revision Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the elements and 
approaches that the Workgroup developed be considered for incorporation. We recognize that 
these comments are not within a formal comment period. However, the Workgroup suggests that 
as the Yakima planning and implementation and the Forest Plan Revision processes develop, 
there are areas for which discussion and coordination will be useful. We believe that there are 
issues where working together in bringing the Forest Plan Revision and Yakima planning 
processes into alignment will help both efforts to achieve greater results, and commit to working 
with the Forest Service to engage in that work. 

Background 

Since 2009, a group of people and institutions deeply engaged in theYakima River basin have 
worked with the support ofthe Bureau ofReclamation and Washington' s Department of Ecology 
to lay out a long-range plan to contribute to economic and ecological sustainability for the 
Yakima Basin. The re sult of that work is the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan ("YBIP") 
(http://www. us br. gov /pn/pro grams/ yrbwep/20 11 integratedplan/p lanlintegratedplan. pdf) . Taking 
a broad view of water supply reliability and fishery restoration, the Workgroup and YBIP 
recognize that protecting and restoring watershed health is essential to meeting the overall goals. 

The goals ofYBIP are to : 

• 	 Protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat and populations; 

• 	 Provide increased operational flexibility to manage instream flows to meet ecological 
objectives, and 

http://www
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• Improve the reliability of the water supply for irrigation, municipal supply and domestic 
1uses. 

Linkage between YBIP and OWNF land management stems from much of the water in the 
Yakima River system arising on OWNF lands and a significant proportion of the habitat needed 
to achieve salmonid fishery restoration and wildlife goals lying in the OWNF. Recognizing the 
need to incorporate land management to achieve YBIP goals, the Workgroup established a 
Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee ("Watershed Land Subcommittee") to identify a 
set ofoptions for ensuring that the condition and management of watershed lands within the 
Yakima Basin support the water supply and fishery goals. The result was a January 4, 2012 
Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee Proposal ("Yakima Watershed Proposal") 
(http ://www .usbr .gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/20 11 integratedplan/20 12meetings/20 12-01
04/wtrlandssubfinal.pdf ) that outlines a set ofproposed land acquisitions, public land 
designations on the OWNF, and river corridor designations under the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. These watershed land actions are proposed to meet goals of ecological restoration and 
sustainability as well as economic vitality, given the increasing recreation-based economy of the 
region - in many ways these mirror goals for the OWNF 

Support for YBIP Goals in Management of National Forest Lands 

As the OWNF develops its set of alternatives for the Forest Plan Revision DEIS, on behalf of the 
Workgroup the Watershed Land Subcommittee requests that the following issues be considered 
and alternatives that address the issues be developed: 

Protection ofhabitatfor salmon, steelhead and bull trout 

A primary goal ofYBIP is comprehensive restoration ofhabitat and access to blocked habitat for 
salmon, steelhead and bull trout in order to restore healthy and abundant naturally reproducing 
and supplemented fishery populations. Achieving this goal will require a suite ofactions to 
improve connectivity, allowing fish to move from the Columbia River to the Cascades 
headwaters through improved river flow regimes, mainstem and tributary habitat restoration, 
provision of upstream and downstream passage at six Bureau of Reclamation reservoirs and 
acquisition of significant tracts ofprivate forestry lands , especially in the Teanaway River basin 
and checkerboard in the Naches River basin. Investment in these elements is proposed to be 
significant: fish passage infrastructure costs alone are estimated at $434.2 million (in 2012 
dollars) ; acquisition of the Teanaway River tract is approximately $100 million; and the project 
budget for mainstem and tributary habitat improvements is over $480 million. Land 
management on the OWNF will affect clean water and habitat on which these investments and 
objectives depend. 

We request the Forest Plan Revision DEIS place a high priority on land use and management 
activities that support fishery restoration. Some of the areas of greatest concern include forest 

1 Yakima River Basin Study: Proposed Integrated Water R esource Management Plan (2011), Volume I , p 1. 
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that supports salmon, steelhead and bull trout habitat. This includes land immediately adjacent to 
rivers and streams as well as land upstream of habitat; for instance, OWNF land upstream of the 
proposed Teanaway acquisition will affect habitat quality important to meeting the YBIP fishery 
restoration goals. The habitat of concern is not just currently occupied habitat, but also habitat 
that may become accessible once fish passage is installed at the Bureau of Reclamation dams or 
other barriers (flow, temperature or physical) are removed. 

Forest managementfor water quality and water supply 

At a national level, the USFS increasingly recognizes that forest health is linked to water quality 
and water supply. Should significant areas of forest upstream of the Reclamation reservoirs or 
fish habitat bum, the result will likely be sediment slugs that degrade water quality, blanket 
habitat with sediment and reduce reservoir storage capacity. Because all of these are contrary to 
YBIP goals, there is a clear connection between fire-related forest health and YBIP. Looking 
ahead, there may be forest prescriptions that promote retention of snowpack and retard sp1ing 
melt - these will be of increasing importance to YBIP water supply as the climate continues to 
warm. 

The request is for Forest Plan Revision alternatives and analysis link the benefits of good forest 
health and fire management to the water quality and water supply elements ofYBIP. 

Economic uses ofland 

Recreation and other economic uses ofpublic lands in the Yakima watersheds are important 
parts of the regional economy. The Yakima Watershed Proposal stresses that maintaining 
economic uses where lands have historically been used as working lands is important 
where this is consistent with protection of key watershed functions and aquatic habitat. 
The goals also include maintaining and, where possible, improving access to lands and 
enhancing opportunities for a variety of recreational uses, again, where this is consistent 
with protection of key watershed functions and aquatic habitat. We recognize that 
recreation and economic land use will need to be shaped and managed; in some areas, 
those uses will be prioritized and in others conservation and habitat restoration will be. 

Areas ofspecific interest 

While the entire Yakima watershed on OWNF land is ultimately of interest to YBIP, several 
areas are of specific concern because they are closely linked to YBIP goals and activities. Special 
attention in fonnulating alternatives is requested for the following areas: 

• 	 Upper Teanaway watershed lands. YBIP anticipates acquisition of downstream 
private forest lands and fishery restoration activities. Management of the 
upstream watershed should take into account these investments and activities. 
This area is also important for recreation, so appropriately shaping and managing 
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recreation impacts in the area is of significant importance both for the fish and 
wildlife and the local recreation-based economy. This can be done in part 

through the context of the Special Interest Area for recreation that currently 
exists on a portion of these lands. 

• 	 Manastash-Taneum watershed lands. These and downstream lands are also the 
focus of significant fishery restoration investments and important to recreation, 
posing similar challenges as the Teanaway. 

• 	 While not specifically identified in the Yakima Watershed Proposal, in the 
Naches River basin and especially the Little Naches there also a need to shape 
and manage the heavy recreational use which has a high potential for conflict 

with fish and wildlife restoration. 

Specific Designation Proposals for the OWNF 

In the Yakima Watershed Proposal, the Watershed Land Subcommittee made several specific 
designation proposals that we request be included in the alternatives developed for the Forest 
Plan Revisions DEIS. Identifying areas suitable for Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers 
designation is part of the Forest Plan Revision process; for the areas we identify below, we 
request that proposed designation be included in the DEIS alternatives. 

The Yakima Watershed Proposal also includes an option for designation of lands as National 
Recreation Areas. The goal for these NRA designations was to shape land management in a way 
that protects key habitat functions, while preserving and potentially enhancing, the economically 
important recreational economy. The point is to encourage responsible recreation (summer and 
winter motorized, summer and winter backcountry non-motorized, including mountain biking) 
and balance that recreation so that the watershed, fish and wildlife and habitat functions are 
retained and, where necessary, restored. Changing the name to "National Conservation and 
Recreation Area" has been proposed as a way of signaling the intended balance. We request that 
in alternatives developed for the Forest Plan Revision DEIS, special attention be placed on 
achieving that balance and that appropriate administrative tools be utilized to do so (e.g. aligning 
the Special Interest Areas with these management goals and/or utilizing another zoning tool to 
the same end.) 

The areas proposed for designation in the Yakima Watershed Proposal include the following 
which we request be included in the DEIS alternatives: 

• 	 Wilderness additions to the southern portion of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness within the 

Yakima Basin, as in the 2011 Proposed Action; 

• 	 Wilderness additions to the William 0. Douglas Wilderness that accommodate an 

expansion ofBumping Reservoir with attendant road recon struction and replaced 

recreational facilities and access. 
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• 	 Upper Yakima NRA/NCRA of approximately 100,000 acres (centered on the Teanaway 
Inventoried Roadless Area) with a mix ofzoned uses. 

• 	 Manastash-Taneum NRA/NCRA of approximately 41,000 acres (centered on the 
Manastash-Taneum Inventoried Roadless Areas) with a mix ofzoned uses. 

• 	 Designation of the following rivers as Wild and Scenic recognizing the value of these 
rivers for fishery and recreational purposes: 

o 	 Upper Cle Elum River; 
o 	 Waptus River; 
o 	 Cooper River; 
o 	 North, Middle and West Forks of the Teanaway- Given the proposed very 

substantial state investment in acquiring private lands in the Teanaway basin 
based on outstanding recreational, scenic, fishery and wildlife values, we request 
that the USFS reconsider its analysis of the Wild and Scenic potential of these 
rivers; 

o 	 South Fork ofthe Tieton; 
o 	 Indian Creek; 
o 	 Rattlesnake Creek; 
o 	 Deep Creek; 
o 	 American River; and 
o 	 Rainer Fork. 

Administrative designation of some of these areas (particularly Wilderness and Wild and Scenic 
Rivers) will be considered during the Forest Plan Revision process as will shaping of the balance 
ofuses for other of the areas. The Workgroup currently has no plan to seek fom1al 
Congressional designation for these lands as the Forest Plan Revision and Travel Management 
Planning processes go forward. Rather it is our intention to defer as these administrative 
processes develop, participate as appropriate, and later seek designations that build upon the 
administrative outcomes where doing so will help to achieve the goals ofYBIP. 

As you are aware, the Watershed Lands Subcommittee is currently refining some of the elements 
ofthe Yakima Watershed Proposal. We want to work with the Forest Service where doing so 
may be useful in meeting the goals of both the OWNF and YBIP- we believe that for issues 
such as fire management, watershed health, recreation management and habitat restoration 
working together will be needed. We welcome guidance from the OWNF on ways to 
effectively implement and refine the Yakima Watershed Proposal. We welcome the opportunity 
to clarify or explain these proposals and to work with you to shape actions both on and off the 
OWNF to achieve our mutual goals. 

This letter focuses on the landscape-scale land management issues and special designations of 
public lands and waters. The Integrated Plan also proposes a number of other actions that involve 
various resources and public amenities managed by the Forest Service. We look forward to close 
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cooperation with the Forest Service in the review of all actions that affect Forest Service 
resources and services, in order to maximize the public benefits and ecological improvements 
intended by both the Integrated Plan and the Forest Plan. 

Should you have any questions regarding these issues, please contact JeffTayer as the chair of 
the Watershed Land Subcommittee, Andrew Graham , HDR, consultant to the subcommittee, or 
any member of the Subcommittee. 

Very truly yours, 

91~
Chair, 

Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee, 

Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project 

Workgroup 


On behalf of the Watershed Land Conservation 

Subcommittee: 


Paul Jewell, Kittitas County Board ofCommissioners 

Phil Rigdon, Y akama Nation 

Rick Roeder, Washington Department ofNatural 

Resources 

Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County 

Urban Eberhart, Kittitas Reclamation District 

Cynthia Wilkerson, The Wilderness Society 

Steven Malloch, National Wildlife Federation 


Cc: 
Becki Heath, OWNF Forest Supervisor 
Clint Kyhl, OWNF Deputy Forest Supervisor 
Mary Bean, OWNF Recreation Program Manager/ Forest Plan Revision Team 
Senator Maria Cantwell 
Senator Patty Murray 
Representative Dave Reichert 
Representative Doc Hastings 



 
 

 
Contact:  Wendy Christensen, 509-575-5848, ext. 203            Derek Sandison, 509-457-7120 
 

*Workgroup facilitation by Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA as a subconsultant to HDR, under contract to the Bureau of Reclamation 

Agenda 

Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project Workgroup 
September 4, 2013, 9:30 AM to 12:30 PM at Yakima Arboretum, 1401 Arboretum Dr., Yakima WA 

 
Time 
 
9:30 – 9:35  Welcome/Introductions and Agenda Overview 
 Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
 
 
9:35 – 10:10 Implementation Committee and Executive Committee Updates 
 Implementation Committee and Dan Silver, Consultant 
 
 Education and Outreach Update 

 Cynthia Wilkerson 
 
 
10:10 – 11:00 Technical Work Update 
 Andrew Graham, HDR; Bob Montgomery, Anchor QEA and Walt Larrick, Reclamation 
 
 
11:00 – 11:15 Break 
 
 
11:15 – 11:25 Habitat Restoration and Agricultural Conservation Projects Update 
 Derek Sandison, Ecology 
 
 
11:25 – 11:45 Teanaway Acquisition Update 

Matthew Randazzo, Washington Department of Natural Resources and Mike Livingston, 
WDFW 

 
 Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee Update  
 Paul Jewell/Subcommittee 
 
 
11:45 – 12:15    Workgroup – Roundtable Discussion 
 Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
 
 
12:15 – 12:25 Public Comment 
 
Adjourn 
 
 
 
Next meeting – December 18, 9:30 AM at Yakima Arboretum 
 
For additional information, see the reports and documents available at this link: 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/index.html  

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/index.html


 

 

U.S.  Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation 

*Contact: Wendy Christensen, Columbia-Cascades Area Office, (509) 575-5848, ext.  203 
 Derek Sandison, Washington State Department of Ecology, (509) 457-7120 
 
 
Meeting Notes  
September 4, 2013  
Yakima Arboretum, Yakima WA  
  
Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project (YRBWEP) 
Workgroup  
 

Welcome/Introductions and Agenda Overview 
Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA meeting facilitator, welcomed the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement 
Project (YRBWEP) Workgroup members and public, led introductions, and provided an overview of the 
agenda.  Ben also announced that Workgroup member Clint Kyhl with the USFS took a new position in 
Jackson Hole, Wyoming.   Becki Heath, USFS Okanogan-Wenatchee Forest Supervisor, was attending 
in his place but only for this meeting, as she is taking a regional position with USFS in Portland, 
Oregon.  Mike Balboni will be taking her place as the USFS representative, Stuart Woolley will remain 
the alternate for USFS.  This is Scott Revell’s last meeting as the Kennewick Irrigation District (KID) 
representative.  Seth Defoe will be taking Scott’s place on the Workgroup for KID, as Scott has accepted 
the manager position at Roza Irrigation District. 
 
Implementation Committee and Executive Committee Updates  
Derek Sandison, Washington State Department of Ecology, provided a summary of the Washington 
State policy and budget process in the legislature.  The “Yakima Policy Bill” (2SSB 5367) reinforces the 
objectives of the Integrated Plan (IP) and the Capitol Budget (ESSB 5035) provides approximately $132 
million in funding (for the 2013-to-2015 period) needed to carry out the implementation of the IP’s 
“Balanced Package #1” projects and develop water supply solutions that account for both instream and 
out-of-stream uses.  The budget currently provides for $99.3 million for the Teanaway property 
acquisition, and $32.1 million for the remaining Balanced Package #1 projects.   
 
The “Yakima Policy Bill” includes a key milestone goal that permitting and funding must be in place to 
provide at least 214,000 acre-feet of water supply by January 30, 2025.  In the event that this milestone 
is not met, the Teanaway Community Forest (TCF) could be transferred from the Community Forest 
Trust to the Common School Trust for timber management and revenue instead of watershed protection.  
Progress reports must be submitted to the Governor and the legislature every 2 years.  The budget 
commits the State to a 50-percent funding match for the entire IP.   
 
Legislative funding does not preauthorize any project.  The public process and necessary environmental 
review would still need to be conducted prior to project development.  In 2021, an evaluation will be 
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conducted to assess the status of the State’s funding match and progress made towards reaching the 2025 
water supply milestone.  Stream habitat funding was not specifically identified in the budget; however, 
funding is being sought through other sources and there is opportunity to allocate some of the current 
budget to stream habitat projects.  For more detail, please see the full presentation which is available on 
the project website (http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/index.html). 
 
The Workgroup viewed the video of Governor Inslee signing the “Yakima Policy Bill.”  Derek 
applauded the Workgroup’s efforts on collaborating on the IP and recognized the hard work of the 
Implementation Committee to reach this milestone. The Workgroup took a brief moment to celebrate 
and toast the success of the State legislation. 
 
Wendy Christensen, Reclamation, provided a description of the path moving forward through June 
2015.  “Balanced Package #1” includes a combination of geologic/seismic investigations, feasibility 
studies, environmental studies, and final design for projects with allocated budget through June 2015.  
Geologic/seismic testing at the Wymer dam and reservoir site and Bumping Reservoir is also included in 
Balanced Package #1.  Results from the testing, as well as other considerations, will help determine 
which project would move forward first into feasibility.  Please see the full presentation which is 
available on the project website for a more detailed summary of efforts included in Balanced Package 
#1. 
 
The preliminary schedule from the Framework for Implementation Report will also need to be revisited 
and revised as necessary.  The IP will likely require a 30-year timeline to secure funds and implement 
projects that will total $4 billion in implementation costs. 
 
Comments 

• Bob Hall – Asked why the Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC) and Kachess Reservoir 
Inactive Storage (KRIS) projects were moving forward as priority projects over the Wymer 
project. The KKC and KRIS projects are prioritized because these projects can  deliver new 
water supply more quickly than other options in future low-water years. 

 
Dan Silver facilitated discussion with Implementation Committee members who summarized their 
recent trip to Washington, D.C., as part of their continued efforts to secure funding and support for the 
IP.  Now that the State has acted on securing a policy direction and funding for the IP, Federal funding is 
needed to keep the plan moving forward.  While the IP and recent State legislative achievements were 
received positively by Federal legislators, it is a difficult time to move legislation and funding through 
the U.S. Congress.  The Implementation Committee also met with the D.C. Leadership Group which is 
comprised of representatives from the following Federal agencies: USFS, USFWS, BIA, BLM, NRCS, 
NMFS, and Reclamation.  .   

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/index.html
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Urban Eberhart, Kittitas Reclamation District, summarized several presentations given recently by 
members of the Workgroup to city councils and community groups, and highlighted the media coverage 
on the IP. 
 
Technical Work Update  
Andrew Graham, HDR Engineering; Bob Montgomery, Anchor QEA; and Walt Larrick, Reclamation, 
presented updates on the IP’s Balanced Package #1 items and technical work in progress. Highlights 
from the presentation and Workgroup comments are summarized below.  For more detail, please see the 
full presentation which is available on the project website. 
 
Wymer Reservoir Temperature Modeling 
A temperature model has been developed to help predict temperature effects on the Yakima River from 
potential future Wymer Reservoir releases.  Five (5) operational scenarios were developed in 
collaboration with Reclamation and Ecology.  These scenarios were simulated using a single low-level 
outlet.  A multilevel outlet was also simulated under a dry-year operational scenario.  The results for a 
single low-level outlet for average to wet years and 80,000 to 110,000 acre-feet (AF) discharges show 
decreases in Yakima River temperature from onset of reservoir releases until late September or early 
October.  At that time river temperatures meet criteria for salmon spawning/rearing.  For dry years and 
150,000-AF discharges, results show decreases in Yakima River temperature from onset of reservoir 
releases until late August or early September.  The multilevel outlet modeling results for a dry year and 
a 150,000-AF discharge indicates a decrease in Yakima River temperature from onset of reservoir 
releases until October.  In summary, the multilevel outlet system helps to keep temperature changes to 
less than 0.5°C in dry years, while the singe low-level outlet shows decreases in river temperatures until 
late August/early September, when results show a slight increase in temperature.  
 
Workgroup Comments 

• Michael Garrity – Was a direct feed into the Roza Canal modeled?  Direct feed into Roza Canal 
was not included in the operational scenarios, but this is an option that is still under 
consideration.   

• John Easterbrooks – Could the multilevel outlet system be optimized by blending temperatures 
from different profiles in the reservoir?  We plan to discuss this opportunity further with 
Ecology. 

 
Field Explorations 
Field explorations are in progress for the Wymer, KRIS, and KKC projects.  Field explorations at the 
Wymer site are expected to be complete by December 2013.   
 
Cle Elum Reservoir Fish Passage Facilities Modeling and Field Explorations 
Computer and physical modeling is being conducted by Reclamation’s hydraulics lab in Denver, 
Colorado.  Geotechnical drilling is also underway to help determine the alignment for the juvenile 
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bypass conduit.  A meeting will be held in mid-October with Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (WDFW), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), Yakama Nation, and Reclamation to further evaluate the fish passage design and modeling 
results, and to further discuss the project’s objectives and anticipated effects.  Final design would likely 
be complete in 2 years. 
 
The Manastash Creek Conservation and Tributary Enhancements 
Construction of the Manastash Creek habitat restoration project is underway and on schedule to be 
complete by the end of this year.  Creek crossing will be constructed following the irrigation season.  
Fish passage obstacles will be removed in 2014. 
 
Habitat Restoration and Agricultural Conservation Projects Update 
Derek referred to the Habitat and Conservation Projects Summary handout (available on the project 
website) for a prioritized list of projects that benefit fish and water supply and improve water quality.  
Establishing grant agreements for these projects are in progress.  As additional funding becomes 
available, the subcommittees will be re-engaged to identify additional future project funding 
recommendations. 
 
Teanaway Acquisition Update  
Matthew Randazzo, Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and Mike Livingston, 
WDFW, summarized the collaborative management approach of the Teanaway property.  The Teanaway 
Community Forest (TCF) will open on October 1, 2013, following the completion of the land 
acquisition.  DNR and WDFW will manage the TCF as equal partners for natural and cultural resource 
protection, and working forest management.  Activities such as habitat management, forest management, 
and recreation and livestock will be allowed within the TCF.  The TCF is expected to be a model of 
management driven by community and stakeholder input.  Additionally, a DNR representative will be 
added as a new Workgroup member.   
 
As outlined in the “Yakima Policy Bill,” the TCF can be transferred to the Common School Trust or 
sold if the 214,000 acre-feet of additional available water is not developed by year 2025.  DNR and 
WDFW will begin the process for forming an advisory board and developing a management plan by 
June 2015.  The collaboration between the two agencies on the development of the management plan 
helps reinforce the concept of full partnership on the TCF.  Projects that complement and support the 
objectives of the IP will be incorporated into the management plan.  Support from the Workgroup 
members will be sought in the community engagement aspects of the TCF. 
 
Workgroup Comments 

• Paul Jewell – How will decisions be made if DNR and WDFW are unable to agree on a 
management aspect of the TCF?  DNR and WDFW both agreed that a partnership between the 
two agencies would be the most successful approach to management of the TCF.  DNR and 
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WDFW have different, yet complementary, skills applicable to the management of the lands for 
the intended purposes.  DNR views the TCF as a major investment in a resource for the State 
and they are committed to working towards a successful partnership. 

 
Watershed Land Conservation Subcommittee Update  
Paul Jewell, Kittitas County, summarized the recent meetings of the Watershed Land Conservation 
Subcommittee.  Since the last Workgroup meeting, the Committee has met to discuss the Teanaway land 
acquisition and the upcoming TCF management plan.  The Committee also had an opportunity to tour a 
portion of the Teanaway property that will become a part of the TCF.  Friends of the Teanaway (FOTT) 
held an event on the acquisition, which was attended by several elected officials and Workgroup 
members.  The Committee also discussed plans for acquisition of the Plum Creek property. 
 
Workgroup – Roundtable Discussion  
Ben opened up the floor to Workgroup members. The general themes expressed by Workgroup 
members included appreciation for the progress made on the Integrated Plan and the achievements made 
on the Teanaway land acquisition.   Additional Workgroup comments included: 

 
• Scott Revell – When will more detailed information be available on the IP costs water 

users/irrigators will be asked to pay for?  A preliminary cost allocation was prepared in 2012 for 
the IP. A presentation was given to the Kennewick Irrigation District Board on the IP 
preliminary cost allocation.  A similar effort will be conducted and presented for each project.. 

• Sean Gross – It is nice to see progress, especially on the Manastash Creek project.  There was a 
bit of a scramble to develop the habitat projects list.  A better and more organized process will be 
needed to identify the next tier of projects. 

• David Fast – It has been good seeing the progress on the projects and hearing about all the work 
the Implementation Committee has been doing in Washington, D.C.   

• Michael Garrity – Thanks to Matthew Randazzo and Mike Livingston for their work on the 
Teanaway property acquisition and TCF.  We will need to work on developing the local and 
stakeholder cost share for infrastructure projects.  More detail will be needed to maintain 
continued support.  214,000 acre-feet of new water is a very significant accomplishment, 
especially with support or neutrality from a significant swathe of the environmental community.  
There is a clear path forward on the other storage projects as well. 

• Dave Brown – More outreach is needed to municipalities in the Yakima River basin.  We need to 
engage the smaller communities in the basin.  The Yakima Valley Conference of Governments 
(YVCOG) could be a good forum to start the conversation. 

• Mike Leita – There has been ongoing outreach efforts with communities in Yakima County and 
Kittitas County.  These counties are engaged with the YVCOG and the cities within Yakima 
County have expressed support for the IP.  All of the municipalities will need to participate.  
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The Teanaway land acquisition was a great opportunity.  But the project has created pressure on 
making water supply the next funding priority, which will require a large budget.  Efforts will be 
required to maintain balance in funding projects addressing all the IP elements.  The three 
counties will need to push for real storage and the need to meet the goal of 70-percent water 
supply from the IP as a whole and not on a project-by-project basis. 

• Becki Heath – The USFS has a broad and committed interest in the IP.  Working with 
Reclamation and Ecology has been helpful in assessing how the USFS can support the IP in 
specific focus areas. 

• Mike Livingston – Thanks to the Workgroup members for support in achieving the Teanaway 
land acquisition.  WDFW recognizes the importance of balancing project to address all the 
elements of the IP and provide staff support as needed. 

• Dawn Wiedmeier – Progress is going well. Keep up the good work. 
• Matthew Randazzo – Rick Roeder will be DNR’s Workgroup representative.  DNR will continue 

working on the community engagement aspects of the IP and looks forward to working with the 
Workgroup members. 

• Alex Conley – Impressed with the progress made in the last 6 months and excited about the 
funding available for habitat projects.  Agree with Sean Gross’s comment on defining a process 
for choosing additional projects in the future.  Need a clear vision for Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act consultation for the upper watershed infrastructure projects.  

• Urban Eberhart – There will be celebrations held on October 1 for the Teanaway land acquisition 
and October 29 with the Governor for the entire IP at Manastash.  

• Ron Van Gundy – Nice to see how many different pieces are moving forward as shown in the 
presentations today, especially in this current economy where funding is difficult to come by. 

• Sid Morrison – The key to continued success will be long-term balance.  It will be a concern if 
the 2025 milestone is met by “borrowing” water without adding any new real storage capacity.  
Construction of real storage capacity will be essential to deal with future droughts and climate 
change. 

• Rick Dieker – Water is important to everyone.  While there have been changes in individual 
faces at the table, there is an ongoing commitment from the agencies and organizations of the 
Workgroup to keep moving forward. 

• Paul Jewell – Kittitas County is grateful for the support from the Workgroup during the 
legislative session.  The County had concerns regarding the Teanaway property acquisition.  It 
was refreshing to have support from the broad spectrum of stakeholders.  The acquisition process 
was very unusual and will be very beneficial to a lot of interest groups in Kittitas County.  Agree 
with the need for balance.   

• Jeff Thomas – Impressed with the progress and management of the early action activities.  As an 
update item, the Clear Creek Dam fish passage project was not funded but they are in the second 
year of the fish study and collecting tag data on bull trout. 
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• Kirk Cook – Tremendous progress has been made since the last Workgroup meeting he attended 
(two meetings ago).  Maintaining the level of effort on public outreach and education is critical 
to ensure that projects are not misinterpreted. 

Public Comment 

• Naydene Maykut, Friends of Bumping Lake, expressed opposition to the Bumping Lake 
expansion project.  Friends of Bumping Lake has 500 members and support from other 
environmental groups.  The group will keep fighting until Bumping Lake is removed from the 
IP. 

• Bob Hall, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance, described the IP as a marathon, not a sprint.  The 100-
year vision needs to be maintained, not ending in 2025.  There is a lot of private capital in the 
basin that is starting to loosen up as those in the basin produce premium agricultural products to 
the world.   Do not forget to include the private sector in the process.  Since the IP is a long-term 
plan, we should also recruit younger generations into the process now. 

 
Workgroup Members in Attendance  
Dave Brown, City of Yakima 
Alex Conley, Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board 
Kirk Cook, Washington State Department of Agriculture 
Jerome Delvin, Benton County 
Rick Dieker, Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District 
Urban Eberhart, Kittitas Reclamation District 
David Fast, Yakama Nation 
Michael Garrity, American Rivers 
Sean Gross, National Marine Fisheries Services 
Becki Heath, U.S. Forest Service 
Paul Jewell, Kittitas County   
Mike Leita, Yakima County 
Mike Livingston, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Sid Morrison, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Scott Revell, Kennewick Irrigation District 
Phil Rigdon, Yakama Nation 
Derek Sandison, Washington State Department of Ecology  
Jeff Thomas, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ron VanGundy, Roza Irrigation District 
Dawn Wiedmeier, Reclamation  
 
Other Attendees 
David Bowen, American Forest Land Co. 
Corey Carmack, Reclamation 
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David Child, Yakima Basin Joint Board 
Wendy Christensen, Reclamation 
James Davenport, JH Davenport, LLC 
John Easterbrooks, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Beneitta Eaton, Rancher 
Jack Eaton, Rancher 
Bill Eller, Washington State Conservation Commission 
Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County 
Raelene Gold, Seattle Audubon Society 
Andrew Graham, HDR Engineering 
Bob Hall, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Justin Harter, Naches-Selah Irrigation District 
Ken Hasbrouck, Kittitas Reclamation District 
Tim Hill, Washington State Department of Ecology 
Lynn Holt, Reclamation  
Joel Hubble, Reclamation 
Eleanor Hungate 
Jerry Kelso, Reclamation 
Walt Larrick, Reclamation 
Barb Lisk, Office of Representative Doc Hastings 
Chris Lynch, Reclamation 
Larry Martin, Velikanje Halvorson 
Naydene Maykut, Friends of Bumping Lake 
Tim McCoy, Reclamation 
Keith McGowan, Reclamation 
Candy McKinley, Reclamation 
Jim Milton, Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District 
Pat Monk, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Tom Monroe, Roza Irrigation District 
Bob Montgomery, Anchor QEA 
Bryan Myre, Wapato Irrigation District 
Scott Nikolai, Yakima-Klickitat Fisheries Project 
Elaine Packard, Sierra Club 
Traute Parrie, Okonagan-Wenatchee National Forest 
Onni Perala 
Kate Prengaman, Yakima Herald-Republic 
Matthew Randazzo, Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
Carol Ready, Yakima Tributary Access and Habitat Program 
David Reeploeg, Office of Senator Maria Cantwell 
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Rick Roeder, Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
Ann Root, ESA 
Brian Schmidt, North Yakima Conservation District 
Teresa Scott, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Dan Silver, Facilitator 
Tom Tebb, Department of Ecology 
Michael Tobin, North Yakima Conservation District 
 
Next Workgroup Meeting 
The next meeting will be held December 18, 2013, at 9:30 a.m. at the Yakima Arboretum.  A meeting 
notice and agenda will be distributed in advance of the meeting.   
 
Where to Find Workgroup Information  
Meeting materials, notes, presentations, and materials submitted during public comment for the 
Workgroup meetings will be posted on the project website 
(http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/index.html).   A bibliography of information sources, many 
of which are available online, is also posted on the website.    
 
If anyone needs help finding an information source, contact those listed at the top of page 1 of these 
notes, or Ben Floyd at Anchor QEA, Richland office, (509) 392-4548, or bfloyd@anchorqea.com. 

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/index.html
mailto:bfloyd@anchorqea.com
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The Yakima Basin Integrated Plan 
The Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan (Integrated 
Plan) was developed by the United States Bureau of Reclamation in collaboration 
with the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) and other interested 
entities in the Yakima River Basin.  The Integrated Plan offers a proposed approach 
to improving water management in the Yakima River Basin.  The stated goals of 
the Integrated Plan are to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat; 
provide increased operational flexibility to manage instream flows to meet 
ecological objectives; and improve the reliability of the water supply for irrigation, 
municipal supply, and domestic uses.

The Integrated Plan approach includes seven elements: fish passage, structural 
and operational changes, surface water storage, groundwater storage, habitat 
protection and enhancement, enhanced water conservation, and market-based 
water reallocation.  The Plan also includes a list of proposed actions estimated to cost approximately $4 billion to 
complete over a period of up to 30 years.

The Capital Budget (ESSB 5035)
The 2013 Capital Budget (ESSB 5035) provides about $137 million for Integrated Plan implementation for the 2013-
2015 period:  
•	 Ecology was appropriated $32M in capital funds to move several Integrated Plan projects and activities forward 

during this period.  
•	 Authorizes Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to spend $99.344 million for the purchase of 50,000 

acres of private forest land in the Teanaway watershed in Kittitas County.  Of this amount, $10 million was provided 
by DNR as a loan from its real property replacement account and must eventually be repaid.1 

•	 An additional $5 million in capital funds is provided to Kittitas County for infrastructure and facilities that help 
offset impacts to the county from transfer of these lands from private to public ownership.2 

•	 An additional $1 million in the Operating Budget (3ESSB 5034) goes to DNR for Teanaway management costs.3 

The Yakima Policy “Water, Jobs, and Fish” Bill (2SSB 5367)
The “Yakima Policy Bill” (2SSB 5367) passed in 2013 establishes mechanisms for implementing work on the Integrated 
Plan and also sets the tone for the Teanaway land acquisition.  Ecology is authorized to implement the Integrated Plan 
and directed to develop solutions that provide concurrent benefits to both instream and out-of-stream uses.  The bill 
lists the goals of this effort to protect and enhance fish and wildlife resources, improve water availability and reliability, 
establish more efficient water markets, manage the variability of water supplies, and prepare for the uncertainties of 
climate change through operational and structural changes.

The Bill…
•	 Establishes the fiscal accounts needed to manage funds for the Integrated Plan.
•	 Contains provisions directing the Board of Natural Resources to accept the Teanaway land into the Community 

Forest Trust Program as the Teanaway Community Forest (TCF) under statute 79.155 RCW.  Some provisions of the 
Community Forest Trust statute were exempted for the Teanaway, other provisions of the statute were revised in 
total.

1. ESSB 5035 (Capital Budget) Section 3245
2. ESSB 5035 (Capital Budget) Section 1077
3. ESSB 5034 (2013-15 operating budget) Section 999
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•	 Establishes a “Water Supply Facility Permit and Funding Milestone,” which 
is achieved once permitting and funding are completed for one or more 
water supply facilities designed to provide at least 214,000 acre-feet of 
additional water supply.  Teanaway watershed lands will continue to be 
held in Community Forest Trust if the milestone is met by June 30, 2025.  
If the milestone is not met, the land, or the value of the land, can be 
transferred to the Common School Trust.

•	 Directs DNR to manage the land in consultation with the Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (DFW), and develop a TCF management plan in consul-
tation with DFW. 

•	 States the values to be protected in the Teanaway, taken directly from 
the Forest Land Acquisition Principles of the Integrated Plan Lands Con-
servation Subcommittee’s watershed protection proposal4 , as follows: 

(i) To protect and enhance the water supply and protect the watershed;
(ii) To maintain working lands for forestry and grazing while protecting key 

watershed functions and aquatic habitat;
(iii) To maintain and where possible expand recreational opportunities 

consistent with watershed protection, for activities such as hiking, fishing, 
hunting, horseback riding, camping, birding, and 3 snowmobiling;

(iv) To conserve and restore vital habitat for fish, including steelhead, spring 
chinook, and bull trout, and wildlife, including deer, elk, large predators, 
and spotted owls; and

(v) To support a strong community partnership, in which the Yakama Na-
tion, residents, business owners, local governments, conservation groups, 
and others provide advice about ongoing land management.

•	 Specifies constituencies to be consulted for Teanaway Community Forest 
Advisory Committee: 

The department of natural resources, in consultation with the department 
of fish and wildlife, must establish the Teanaway community forest advisory 
committee that includes representatives from the department of ecology, 
the local community, land conservation organizations, the Yakama Nation, 
the Kittitas county commission, and local agricultural interests.5 

•	 Specifies constituencies to be consulted for the public process to devel-
op a post-acquisition management plan:
“… residents from Kittitas county, friends of the Teanaway, back country 
horsemen, off-road vehicle and snowmobile users, a representative from Kit-
titas field and stream, hikers and wildlife watchers, and ranchers who graze 
cattle.”6

The text of the bill and its history, along with legislative staff summaries of 
bill provisions, can be found on the legislative bill information site for 2SSB 
5367. 7

4. Presented at the January 4, 2012 meeting of the Integrated Plan Working 
Group   http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/201
2meetings/index.html 

5. 2SSB 5367 (“Yakima Policy Bill”) Section 12 Paragraph 2(b)
6. 2SSB 5367 (“Yakima Policy Bill”) Section 12, paragraph 2(c)
7. http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5367&year=2013 

Questions? 
Please give us a call.

Michael Garrity, American Rivers
206-852-5583 
mgarrity@americanrivers.org

Mike Leita, Yakima County Commissioner
509-574-1500 
mike.leita@co.yakima.wa.us

Paul Jewell, Kittitas County 
Commissioner
509-962-7508
paul.jewell@co.kittitas.wa.us

Phil Rigdon, Yakama Nation 
509-865-5121 ext 4655
prigdon@yakama.com

Ron VanGundy, Roza Irrigation District
509-840-2911
ronvan@clearwire.net

Tom Ring, Yakama Nation Water 
Resources Program
509-865-5121 ext 6709
ringt@yakama.com

Urban Eberhart, Yakima Basin Joint
Board & Kittitas Reclamation District
509-929-5859 
urbaneberhart@gmail.com

Jeff Tayer,  Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife
509-457-9317 
tayerjjt@dfw.wa.gov

Derek Sandison,  Washington 
Department of Ecology
509-457-7120 
dsan461@ecy.wa.gov 
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Yakima River Basin Water Resource 
Management Act – SSSB 5367 

Purpose 
• Improve States’ ability to work with federal 

government and water users to meet the Yakima 
Basin’s future needs 

 

Ecology authorized to implement Integrated Plan 
• Protecting and enhancing of fish and wildlife 

 

• Improving availability and reliability of water 
supplies as well as efficiency of use 
 

• Establishing flexible operational enhancements to 
prepare for the uncertainties of climate change 



Yakima River Basin Water Resource 
Management Act – SSSB 5367 

Water supply provisions 
 

• Water supplies developed through storage allocated for 
both instream and out-of-stream use 
 

• “Water Supply Facility Permit and Funding Milestone” – 
Permitting and funding must be in place for one or more 
water supply facilities to provide at least 214,000 ac-ft of 
water supply by January 30, 2025 
 

• If “Milestone” not met, Teanaway Valley Acquisition may 
be transferred from Community Forest Trust to Common 
School Trust 

 
 
 



Funding 
• State commits to 50% of the cost of Integrated Plan, remaining 50% 

non-state (federal, local, private) 
• Funding ratio does not apply to individual projects 
• Ecology and State Treasurer must prepare a cost estimate and 

financing plan by December 15, 2014 
 

Reporting 
• Ecology must submit report to the Governor and Legislature every 

two years beginning December 1, 2015 and ending in 2045 
 

Legislation does not: 
• Pre-authorize any specific project 
• Eliminate or reduce requirements for project related analyses or 

permits 
 
 

Yakima River Basin Water Resource 
Management Act – SSSB 5367 



Integrated Plan Element Preliminary Budget 
Allocation 

2013-2015 Focus 

Habitat $99,344,000 Outright purchase Teanaway 
Valley lands. Implement 
numerous habitat projects*  

Fish Passage $9,400,000 Cle Elum Reservoir Passage 
construction ready 

Operational Modifications $650,000 Prepare K to K pipeline EIS 
Surface Storage $18,800,000 Kachess Inactive Storage and 

Cle Elum Pool Raise 
construction ready 

Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery  

$400,000 Regional siting study. 
Construct one project* 

Water Conservation $2,500,000 Construct numerous projects* 

Market Driven Reallocation $350,000 Develop banking and 
exchange programs 

Total State Contribution $131,444,000 
*Additional funding being sought through other sources 



Moving Forward 
2013 - 2015 



Moving Forward 2013-2015 

• 2012 Accomplishments 
• Path Forward 
• Resources 
• Schedule 
 

 



Programmatic Documents 



Path Forward July 2013 to June 2015 



Resources 



2-Year Milestone Schedule 



Elements and Associated Actions 



Preliminary Implementation Schedule 



Summary of Capital Costs  



  
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

   
  

  
 

Technical 
Projects Update 
YRBWEP Workgroup Meeting 
September 4, 2013 

Presented by: 
Andrew Graham, HDR Engineering, Inc. 
Bob Montgomery, Anchor QEA 
Walt Larrick, Reclamation 



  

  
 

  
 

 
  

 

Status of Projects 

•	 Wymer Dam and Reservoir 
•	 Kachess Inactive Storage 
•	 Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance  
•	 Cle Elum Fish Passage 
•	 Manastash Creek Conservation & 

Tributary Enhancement 



  
 

 

Wymer Reservoir 
Temperature 
Model 



  

 
  

   
 

 
  

  
  

 
 

 

Wymer Reservoir Temperature Model Update  

Work Completed 
•	 Prepared and validated model 
• Selected operational scenarios for Wymer  

Reservoir with Reclamation and Ecology  
•	 Ran model for scenarios and estimated Yakima 

River temperatures with Wymer releases using 
single low-level outlet at bottom of reservoir 

•	 Also ran model with multi-level outlet using three 
intakes 



   

Wymer Reservoir Releases- Dry Year Scenarios (2001) 
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Wymer Reservoir Releases- Wet Year Scenarios (1997) 
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Yakima River Mean Daily Water Temperature (at Umtanum) 
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Updated Integrated Plan - Dry Year 
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Predicted 7-DADMax for Integrated Plan Run – 
Average Year (2002) following Dry Year, Single 
Outlet 



 
  

 

Wymer Temperature Model, Predicted 7-DADMax 
for Integrated Plan Run - Dry Year, Multilevel 
Outlets 



    

  
   

    
 

 
     

     
  

  
 

     
 

 

Summary of Wymer Temperature Modeling  

• Temperature model developed and 5 scenarios  
simulated for case using single low-level outlet  

•	 For average-to-wet years and 80 kaf to 110 kaf 
discharge: 
– Predicted decrease in Yakima River temperature 

from onset of reservoir releases until late September 
or early October. At that time, river temperatures 
meet criteria for salmon spawning/rearing 

•	 For dry years and 150kaf discharge: 
– Predicted decrease in Yakima River temperature 

from onset of reservoir releases until late August or 
early September 



    

   
      

  
 

  
  

   
 

 

Summary of Wymer Temperature Modeling  

•	 A multilevel outlet was also simulated. Three outlets 
at 1610 feet, 1510 feet, and at base of dam were 
used in the model. The modeling was performed for 
a dry year. 

•	 For a dry year and 150kaf discharge: 
– The model simulations indicate a decrease in Yakima 

River temperature from onset of reservoir releases 
until October 



   
  

  
 

  
  

 
 

 

Wymer Temperature Model Next Steps  
•	 Present final results to Reclamation, Ecology 

and other Work Group representatives for 
comments 

•	 Summarize work into Technical Memorandum 
including recommendations for Wymer 
Reservoir operations 



  
  

 

Wymer Dam & 
Reservoir 
Field Exploration 



  
wymer Dam and Reservoir 

(Geotechnical Investigation • Potential Bore Hole Locstions) 
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Wymer Geotechnical Investigation  
Track-mounted CME 850 drill rig set up on DH-13-2. This is an angle hole. 



  

 
  

Wymer Geotechnical Investigation  

Artesian conditions in DH-13-5, flow 
estimated at 200gpm. 



  
 

 

Kachess Inactive 
Storage 
Field Exploration 



  
 

Potential Kachess Inactive Storage Conveyance 
(Geotechnical Investigation - Potentfal Bore Hole Loct~tlons} 
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Kachess Inactive Storage Next Steps  

•	 Use geophysics results to refine placement of rock 
borings for tunnel and pump station 

•	 Begin drilling Fall 2013 
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Modeling & Field 
Exploration 



  

Inlet Ramp 

State af Washington 

Cle Elum Fish Passage Facilities  



 
    

 
 
  

  
 

    
  

 

Cle Elum Fish Passage Facilities 
Downstream Passage Model - Inlet 
•	 Intake structure only (1:9.5 scale) will be used to 

refine the intake structure design 
–	 Evaluate entrance flow conditions into inlet structure 

•	 Ensure smooth flow conditions and acceleration into 
structure 

•	 Determine best methods for operation with respect to 
entrance conditions with two inlets operating 
simultaneously 



Cle Elum Fish Passage Facilities  
Downstream  Passage Model  - Helix  
•	 Numerical  modeling (by  Jim Higgs)  will  be used to:   

	- Provide smooth transitions  from the drop chute into 
Helix  

 - Determine conduit geometry  
•	 Ensure banked flow  does not  interfere with lower  transitions  



 
   

 

Cle Elum Fish Passage Facilities 
Upstream Passage Model - Mirror Image 1:10 
Scale 
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Cle Elum Fish Passage Facilities 
Upstream Passage Model 3200 cfs Video 



 
   

DEPARTMENT Of 

~:::::~~~ ECOLOGY 
State af Washington 

Cle Elum Fish Passage Facilities 
Upstream Passage Model 500 cfs Video 



  
 

Cle Elum Lake Fish Passage 
(Qeotechnlcallnlfestlgatlon - Potential Bore Hole Locations) 
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Cle Elum Fish Passage Geotechnical Investigation  

Drill hole DH-13-9 for the proposed 
juvenile bypass conduit, final depth 
of 124 feet. 



  

  
 

 
 

Cle Elum Fish Passage Geotechnical Investigation  

Close shot of drill hole 
DH-13-9 for the 
proposed juvenile 
bypass conduit. 



  
  

 
  

Manastash Creek 
Conservation and 
Tributary 
Enhancements 



  
 

  

Manastash Creek Conservation & 
Tributary Enhancement 

Placing gravel for staging area. 



  
 

  

Manastash Creek Conservation & 
Tributary Enhancement 

Dozer leveling gravel. 



  
 

   

Manastash Creek Conservation & 
Tributary Enhancement 

Unloading pipe at work site. 



  
 

      

Manastash Creek Conservation & 
Tributary Enhancement 

Pipe laid out for pipeline between sta. 95+00 to sta. 99-50 at site. 



  

 
   

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

   

Teanaway Community Forest Q & A 
On August 2, 2013, the Washington State Board of 
Natural Resources approved the purchase of the 
Teanaway, a 50,000-acre parcel situated at the 
headwaters of the Yakima Basin watershed. In 
addition, the Board authorized the acquisition to be 
managed as a Community Forest. 

The Teanaway Community Forest will be the 
Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR’s) first Community Forest. DNR is 
collaboratively managing the Teanaway 
Community Forest with Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). 

What is a Community  Forest? 
The Community  Forest Trust model was designed to protect working 
forests with a high risk of conversion that have great value to the 
local community. It is a tool to preserve Washington’s working 
forests while safeguarding natural  and cultural resources. 

Community engagement is a key management component of a 
Community Forest. This management model extends opportunities 
to members of the local community to build local support, propose 
forestlands for inclusion, assist with acquisition, identify possible  
management objectives, and help establish revenue objectives. 

Why did the state buy the Teanaway Community  Forest? 
The Teanaway Community Forest was identified as critical habitat 
for the conservation and restoration of many species, especially  
fish. The Teanaway Community Forest is also a key component of 
the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan, a water management plan 
developed by diverse stakeholders to address water needs in the 
Yakima Basin.  

How will the  public be  involved in the management of the  
Teanaway Community  Forest? 
DNR and WDFW will engage the local community and interested 
stakeholder groups in a discussion about their management  
priorities for the landscapes. As part of the Community Forest 
planning process, interest groups for the Teanaway Community  
Forest will be identified and included in the process. This process 
also extends many opportunities for public  input.  

“The Teanaway is  
an extremely  
valuable area  
ecologically and 
to the community  
as a whole.  It
plays a pivotal 
role in the 
continued
success of the 
Yakima Basin 
Integrated Plan”  

—Urban Eberhart 
Yakima Basin  

Irrigator 

Matthew Randazzo | Special Assistant to the  Commissioner  of Public Lands | 360-902-1199 | 
Matthew.Randazzo@dnr.wa.gov | FS-13-027  DRAFT 08/15/2013 
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What is the Teanaway Community Forest Advisory Board? 
According to the Community Forest Trust Law, the department must 
establish a local advisory committee in cooperation with any interested 
and affected local government. The legislation further requires DNR to use 
the local advisory committee as a source of advice and comment on a 
post-acquisition management plan. 

Who will fund the management of the Teanaway Community 
Forest? 
The State Legislature is committed to providing ongoing funding for the 
Teanaway Community Forest. 

Will I still be able to use the recreation trails and facilities in the 
Teanaway? 
The Legislature directed DNR to maintain and, where possible, expand 
recreational opportunities consistent with watershed protection, for 
activities such as hiking, fishing, hunting, horseback riding, camping, 
birding, and snowmobiling. 

As part of its role to identify when and where recreation access will be 
maintained or expanded, the Teanaway Community Forest planning 
process will incorporate the latest biological, geological, soils, and 
management data to inform the citizen-based advisory committee as it 
makes draft recommendations to DNR about management decisions. 

Will grazing still be allowed?  Will the Teanaway still be 
considered open range? 
The Legislature directed DNR to maintain working lands for forestry and 
grazing while protecting key watershed functions and aquatic habitat. 

Who will make the management decisions for this land? 
The Teanaway Community Forest planning process will establish 
management objectives. DNR and WDFW will then collaboratively manage 
the land to meet those objectives. 

Is there wilderness designation proposed for any of this land? 
No. A Wilderness Designation is a federal designation. The legislative 
intent is for the Teanaway property to remain a state-owned Community 
Forest that supports multiple uses. 

What happens to the land if the Yakima Integrated Plan falls short 
of its water storage goals? 
If certain Yakima Basin Integrative Plan objectives aren’t met by June 30, 
2025, the Legislature has empowered the Board of Natural Resources to 
keep the Teanaway as a community forest, to transfer it to the Common 
School Trust for commercial forestry, or to otherwise dispose of the 
property. 

Does this purchase affect my ability to manage my land in the 
Teanaway? 
The purchase does not affect the use of private lands in the Teanaway 
River valley. Please contact Kittitas County for information on any county 
planning efforts. 

What will happen to the campgrounds at 29 Pines and Teanaway 
West Fork? 
Based on the legislative intent, recreational use will continue; however, 
the specifics will be determined through the planning process. 

Photos Courtesy of The W
ilderness Society 
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Table 1.  Habitat Enhancement Projects 
Project Proponent Description Funding Benefits 

Gap-to-Gap 
Outfall 
Relocation 

City of Yakima Move the City of 
Yakima Regional 
Wastewater 
Treatment Plant outfall 
from the river channel 
to floodplain area 

$1,300,000 This project would provide the next step as 
part of the Gap-to-Gap Levee Setback 
Project which would lead to over 1,000 
acres of floodplain connectivity in the 
critical Union Gap reach of the Yakima 
River.  The project would increase 
spawning and rearing habitat for multiple 
species, improve water quality in a key 
juvenile and adult migration corridor, 
reduce river temperatures, reduce nutrient-
related water quality problems, and 
increase floodplain storage of runoff.   
Multiple fish species would benefit from 
this project, including mid-Columbia ESU 
steelhead, mid-Columbia bull trout, spring 
Chinook salmon, rainbow trout, westslope 
cutthroat trout, Chinook salmon, sockeye 
salmon, coho salmon, and Pacific lamprey. 

Manastash – 
Consolidated 
Pipeline & 
Manastash 
Water Ditch 
Association 
(MWDA) 
Pipeline 
Construction 

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Replace MWDA 
earthen ditch with 
4 miles of pipeline and 
remove three 
unscreened diversions 
on Manastash Creek 

$250,000 This project would permanently put 1.9 cfs 
of winter stock water into trust from 
November to March, increasing instream 
flows in the lower 5.6 miles of Manastash 
Creek, benefiting rearing for spring 
Chinook, steelhead, and coho.  The 
removal of unscreened diversions would 
be the next step in removing all fish 
passage barriers in Manastash Creek 
which would open access to more than 20 
miles of habitat. 

Toppenish Fan Yakama 
Nation 

Raise the water table 
in an area of 
Toppenish Creek 
southwest of White 
Swan by diverting 
winter flows from 
Toppenish Creek 
through existing 
canals for aquifer 
recharge 

$612,284 This project would reconnect distributary 
channels to the Toppenish Creek alluvial 
fan, increasing the alluvial water table and 
riparian vegetation along the alluvial fan.  
The project would also increase summer 
flows and reduce stream temperatures in 
Simcoe and Toppenish Creeks, improving 
habitat for steelhead rearing and migration. 

Bateman 
Island 
Causeway 
Modification 
Conceptual 
Design 

Mid-Columbia 
Fisheries 
Enhancement 
Group 

Develop alternatives 
to allow flow along the 
south side of Bateman 
Island near the 
confluence of the 
Yakima and Columbia 
Rivers 

$100,000 This project would identify alternatives to 
breach a short earthen causeway that 
could improve salmonid migratory 
conditions by modifying an existing 
temperature barrier that can delay adult 
migration, and by shortening the distance 
traveled by outmigrating smolts and 
returning adults.  When completed, the 
project is expected to improve water 
temperature and water quality and benefit 
steelhead, spring Chinook, summer 
Chinook, fall Chinook, coho, and sockeye. 
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Table 1.  Habitat Enhancement Projects 
Project Proponent Description Funding Benefits 

Bull Trout Task Mid-Columbia Address conservation $55,000 This project would assist in various 
Force Habitat Fisheries needs for bull trout by projects throughout the Yakima basin 
Improvements Enhancement 

Group 
implementing actions 
identified in recent Bull 
Trout Plans 

focused on the needs of bull trout, one of 
the ESA-listed fish species in the Yakima 
basin.  Benefits include improving fish 
passage by removing recreation dams and 
providing temporary passage 
improvements during lower flow conditions, 
and improving understanding of bull trout 
density and migration timing. 

Gold Creek Kittitas Investigate Gold $50,000 This project would identify causes of late 
Habitat Conservation Creek dewatering summer and early fall dewatering in Gold 
Assessment Trust causes and Creek, which is a major bull trout limiting 
and associated impacts factor for the species in this part of the 
Conceptual and produce basin.  Once causes are identified, 
Design conceptual designs for 

bull trout restoration 
conceptual designs would allow for 
improvement of bull trout spawning, egg 
incubation, and juvenile rearing in Gold 
Creek. 

Reed Kittitas County Design a project that $69,000 This project would be the first step in 
Diversion Conservation would remove the fish removing the last passage barrier on 
Removal District passage barrier at Manastash Creek, which would allow 
Design Reed Diversion on 

Manastash Creek 
access to more than 20 miles of habitat 
Manastash Creek, improving habitat for 
fish species including steelhead.  

in 

Total $2,436,284  
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Table 2.  Agricultural Conservation Projects 
Project Proponent Description Funding Benefits 

Kennewick 
Irrigation 
District (KID) 
Division IV 
Lining 

Kennewick 
Irrigation 
District 

Install 1.1 miles of 
geomembrane canal 
lining from S. 
Olympia Street to 
Olympia Siphon in 
the City of Kennewick 

$606,624 This project would reduce seepage from 
the KID and increase flow in the lower 47 
miles of the Yakima River, which is listed 
as priority habitat for ESA-listed mid-
Columbia ESU steelhead.  There would be 
an additional 441 acre-feet/year (af/yr) of 
water in the Chandler Reach (River Mile 
[RM] 47 to 35.8) and an additional 196 
af/yr downstream of Chandler Reach to the 
mouth of the Yakima River from April to 
October, benefiting rearing for fall Chinook 
and migration for spring Chinook, fall 
Chinook, steelhead, coho, and sockeye 
species.  Additionally, the project would 
allow for more reliable irrigation delivery 
and increase public safety by decreasing 
the likelihood of canal failure. 

Wapato 
Irrigation 
Project (WIP) 
Piping Lateral 
4-414C 

Yakama 
Nation 

Replace earthen 
Lateral 4-414C with 
1.25 miles of pipe 
along S. Wapato 
Road in the Wapato 
Unit 

$650,000 This project would reduce seepage from 
the WIP and reduce operational spill to 
Marion Drain, resulting in 2.24 cfs (840 
af/yr) of water savings for improved water 
supply reliability for WIP water users or 
increased instream flows in the Yakima 
River from Wapato Dam to Marion Drain 
(RM 106.7 to 82.8) from April to October.  
This benefits rearing of fall Chinook and 
coho and migration for spring Chinook, fall 
Chinook, steelhead, coho, and sockeye.  
Additionally, the project would improve 
water quality by reducing sediment and 
nutrient load, and improve water 
management by installing measurement at 
pipeline turnouts.  

Wapato 
Irrigation 
Project Piping 
Satus East 
Lateral E73 

Yakama 
Nation 

Replace earthen 
Satus East Lateral 
E73 with 1.5 miles of 
pipe near Schuster 
Rd in the Satus Unit 

$300,000 This project would reduce seepage from 
the WIP and reduce operational spill to 
Toppenish Creek.  2.5 cfs (890 af/yr) of 
water would be saved for improved water 
supply reliability for WIP water users or 
increased instream flows in the Yakima 
River from Wapato Dam to Toppenish 
Creek (RM 106.7 to 80.4) from April to 
October.  This benefits rearing of fall 
Chinook and coho and migration for spring 
Chinook, fall Chinook, steelhead, coho, 
and sockeye.  Additionally the project 
would improve water quality by reducing 
sediment and nutrient load, and improve 
water management by installing 
measurement at pipeline turnouts. 
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Table 2.  Agricultural Conservation Projects 
Project Proponent Description Funding Benefits 

Manastash Kittitas County Irrigation water rights $356,000 This project would permanently put 2.54 
Creek, Conservation off Anderson cfs (894 af/yr) of water into trust, 
Anderson District Diversion would be increasing instream flow from April to 
Diversion acquired by Trout October in the lower 5.6 miles of 
Irrigation Water Unlimited to provide Manastash Creek, a high-priority fish 
Acquisition instream flow in 

Manastash Creek 
and remove the 
unscreened 
Anderson diversion 

habitat reach.  Additionally, an unscreened 
diversion and seasonal fish passage 
barrier would be removed.  These 
elements would benefit migration and 
rearing for steelhead and coho as well as 
rearing for spring Chinook. 

Manastash Kittitas County Convert 154 acres of $200,000 This project would permanently put 2 cfs 
Creek Sprinkler Conservation rill irrigation to (250 af/yr) of water into trust, increasing 
Conversions District sprinkler irrigation 

along Manastash 
Creek 

 

instream flow from April to October by 150 
af/yr from stream mile 5.6 to 1.4 of 
Manastash Creek and by 250 af/yr in the 
lower 1.4 miles of Manastash Creek, a 
high-priority fish habitat area.  This 
conversion and corresponding instream 
flow increase would benefit migration and 
rearing for steelhead and coho as well as 
rearing for spring Chinook. 

Yakima-Tieton 
Irrigation 
District (YTID) 
Feasibility 
Study – Tieton 
to Ahtanum 
Exchange 

Yakima-Tieton 
Irrigation 
District 

Study feasibility of an 
enlarged YTID Main 
Canal and associated 
pipeline to carry 
water to the Ahtanum 
basin in a water 
exchange program to 
enhance instream 
flows for fish and 
supply water for 
irrigation 

$37,500 This project would study the potential of 
carrying water from the Tieton basin to the 
Ahtanum basin.  Potential benefits of the 
completed project include increased 
instream flow in Ahtanum Creek, providing 
fish benefits to steelhead, bull trout, 
salmon, and resident trout.  It also has the 
potential of removing stream diversions 
through upgraded and efficient delivery 
systems that would enhance habitat in the 
Ahtanum basin. 

Manastash – 
Consolidated 
Pipeline & 
MWDA 
Pipeline 

 Construction

 

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Replace MWDA 
earthen ditch with 
4 miles of pipeline 
and remove three 
unscreened 
diversions on 
Manastash Creek 

$250,000 This project would permanently put 1.9 cfs 
of winter stock water into trust from 
November to March, increasing instream 
flows in the lower 5.6 miles of Manastash 
Creek, benefiting rearing for spring 
Chinook, steelhead, and coho.  The 
removal of unscreened diversions would 
be the next step in removing all fish 
passage barriers in Manastash Creek, 
which would lead to access to more than 
20 miles of habitat. 

Total $2,400,124  



Yakima Integrated Plan Meeting - September 4, 2013 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak. Friends of Bumping Lake remains opposed to the 
Bumping Lake Enlargement. Friends of Bumping Lake is attracting more and more 
members opposed to this strategy. We now number in excess of 500 people. Many of 
these are opposed to the destruction of beloved recreational facilities particularly the 
Forest Service campground. We are also working in collaboration with a number of 
Environmental groups that oppose the Bumping lake Enlargement and we intend to keep 
fighting until the Bumping Lake Enlargement is taken off the table 
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Yakima Plan: Not yet shovel-ready 


I
n the Washington State Legislature's 
2013 session, the proposed funding 
ofYakima Plan "early action items" 
grew from $23 million to $134 mil
lion afte r they were included in the 

new Governor's first "jobs" bill. The un
d erlying premise is that these "early action 
items" are all "shovel-ready," but are they? 
For this massive construction project, the 
State's largest since WPPSS, have project 
planning, engineering, environmental 
review and permitting advanced to the 
stage where laborers may immediately be 
employed to begin work? Do the proposed 
irrigation dams meet federal economic 
tests-or is the State planning to pay the 
full cost of $5 billion, or more? 

In fac t, they do not meet these tests. The 
Yakima Plan is not yet shovel-ready. 

Plan components 
Some but not all components of the 

Yakima Plan may be worthy of support or 
potentially so. For example, State acquisi
tion of the private forestlands ofAmerican 
Forest Land Company (AFLC) and Plum 
Creek would keep those lands in forestry, 
avoiding development and loss of forest-

By Karl Forsgaard 

land. Certain water storage projects may 
make sense, after they have been designed 
and undergo environmental review (we 
are not there yet) and pass economic 
muster. Fish passage projects may benefit 
salmon, although it remains to be seen 
how these projects would work in the con
text of irrigation dams with reservoirs that 
dry up in summer. The Plan contains some 
water conservation provisions, and it calls 
for some Wild & Scenic River designatio ns. 

Unfortunately, the Yakima Plan's defects 
overwhelm its other components, compel
ling opposition . The U.S. Bureau of Recla
mation and State Department of Ecology 
seek to construct two new dams in the 
Yakima Basin, including a dam that would 
drown and destroy more than 1,000 acres 
of ancient forest at Bumping Lake (includ
ing Critical Habitat for the northern spot
ted owl), and establish two new National 
Recreation Areas for off-road veh icles 
(ORVs). The proposed Wymer dam on 
Lmuma Creek has a benefit/cost ratio of 
0.31 (31 cents of benefit for every dollar 
spent), a major money loser for taxpayers. 
The Plan provides for inadequate water 
conservation, and inadequate wilderness 

I4x4s crossing Deet· Creek in 
Reiter Forest. 
-KARL FORSGAARD PHOTO 

protection. The Plan was developed by a 
defective process, and with defective eco
nomic analysis. The Governor's policy bill 
in the State Legislature would endorse the 
Plan, and thus would endorse all of these 
defects. We cannot support this. 

State legislation 
We previously reported that in Janu

ary 2013, a hearing was conducted in the 
State House on the policy bill that became 
Governor Inslee's request legislation. In 
february another hearing was held in the 
State Senate, including testimony from 
NCCC. By April, the Senate Capital Budget 
proposed more than $134 million to fund 
Yakima Plan early action items, while the 
House Capital Budget proposed $45 mil
lion. The main difference between their 
total amounts was that the Senate Budget 
would acquire AFLC's Teanaway forest
lands with a single payment (about $99 

Continued on page 20 
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million), while the House Budget would 
acquire that land with an initial payment 
of about $10 million and the remainder 
spread out over five biennia (with conse
quent cost of interest). 

As of May 2013, Yakima Plan proponents 
continue to seek funding of "early action 
items" in the State Capital Budget, which 
may not be decided until the end of the 
current Special Session(s) of the State 
Legislature. These early action items in
clude some related to the proposed dams 
at Bumping Lake and Wymer, unofficiaUy 
reported as including a "fatal flaw" study 
for each dam, but the budget legislation 
does not specify such studies. The House 
Capital Budget appropriates $45 miUion 
for the Yakima Plan including $500,000 
each for the Bumping enlargement and 
Wymer Reservoir. The Senate Capital Bud
get, on the other hand, appropriates $32.1 
million for Ecology's "Yakima River Basin 
Water Supply" account without specifying 
component amounts. 

The early action items in the proposed 
Budgets do not include anything related 
to the proposed National Recreation Areas 
for ORVs on federal lands, since those 
land designations would require an act 
ofCongress, but the National Recreation 
Areas for ORVs are included in the Plan, 
and the State Budget-related policy biU 
does endorse the Plan, and thus the State 
policy bill indirectly endorses the National 
Recreation Areas for ORVs. 

Final Ross Report 
Many conservation organizations par

ticipated in the so-called "Ross process" 
of meetings facilitated by Bill Ross from 
September 2012 to January 2013. This pro-

I 
Brock Evans at Bumping Lake '&ail

head -KARL FORSGAARD PHOTO 

cess focused on conservation community 
concerns about public land designations 
proposed in the January 2012 memo of the 
Yakima Workgroup's Lands Subcommittee. 
These designations include two proposed 
National Recreation Areas on National For
est lands in the Cle Elum District that were 
intended to "lock in" ORV use at existing 
levels and "footprint." 

In February 2013, Mr. Ross submitted 
his "Final report of the Washington State 
Public Lands Advocacy Workgroup." Its 
recommendations include items reported 
in the Winter 2013 issue of TWC: change 
the proposed areas' name to National 
Conse rvation and Recreation Area; shift 
the boundaries south and east; and set up 
a stakeholder process to develop manage
ment plans. 

As the final Ross report states, the 
report should not be interpreted as 
something that aU of the Ross meeting 
participants endorsed. Major concerns 
continue to exist, and we hope they will 
be addressed in the coming months. 
These concerns include balance between 
motorized and non-motorized recreation, 
protection of habitat and water quality, 
and protection ofwilderness and wild and 
scenic rivers. The Uoss process did not 
resolve these concerns, and they still need 
work. NCCC engaged in the Ross meetings 
to give constructive feedback and help 
improve the Subcommittee's proposal (to 
make the bad precedent less bad). Indeed, 
the report incorporates some ideas that 
came from the Yakima Plan's strongest crit
ics, which demonstrates that you do not 
need to support the Plan in order to be 
"at the table"; you do not need to support 
the Plan in order to be heard. We urge 
the Lands Subcommittee to communicate 
with us as the Subcommittee continues its 
work. 

Campaign messaging errors 
In lobbying for passage of the policy 

bill and State Capital Budget provisions 
for the Yakima Plan, and in recruiting 
new supporters for their campaign, some 
Yakima Plan proponents have e ngaged in 
hyperbole and nondisclosure. They have 
promoted the false premise of universal 
support for the Plan, thereby overstat
ing their support, hiding the existence 
of controversy in the e nvironmental 

community, and hiding the existe nce of 
opposition from conservation organiza
tions that greatly outnumber those who 
support the Plan. They have also tried to 
hide the Plan's promotion of ORV impacts. 
They tell the public that the Plan has been 
changing, but in fact it has not changed 
in over a year, since the March 2012 Final 
EIS (which incorporated the NRA Proposal 
without public comment). 

State Senator Kare n Fraser co-sponsored 
the policy bill, and during the Senate Ways 
& Means Committee hearing on February 
21 she expressed surprise to discover it 
has hidden ORV impacts: "but I'm really 
puzzled by hearing about part of the Plan 
includes, you know, off-road vehicle recre
ation; I've never heard of that being part 
of a water resource plan before . ... " She 
noted that by endorsing the bill and the 
Plan, the committee would be endorsing 
the ORV provisions in the Plan. Senator 
Fraser is a Senate veteran and an ORV 
expert-how did she get surprised by that? 
Apparently, the biU she co-sponsored was 
sold to her with nondisclosure. 

The Yakima Plan would designate two 
National Recreation Areas (NRAs) to "lock 
in" off-road vehicle use on the trails and 
backcountry of National Forest lands 
in the Cle Elum District, putting more 
machines into the headwate rs, which is 
bad for water quality, bad for fish, bad for 
wildlife habitat, and bad for the recre
ational experiences of the non-motorized 
majority of human users ofour National 
Forest backcountry. The Plan would set 
bad national precedents involving NEPA 
and SEPA, off-road vehicle management, 
the Endangered Species Act, and the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. Then
Governor Christine Gregoire erroneously 
asserted that "everybody" agrees with the 
Plan, which is not true, and never was 
true. The Yakima Plan is highly controver
sial in the Washington State conservation 
community, and more than 30 conserva
tion organizations including NCCC have 
stated objections and/or concerns about 
the Yakima Plan.1 An even larger number, 
more tha n 40, have refused to support the 
Yakima Plan, including promine nt organi
zations that have been publicly silent on it. 

The minority of conservation organiza
tions that support the Yakima Plan are led 
by these four (all based out-of-state): Amer
ican Rivers, National Wildlife Federation, 
Trout Unlimited and TWS. In january, 
their attorney testified in the State House 
(on the Ecology request bill that became 
Governor Inslee's policy bill): "It doesn't 
please everybody on the far left, it doesn't 
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please everybody on the far right, but it 
has the support ofvirtually e verybody 
in the middle." This is a peculiarly anti
Environmenta l statement, coming from 
the advocate for American lUvers, National 
Wildlife Federation, Trout Unlimited and 
TWS. Ifyou characterize three-quarters 
of e nvironmen tal groups as "far le ft" or 
"far right," then you should expect that 
three-quarters of environmental groups 
will not want to work with you. They will 
also challenge the accuracy of what you 
said to the Legislature. Audubon, Sierra 
Club, The Mountaineers, a nd the Issaquah 
Alps Trails Club are neither "far left" nor 
"far right." 

Perhaps due to such mischaracteriza
tions, in January the new Governor's tran
sition team briefing me mo on environmen
tal issues erroneously suggested that there 
is universal support for the Yakima Plan. 
We were able to correct that error, but it 
raises the question of how many other 
decision-make rs have been misinformed 
about the existence and magnitude of the 
controversy. 

Other than The Wild Cascades, it ap
pears that reporters at the o nline news 
websites Crosscut and Seattle P-I are the 
o nly other Puget Sound journalists who 
have reported on the controversy within 
the environmental community over the 
Yakima Plan. 

Just last month, another organization 
e rroneously reported to its members that 
some of the state's largest conservation 
groups have worked hard to create the 
Yakima Plan, including the Washington 
Environmental Council, Forterra, and 
the Trust for Public Land. In fact, WEC, 
Forterra and TPL have never attended any 
meetings of the Yakima Workgroup; they 
did not create the Yakima Plan. 

The Yakima Pla n is the largest project 
in Washington State since WPPSS. It is 
highly significant and highly controversial. 
A large volume of information is ava ilable 
at the Sierra Club website o n the Yakima 
Plan: 

washington.sierraclub.o,'g/uppercolfucr/ 
yakima/water_overview.html 

1A March 11, 2012 letter de Lailing numer
o us substantive and procedura l objections 
to the NRA Proposal in the Yakima Plan 
was signed by these 26 organizations: 
Alpine Lakes Protection Socie ty; Aqua Per
manence; Center fo r Biological Diversity; 
CELP; El Sendero; Endangered Species 
Coalitio n; Federation of Western Outdoor 
Clubs; Friends of Bumping Lake; Friends 

What you can do 
Send Governor lnslee a strong 
message: 

• 	 Support water conserva
tion and water banking in 
the Yakima basin. 

• 	 Oppose new money-losing 
dams in the Yakima Basin. 

• 	 Oppose new off-road 
vehicle designations in the 
Okanogan-Wenatchee 
National Forest outside of 
the existing National For
est planning process. 

• 	 Support Wilderness pro
tection for roadless areas 
in the Yakima Basin, 
including the ancient for
est surrounding the exist
ing Bumping Lake. 

Comments may be sent 
through governor.wa.gov/ 
contact/defau/t.asp. You can 
also telephone the Washington 
State Legislature toll-free at 
(800) 562-6000 (M-F 8:30 am 
12 Noon and 1:00 to 4:30pm). 
With one call you can leave 
a message for the Governor, 
your Senator and your two 
House Representatives. 

of the Earth ; Friends of the Teanaway; 
Friends of Wild Sky; Issaquah Alps Trails 
Club; Kittitas Audubon Society; Kittitas 
County Conservation Coalition; Mazamas; 
MidFORC; North Cascades Conservation 
Council; Olympic Forest CoaUtion; Seattle 
Audubon Society; Sierra Club; Washington 
Native Plant Society; We natchee Mountains 
Coalition; Western Lands Project; Western 
Watersheds Pro ject; Wilderness Watch; and 
Wildlands CPR. A separate March 13, 2012 
letter expressing similar concerns, includ
ing that the NRA Proposal "undermines" 
the National Fo rest planning processes, 
was signed by American Whitewater; The 
Mountaineers; and Washington Wild. 
Organizations that subsequently objected 
to the Yakima Plan include Leavenworth 
Adopt-a-Forest and Friends of Seven 
Rivers. 

New group 
looking at 

dammed lake 
storage capacity 
Alpine Lakes Wilderness 

In early 2013 we learned that the re 

had been three meetings of a new 

Icicle Workgroup formed by the State 

Department of Ecology and Chelan 

County, looking at increasing the stor

age capacity of dammed lakes inside 

Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 

The Icicle Workgroup hired the same 

attorney that TWS et al. hired in the 

Yakima Workgroup process. In these 

initial three meetings, the forest advo

cacy community and the forest land 

manager (U.S. Forest Service) were not 

represented. The new Icicle Work

group said it would invite the Forest 

Service to its fourth meeting, held in 

Leave nworth on May 17. To its credit, 

Chelan County initiated a Seattle -a rea 

meeting to hear from interested parties 

including NCCC, Alpine Lakes Protec

tion Society, Sierra Club and American 

Whitewater. The affected lakes include 

Snow Lakes, Nada Lake, Eight-Mile 

Lake, Square Lake and Klonaqua Lakes. 

The dams and pipelines were built in 

part to supply the Leavenworth Nation

al Fish Hatchery, built as mitigation for 

the Grand Coulee Dam in the 1930s. 

Thus these facilities already existed 

when Alpine Lakes Wilderness was 

created in 1976, but the Management 

Plan states that the storage capacity of 

these lakes shall not be increased. The 

Icicle Workgroup's project list includes 

"Alpine Lakes Optimization, Modern

ization and Automation" in the amount 

of $1.1 million, including "Automate 

and optimize release of the 6 alpine 

lakes, restore 1,000 [acre-feet] to 8 Mile 

Lake Normal Permitted Pool Elevation." 

Another project called Eight Mile Lake 

Pool Raise" would cost $15.5 million, to 

"Increase capacity of Eight-Mile Lake by 

5,000 acre-feet" 
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Contact:  Wendy Christensen, 509-575-5848, ext. 203            Derek Sandison, 509-457-7120 
 

*Workgroup facilitation by Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA as a subconsultant to HDR, under contract to the Bureau of Reclamation 

Agenda 

Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project Workgroup 
December 18, 2013, 9:30 AM to 12:30 PM at Yakima Arboretum, 1401 Arboretum Dr., Yakima WA 

 
Time 
 
9:30 – 9:35  Welcome/Introductions and Agenda Overview 
 Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
 
 
9:35 – 9:50  Introduce New Workgroup Members and Environmental Review Updates 
 Derek Sandison, Ecology and Wendy Christensen Reclamation 
 
 
9:50 – 10:50 Technical Work Update 
 Andrew Graham, HDR and Walt Larrick, Reclamation 
 
 
10:50 – 11:05  Break 
 
 
11:05 – 11:30    Disaggregated Benefit/Cost Analysis Presentation 
 Jon Yoder, Washington State University 
 
 
11:30 – 12:00 Implementation Committee Update 
 Derek Sandison, Ecology 
 
 Executive/Subcommittee Updates  
 Dan Silver, Consultant 
 
   
12:00 – 12:20    Workgroup – Roundtable Discussion 
 Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
 
 
12:20 – 12:30 Public Comment 
 
Adjourn 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2014 Meeting Dates – March 12, June 4, September 10 or 17 and December 17 
 
 
For additional information, see the reports and documents available at this link: 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/index.html  

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/index.html


 

 

U.S.  Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation 

*Contact: Wendy Christensen, Columbia-Cascades Area Office, (509) 575-5848, ext.  203 
 Derek Sandison, Washington State Department of Ecology, (509) 457-7120 
 
 
Meeting Notes  
December 18, 2013  
Yakima Arboretum, Yakima WA  
  
Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project (YRBWEP) 
Workgroup  
 

Welcome/Introductions and Agenda Overview 
Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA meeting facilitator, welcomed the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement 
Project (YRBWEP) Workgroup members and other attendees, led introductions, and provided an 
overview of the agenda.   
 
Introduce New Workgroup Members and Environmental Review Updates  
Wendy Christensen, Bureau of Reclamation, introduced three new Workgroup members, Lisa Pelly with 
Trout Unlimited; Rick Roeder with Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and Mike 
Balboni with U.S. Forest Service (USFS).  Each new Workgroup member gave a brief bio-sketch. 
 
Wendy also shared a summary of the November 21-22 scoping meetings that were held for the Cle Elum 
Pool Raise and Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance/Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant 
(KKC/KDRPP) environmental impact statements (EIS).  Daytime and evening meetings were held in 
both Yakima and Cle Elum, WA.  Attendance at each meeting ranged from 5 to 20 people.  Reclamation 
received 17 comment letters on the Cle Elum Pool Raise EIS and 38 comment letters on the 
KKC/KDRPP EIS.   Scoping summary reports for both EISs are expected to be available late January or 
early February 2014.  
 
Technical Work Update  
Andrew Graham, HDR, and Walt Larrick, Reclamation, presented updates on technical work in 
progress.  Highlights from the presentation and Workgroup comments are summarized below.  For more 
detail, please see the full presentation which is available on the project website. 
 
Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance 
Geotechnical drilling investigations have been conducted along the alternative Tunnel 1 (T1) alignment, 
and at two optional inlet locations at/near Keechelus dam.  Utilizing the existing outlet works (5A) 
would not impact the dam structure.   
Workgroup Discussion 
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• Alex Conley – Will the flow from Keechelus into the tunnel still be fed by gravity?  Yes, both 
outlet options would feed the tunnel by gravity, and the tunnel would flow by gravity.   

 
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant 
The project name was recently changed from Kachess Inactive Storage to Kachess Drought Relief 
Pumping Plant, or KDRPP, to better reflect the project.  Soft sediments in the middle of the reservoir 
made it infeasible for a lake tap.  The latest design concept includes a pumping plant with an intake and 
a tunnel on the northeastern side of the reservoir connecting to a pipe that would transport water to the 
Kachess River below the dam.  Two pipeline alignments are being evaluated, including one along the 
shoreline.  The pipeline will be approximately 9 feet in diameter.   
 
Value planning workshops are scheduled in January 2014 to further refine design concepts for the 
KKC/KDRPP project elements.  Feasibility design and environmental review will occur after these 
workshops. 
 
Box Canyon Creek and Bull Trout Passage Concerns 
Under current operations, Kachess reservoir drawdown in some years (e.g., 2 years out of 10) may 
create passage issues into Box Canyon Creek, an important tributary for bull trout.  With the proposed 
KDRPP project, the Kachess reservoir could be drawn down as much as 80 feet, which would result in 
an impassible barrier between the upper and lower reservoir.  This temporary barrier could prevent adult 
bull trout from accessing their spawning beds in Box Canyon Creek and the Kachess River.  Bull trout 
kelts could be exposed to additional predation as they navigate the shallow stream reach between the 
upper and lower Kachess after spawning.  
 
Workgroup Discussion 

• Dale Bambrick – It will be important to seasonally characterize when bull trout are in the upper 
and lower Kachess reservoir, when they leave the reservoir and migrate into Box Canyon Creek 
for spawning, when they return to the reservoir, and the relationship of these life histories with 
the timing of a drought drawdown.  Jeff Thomas noted that bull trout mostly move in September 
after a fall rain event waters up the Box Canyon Creek channel, improving passage into it. 

• Jeff Thomas – I wonder if a drawdown will even affect the upper Kachess reservoir?  This 
question will be evaluated in the draft EIS. 

• John Easterbrooks – Would bull trout typically move from lower to upper Kachess before the 
drawdown would occur?  This question will be evaluated in the draft EIS. 

 
Wymer Dam and Reservoir 
Several holes and test pits have been completed as part of geotechnical investigation at the dam site and 
pump station locations.  Reclamation appreciates the cooperation from Jack and Beneitta Eaton; they 
have been very gracious in providing access to their properties for this work.   
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Bumping Dam and Reservoir Enlargement 
One hole has been completed and another hold has been partially drilled as part of geotechnical 
investigation at the two different dam site locations. 
 
Cle Elum Pool Raise 
Cultural surveys have been completed.  Final design for the facility is expected to be complete by June 
2014.   
Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities 
Reclamation is conducting additional physical modeling of the helix intake structure at Denver’s 
hydraulic laboratory.   A modified inlet structure to improve channeling fish into the structure is also 
being evaluated.   
 
Workgroup Discussion 

• Dale Bambrick – It will be important to have flexibility in the water elevation for the inlet so that 
fish are not stranded in the lake.   

 
Groundwater Storage – City of Yakima Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) 
The groundwater storage feasibility analysis includes evaluating infiltration opportunity areas using the 
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Yakima Basin groundwater model, and matching these areas with 
available infrastructure such as irrigation canals for conveying water.  Field reconnaissance and 
supplemental modeling will be conducted before pilot testing at potential locations is conducted.   
 
The City of Yakima’s ASR project permits are in the application process.  The purpose of the City’s 
ASR project is to use existing wells to recharge and withdraw water as needed.   Two additional wells 
are planned for the future.  ASR can provide passive flow benefits as groundwater returns to the river 
near Union Gap in wetter years, and reduces Naches River diversions by providing groundwater supply 
for withdrawal in drier years.  In 2014, the City will be reactivating its permitting application to 
Ecology, and hopes to be testing water storage by the end of the year. 
 
Workgroup Discussion 

• Mike Leita – The local cost contribution to the Integrated Plan will need to be defined, 
accounting for existing local facilities and infrastructure such as the City’s ASR facilities that 
contribute to plan goals. 

• Rick Dieker – Regarding aquifer recharge, will irrigation districts be asked to wheel water to 
potential recharge sites?  Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District has some available capacity to deliver 
to the Cowiche and Ahtanum Creek areas before the irrigation season begins.  Reclamation will 
provide more information during the regional groundwater infiltration assessment.     
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Habitat Restoration and Agricultural Conservation Projects 
Several projects were funded in 2013.  The issues on the Manastash system are close to being resolved.  
Some of the more critical passage and flow improvements are being addressed before the 2014 irrigation 
season.  Water savings from additional projects will be coming in the next 1-2 years.   
 
Workgroup Discussion 

• Alex Conley – This has been an especially good year for funding habitat projects, including the 
funding contributions through the Integrated Plan. 

• Dale Bambrick – It is important to demonstrate and verify that the projected water savings are 
realized – that the water is in Manastash and providing the desired benefits. 

 
Disaggregated Benefit/Cost Analysis  
Jon Yoder with Washington State University (WSU) School of Economic Sciences presented an 
overview of a study he is leading to provide a benefit/cost analysis for each of the projects in the 
Integrated Plan.  The study was commissioned by the 2013 Washington State Legislature, as a part of 
the capital budget.   Highlights from the presentation and Workgroup comments are summarized below. 
For more detail, please see the full presentation which is available on the project website. 
 
One important challenge of disaggregating benefits is to still capture the “integration concept.”  In many 
cases the outcomes are not really separable, as the benefits and costs of one project may depend upon 
other actions.  For example, fish population benefits above dams are dependent upon fish passage at the 
dams.  In these cases, WSU will use a “conditioned” cost/benefit analysis that will yield a set of 
outcomes for a given project.    
 
WSU will be conducting some additional hydrologic and fisheries modeling as part of the study.  They 
will also be examining some of the same categories of benefits as identified in prior Integrated Plan 
studies conducted by Reclamation, including revisiting non-market valuation of fish.  The prior 
economic evaluations appear to have been conducted with reasonable approaches.  Other approaches 
may also be useful, such as differentiating real estate market values with and without available water 
supply.  A first draft of the study should be completed and available for public comment by early 
November 2014, with the study completed by December 15, 2014.   
 
Workgroup Discussion 

• Michael Garrity – Will the study also look at ecosystem services and benefits, such as benefits 
from reconnecting floodplain? This wasn’t considered in the Reclamation “Four Accounts” 
analysis but should be.  Jon encouraged Michael to follow up with him with input on this topic.   

• Urban Eberhart – The review period seems pretty short for the amount of information to review.  
Please provide targeted review comments if you are unable to review the entire document. 
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• Sid Morrison – Has Jon talked with specific legislators about the intent of the study?  It is 
important to avoid projects being “cherry-picked” from the set of actions in the Integrated Plan, 
which is counter to the intent of the plan and could “blow up” the process.  Jon is aware of this 
concern but he also has to follow the legislative direction.   

 
Implementation and Executive Committee Updates  
Derek Sandison presented an approach for how to group the actions of the Integrated Plan into more 
manageable implementation pieces.  The first set of actions would be Balanced Package 1, comprised of 
water supply, habitat, fish passage and other projects that total approximately $900 million 
(approximately one-third of the Integrated Plan cost), for a 10-year period (through 2023).   Budget 
needs by year are still being shaped.  Balanced Package 1 was prepared in response to a request from 
senior Federal officials, to show how much money was needed in the initial phase, and where those 
funds would be spent.  It would also be used to help track the various sources of funds and cost share, 
insofar as the Legislature has required a 50 percent match for all state funds spent on the Plan.   
   
 
Workgroup Discussion 

• Scott Revell –Does the balanced package proposal include conservation funding?  Yes. 
• Sid Morrison – How is the funding proposal accounting for funding challenges at the federal 

level?  Will Reclamation’s budget be specific to Integrated Plan funding or will their budget just 
be increased overall?  This will be dependent on Congress. 

 
Dan Silver provided updates on committee activities.  As the Integrated Plan is implemented, the 
complexity of the effort is increased, and some organizational adjustments are being made to account for 
this by reconstituting subcommittees and developing specific charters for them.  Subcommittees are 
being organized to advance the plan with more structure and alignment consistent with representation on 
the Workgroup. 
 
The Implementation Committee and the congressional delegation will be working together in 2014 on 
authorizing language for the Integrated Plan.   
 
The Executive Committee participated in a successful fall meeting and field trip in the basin led by 
members of the regional and Washington DC Federal agencies leadership team.  This leadership team 
includes an assemblage of senior staff from the various federal agencies that will be responsible for plan 
implementation.  One outcome of this meeting was an identified need for more coordination on the 
fisheries and habitat actions.  Another outcome was the identified need for a more detailed breakdown of 
funding needs, leading to the 10-year package of projects and actions Derek Sandison presented earlier. 
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Subcommittee chairs were identified: 1) Jeff Tayer will lead the Habitat Subcommittee; 2) Peter Dykstra 
will lead the Lands Subcommittee and 3) Scott Revell will lead the Out of Stream Needs Subcommittee, 
with Dave Brown leading a Municipal subgroup of this subcommittee.  The Outreach/Education 
Subcommittee is still being re-organized. 
 
Ben Floyd provided an update on work being done on operating guidelines for the plan.  These 
guidelines provide additional guidance on how water resulting from Integrated Plan actions would be 
managed to meet in-stream and out-of-stream objectives.  The latest guidelines are included in the 
Workgroup meeting packet. A key outcome is a recommendation to establish an adaptive management 
group separate from the existing System Operations Advisory Committee (SOAC). The adaptive 
management group would advise Reclamation as Integrated Plan projects come on-line regarding how 
this additional water should be managed over time to meet plan goals each year, within legal constraints. 
An additional future legal constraint to consider will be the issuance of a biological opinion from NMFS 
and USFWS on the Operation and Maintenance of the Yakima Project for compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA).    
 
Initial modeling results for KKC/KDRPP indicate that these projects contribute substantially towards 
meeting the 70-percent supply goal for prorationed water right holders during low water years.  
Additional results will be presented to the Workgroup at the March 2014 meeting.  
 
Workgroup – Roundtable Discussion  
Ben opened up the floor to Workgroup members.  Specific Workgroup comments included: 

 
• Wendy Christensen – Wendy thanked the agencies, irrigation districts, Yakama Nation and other 

organizations for their participation and support .  She acknowledged it is a challenge to maintain 
communications with all those interested in staying updated on the various ongoing activities.  
Reclamation will continue to meet with NMFS and USFWS on ESA consultation for the Yakima 
Project operations and Yakima IP projects.  Workgroup members should let Reclamation know if 
there are communications or meetings that they or their respective organizations would like to be 
involved in.  Meetings will be held with participating federal agencies at the regional level in 
February and March, and another Washington DC Leadership team meeting will be held in the 
spring.  

• Derek Sandison – Ecology has to provide a report to the state legislature on December 15, 2014 
on funding needs and financing plan for the Integrated Plan. 

• Alex Conley – Expressed excitement about the habitat projects being funded in the basin.  He is 
looking forward to getting the next set of projects ready for implementation, as funding becomes 
available.  He is also interested in the ESA consultation process underway with NMFS, USFWS 
and Reclamation on the Yakima project operations. 
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• Sid Morrison – The Yakima Basin Storage Alliance (YBSA) has asked a lot of questions; they 
do not always get answers back to these questions.  He appreciates efforts the management team 
has taken to modify the evaluation processes in an effort to provide some of these answers.  One 
question they have is who will have access to the inactive storage supply in Kachess (KDRPP)?  
What will happen in multiple drought years?  He encouraged responses to these and other legal 
questions to avoid legal battles in the future.  Legal discussions started in 2012 and have been 
ongoing since then; additional discussions will happen in 2014.  

• Rick Dieker – Complimented everyone for their hard work and acknowledged the good 
momentum in implementing the plan.  Having the Federal leadership on the recent trip in the 
basin was very positive. 

• Mike Livingston – Mike directed the group to a Teanaway Community Forest (TCF) handout 
that was in the meeting packet.  WDFW and DNR understand that the TCF planning and 
implementation effort is part of the Integrated Plan.  He is impressed with the progress being 
made. 

• Rick Roeder – DNR and WDFW will be forming a TCF advisory committee in January 2014, 
with a main committee being organized with subcommittees.  WDFW and DNR will select the 
committee members.  The TCF process is providing an opportunity for establishing a new 
working relationship for WDFW and DNR.  They will be hiring staff for the TCF to address 
property management, law enforcement and other responsibilities.  Also, some culverts have 
been identified for replacement.  It will be important to establish a clear baseline for current 
conditions and also make sure that the property improvements made are credited to the 
Integrated Plan. 

• Mike Leita – Yakima County continues to hear concerns and questions about the Integrated Plan.  
It is important to address these concerns but also to take caution against premature responses.  
He sees support for the Integrated Plan’s full and integrated implementation.   

• Phil Rigdon – He expressed excitement with all the work moving forward.  There is much left to 
do; it is important to maintain focus on getting it done. 

• Urban Eberhart – He has been out talking to a wide variety of community members.  He is 
hearing a lot of positive comments.  The community is becoming more aware and appreciative of 
the goals of the plan.   

• Michael Garrity – It has been great to celebrate the Teanaway property acquisition and ground-
breaking on Manastash Creek projects.  Derek’s presentation of Balanced Package 1 is important 
to communicate; it provides a picture of what the first 10 years of implementation will look like.  
He anticipates the 2016 Federal budget request to be a big step forward but is not as certain about 
how the 2015 federal request will turn out.  

• Jeff Thomas – He is proud to be a part of this group.  Much good work has been done but there is 
a lot more left to do. 

• Dave Brown – He appreciates the Workgroup’s support on the City’s ASR project. 
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• Dale Bambrick – He acknowledged the work Derek Sandison has done on behalf of the 
Workgroup.  Dale would like a budget estimate for the Roza Subordination action, and is glad is 
the action is included in the first 10 years of implementation. 

• Seth Defoe – He appreciates the support he has received in coming up to speed on the Integrated 
Plan.  He noted that Kennewick Irrigation District relies on return flows and also has proratable 
water rights.  He would like to better understand how actions in the plan will affect return flows 
and the District’s water supply in the lower river.   

• Mike Balboni – He is impressed with the Workgroup.  He participated in the Federal agencies 
field trip and that helped him recognize the importance of the Integrated Plan.  USFS will be 
engaged and is ready to help.   

• Paul Jewell – Much of the Kittitas County focus is now on the TCF.  The handout from WDFW 
and DNR is helpful.  He is starting to hear concerns from Kachess lake landowners.  He and 
Urban Eberhart will be making a presentation to them in January.  The Manastash project kickoff 
was positive.  Impacts on the USFS campground at Cle Elum from the proposed pool raise are of 
interest.  Kittitas County has information on economic benefits from the Integrated Plan that will 
be provided to WSU for their study.  

• Lisa Pelly – Thanks for the nice welcome.  She is very impressed with what has been done and 
appreciates Derek’s presentation on the first 10 years of implementation and the list of balanced 
package projects.  This information will be helpful in communications with others.  

• John Easterbrooks – WDFW has some comments on the benefit descriptions in the habitat and 
agriculture conservation projects included in the handout in the meeting packet.  He will provide 
some suggested edits.  He also asked why the Manastash project is listed on both tables.  The 
request to include the Manastash project was made by Kittitas County Conservation District to 
both subcommittees, and included on both lists for contingency funding purposes.  

 
Public Comment 

• Ben Floyd started this part of the meeting off by noting he had received for inclusion in the 
meeting record an article from Wild Cascades and NEPA scoping comments from a coalition of 
organizations including Sierra Club.  YBSA also provided a letter that was included in the 
meeting packet. 

• Naydene Maykut, Friends of Bumping Lake, observed that WSU should finish their study before 
funding is requested.  Reclamation has provided economic analysis in their “four-accounts” 
report, consistent with the Federal principles and guidelines.  Feasibility studies for specific 
projects will also include economic analysis.  The WSU report will also go to the state 
legislature before construction on projects is funded. 

 
Workgroup Members in Attendance  
Mike Balboni, U.S. Forest Service 
Dale Bambrick, National Marine Fisheries Service 
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Dave Brown, City of Yakima 
Wendy Christensen, Reclamation 
Alex Conley, Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board 
Seth Defoe, Kennewick Irrigation District 
Mike Shuttleworth, Benton County 
Rick Dieker, Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District 
Urban Eberhart, Kittitas Reclamation District 
David Fast, Yakama Nation 
Michael Garrity, American Rivers 
Paul Jewell, Kittitas County   
Mike Leita, Yakima County 
Mike Shuttleworth, Benton County 
Mike Livingston, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Sid Morrison, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Lisa Pelly, Trout Unlimited 
Scott Revell, Roza Irrigation District 
Phil Rigdon, Yakama Nation 
Rick Roeder, Washington Department of Natural Resources 
Derek Sandison, Washington State Department of Ecology  
Jeff Thomas, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
 
Other Attendees 
David Bowen, American Forest Land Co. 
Corey Carmack, Reclamation 
David Child, Yakima Basin Joint Board 
Kelly Clayton, Yakama Nation 
Marie Cobb, Student 
Stuart Crane, Yakama Nation 
John Easterbrooks, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Beneitta Eaton, Rancher 
Jack Eaton, Rancher 
Bill Ferry, Reclamation 
Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
Chuck Freeman, Kennewick Irrigation District 
Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County 
Adam Fyall, Benton County 
Don Gatchalian, Yakima County 
Raelene Gold, Seattle Audubon 
Andrew Graham, HDR Engineering 
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Sean Gross, National Marine Fisheries Services 
Bob Hall, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Tim Hill, Washington State Department of Ecology 
Lynn Holt, Reclamation  
Joel Hubble, Reclamation 
Chuck Klarich, Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Paul La Riviere, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Walt Larrick, Reclamation 
Matthew Larson, Kiewit 
Barb Lisk, Office of Representative Doc Hastings 
Chris Lynch, Reclamation 
Steven Malloch, Western Water Futures LLC 
Larry Martin, Velikanje Halvorson 
Naydene Maykut, Friends of Bumping Lake 
Keith McGowan, Reclamation 
Candy McKinley, Reclamation 
Jim Milton, Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District 
Bryan Myre, Wapato Irrigation District 
Scott Nikolai, Yakima-Klickitat Fisheries Project 
David Ortman, Sierra Club 
Geoff Owen, Kiewit 
Kate Prengaman, Yakima Herald-Republic 
Kirk Rathbun, Kennewick Irrigation District 
Tom Ring, Yakama Nation 
Joe Rocconova, WSU Student 
Mike Schwiow, Schwisow & Associated 
Dan Silver, Facilitator 
Jeff Tayer, WDFW 
Tom Tebb, Department of Ecology 
Michael Tobin, North Yakima Conservation District 
Stuart Woolley, U.S. Forest Service 
Jonathan Yoder, Washington State University 
 
 
Next Workgroup Meeting 
The next meeting will be held March 12, 2014 at 9:30 a.m. at the Yakima Arboretum. A meeting notice 
and agenda will be distributed in advance of the meeting.   
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Where to Find Workgroup Information  
Meeting materials, notes, presentations, and materials submitted during public comment for the 
Workgroup meetings will be posted on the project website 
(http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/index.html).  A bibliography of information sources, many 
of which are available online, is also posted on the website.    
 
If anyone needs help finding an information source, contact those listed at the top of page 1 of these 
notes or Ben Floyd at Anchor QEA, Kennewick office, (509) 491-3151, or bfloyd@anchorqea.com. 



 YRBWEP Workgroup Meeting  
December 18, 2013 

Technical 
Projects Update 

 
 

 
Presented by: 
Andrew Graham, HDR Engineering, Inc. 
Walt Larrick, Reclamation 
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Plant 
 



Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant 
Drill Hole Locations 



Drill Rig on Kachess Reservoir 



Drill Rig on Kachess Reservoir Shoreline 



 
Box Canyon 
Creek 
 
 



• Technical 
Workgroup met 
in October 2013 
to discuss fish 
passage issues 

• Conceptual 
Designs 

– Box 
Canyon 

– Lower to 
Upper Lake 

Box Canyon 
Creek 



Wymer Dam and 
Reservoir  
 
 



Wymer Dam and Reservoir Drill Hole Locations 



Wymer Dam and Reservoir Drilling Operations 



 
 
Bumping Dam & 
Reservoir 
Enlargement 
 



Bumping Dam and Reservoir Drill Hole Locations 



Bumping Dam and Reservoir Drilling Operations 



Cle Elum 
Pool Raise 
 
 



Cle Elum Pool 
Raise 
• Modify radial gates 
• Shoreline protection/ 

Embankments 
• Land acquisition 



Cle Elum Radial Gates - Modifications 



Cle Elum Pool Raise – Shoreline Protection 
Typical Cross-Section 



Cle Elum Reservoir Existing Shoreline 



Cle Elum Dam 
Fish Passage 
Facilities 
 



Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities 



Cle Elum Modeling  
Helix Model Quarter Section 



Cle Elum Modeling  
Proposed Modified Inlet Structure 



Groundwater 
Storage  
City of Yakima 
Aquifer Storage & 
Recovery (ASR) 



City of Yakima ASR Features 



City of Yakima ASR  



City of Yakima ASR 2013/2014 Activities 

• Develop program framework 
• Outfit existing wells for monitoring network 
• Reactivate permit application to Ecology 
• Goal: Begin storing water by end of 2014 

 



Groundwater 
Storage 
Basinwide Analysis 
 



Groundwater – Overview Map 

Irrigation Infrastructure 



Groundwater Basins 



Habitat Enhancement 
and Agricultural 
Conservation 
Projects 
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Agricultural 
Conservation 

Projects 
1 Kennewick 

Irrigation District 
(KID) Division IV 
Lining 
 

2 Wapato Irrigation 
Project (WIP) 
Piping Lateral 4-
414C 
 

3 Wapato Irrigation 
Project Piping 
Satus East Lateral 
E73 
 

4 Manastash Creek, 
Anderson 
Diversion 
Irrigation Water 
Acquisition 
 

5 Manastash Creek 
Sprinkler 
Conversions 
 

6 Yakima-Tieton 
Irrigation District 
(YTID) Feasibility 
Study – Tieton to 
Ahtanum 
Exchange 
 

7 Manastash – 
Consolidated 
Pipeline & 
Manastash Water 
Ditch Association 
(MWDA) Pipeline 
Construction 
 
 

3 

Habitat 
Enhancement 

Projects 

1 Gap-to-Gap 
Outfall Relocation 
 

2 Toppenish Fan 
 

3 Bateman Island 
Causeway 
Modification 
Conceptual 
Design 
 

4 Bull Trout Task 
Force Habitat 
Improvements 
 

5 Gold Creek 
Habitat 
Assessment and 
Conceptual 
Design 
 

6 Reed Diversion 
Removal 
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Benefit-Cost Analyses of the
 
Yakima River Basin Integrated Plan Projects
 

Jonathan Yoder, Pro ject Leader
 
Professor, School of Economic Sciences
 

Washington State University
 

18 December 2013
 

Legislative Charge 

Legislative charge 
2013 Capital Budget (5035-S.SL), Section 5057 

•	 The State of Washington Water Research Center (SWWRC) and WSU 
are to prepare separate benefit-cost analyses for each proposed pro ject 
in Yakima Basin Integrated Plan. 

•	 Directed to use existing studies to the extent possible, supplemented 
by primary research. 

•	 Report economic benefits of each project on a disaggregated basis, 
showing contributions of individual pro jects to: 

–	 increases in fish populations, 

–	 increases in irrigation water reliability during severe drought, 

–	 improvements in municipal and domestic water supply. 

Pro jects identified in the legislation 

•	 Surface water storage: Wymer dam, Kachess inactive storage, Bump
ing enlargement, Cle Elum pool raise. 
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•	 Aquifer storage & recovery pro jects. 

•	 Structural & operational changes: power Subordination at Roza 
& Chandler; K to K transfer. 

•	 Fish passage: Cle Elum, Bumping, Rimrock, Keechelus, Kachess, 
Box Canyon. 

•	 Agricultural & municipal conservation pro jects. 

•	 Tributary/mainstem habitat enhancements. 

•	 Water bank exchange programs. 

Research Plan 

Principal Investigators 
Researchers from WSU, UW, and U. Idaho 

•	 Economics:
 

– Yoder, Sch. of Economic Sci., WSU.
 

– Joseph  Cook, UW Evans School of Public Policy and the Benefit-
Cost Analysis Center. 

–	 Michael Brady, Sch. of Economic Sci., WSU. 

•	 Fish biology: Stephen Katz, Sch. of the Environment, WSU. 

•	 Hydrology: Jennifer Adam, Civil & Env. Engineering, WSU. 

•	 Water law: Barbara Cosens, College of Law, U. Idaho. 

•	 Graduate students, post-doctoral Fellows, research associates. 

Taking “Integrated ” seriously 

•	 The Yakima Basin is integrated by the nature of water itself. 

•	 Project outcomes are not necessarily separable: benefits/costs of one 
pro ject may depend on implementation of others. 

•	 To the extent possible, the analysis will provide a set of estimates for 
each project conditioned on implementation status of other pro jects. 
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Research Plan 
Two Phases 

•	 Phase 1: Assessment of existing studies. 

•	 Phase 2: Additional analysis to augment available information to meet 
our charge. 

•	 Phase 2 activities depend on Phase 1 findings. 

•	 Wrapping up phase 1 now. 

2.1 Phase 1 

Phase 1 activities 

•	 Collate and infer B-C estimates from existing YB studies to the extent 
possible. 

•	 Assess the existing estimates for satisfying our charge. 

•	 Develop a research plan to complement and/or replace existing esti
mates as necessary. 

Phase 1 conclusions 

•	 Coverage of existing studies: 

–	 Aggregate B-C estimates for IP (“Four Accounts”). 

–	 A few project-specific cost & benefit estimates. 

–	 Some pro ject-specific estimates can be inferred. 

•	 Shortcomings for our pro ject-specific needs: 

–	 Conditional estimates needed, but are not available. 

–	 Published estimates: disparate assumptions; some outdated. 

–	 Will review methods & use alternatives when justified. 

•	 Conclusion: New analysis required to satisfy legislative charge. Exist
ing studies are key points of departure & comparison. 
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2.2 Phase 2 

Phase 2 plan of work 

•	 Hydrological modeling. 

•	 Fish response modeling. 

•	 Associated economic benefits: 

–	 Agricultural irrigation benefits. 

–	 Fish benefits. 

–	 Municipal benefits. 

–	 Other (energy, recreation, etc.). 

•	 Project-specific costs. 

Hydrological modeling 

•	 Riverware & VIC (Variable Infiltration Capacity) models. 

•	 Account for climate, demographic, and market projections. 

•	 Examine pro ject-specific effects conditional on implementation (or not) 
of other pro jects. 

•	 Allows examining water use potential across competing uses, and short
age/curtailment risk. 

Fish population impacts 

•	 Estimate fish population impact potential from changes in habitat due 
to IP projects. 

•	 Use historical data from Yakima basin to model habitat potential - fish 
productivity relationship. 

•	 Estimate expected fish impacts by integrating these models. 
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Economics: Fish valuation 

•	 Impact on fish need to be monetized for comparability. 

•	 Four Accounts fish benefit analysis is a starting point. 

•	 Analyses will be revisited: 

–	 Nonmarket valuation methods used 

–	 Application to Yakima & YBIP (i.e. benefits transfer). 

Economics: Irrigation benefits 

•	 Approaches to estimating irrigation benefits: 

–	 Enterprise budget approach. 

–	 Land market modeling using hedonic analysis. 

–	 Will integrate meta-analysis and primary analysis. 

•	 Use benefit estimates along with hydrological modeling to estimate
 
aggregate estimates.
 

Economics: Municipal, domestic, and other benefits 

•	 Municipal and domestic benefits. 

–	 Account for demographic and water demand projections for muni/domestic/exempt 
wells. 

–	 Rely on water rights structure and market costs to estimate the
 
value of avoided shortages.
 

•	 Other (e.g. energy production). 

Timeline 

•	 Report due December 15 2014 (one year from now). 

•	 Tentative date for posting draft report for public comment: early
 
November 2014.
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Questions?
 
Contact:
 

Jon Yoder, Pro ject leader
 
School of Economic Sciences
 
Washington State University
 

yoder@wsu.edu 
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Yakima River Basin Integrated Plan Projects 

Jonathan Yoder, Project Leader
 
Professor, School of Economic Sciences
 

Washington State University
 

18 December 2013
 



2 / 16 

Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Legislative charge 

2013 Capital Budget (5035-S.SL), Section 5057 

The State of Washington Water Research Center (SWWRC) 
and WSU are to prepare separate benefit-cost analyses for 
each proposed project in Yakima Basin Integrated Plan. 

Directed to use existing studies to the extent possible, 
supplemented by primary research. 
Report economic benefits of each project on a disaggregated 
basis, showing contributions of individual projects to: 

increases in fish populations, 
increases in irrigation water reliability during severe drought, 
improvements in municipal and domestic water supply. 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Projects identified in the legislation 

Surface water storage: Wymer dam, Kachess inactive
 
storage, Bumping enlargement, Cle Elum pool raise.
 

Aquifer storage & recovery projects. 

Structural & operational changes: power Subordination at 
Roza & Chandler; K to K transfer. 

Fish passage: Cle Elum, Bumping, Rimrock, Keechelus,
 
Kachess, Box Canyon.
 

Agricultural & municipal conservation projects. 

Tributary/mainstem habitat enhancements. 

Water bank exchange programs. 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Principal Investigators 

Researchers from WSU, UW, and U. Idaho 
Economics: 

Yoder, Sch. of Economic Sci., WSU. 
Joseph Cook, UW Evans School of Public Policy and the 
Benefit-Cost Analysis Center. 
Michael Brady, Sch. of Economic Sci., WSU. 

Fish biology: Stephen Katz, Sch. of the Environment, WSU. 

Hydrology: Jennifer Adam, Civil & Env. Engineering, WSU. 

Water law: Barbara Cosens, College of Law, U. Idaho. 

Graduate students, post-doctoral Fellows, research associates. 



   

Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Taking “Integrated” seriously 

The Yakima Basin is integrated by the nature of water itself. 

Project outcomes are not necessarily separable: benefits/costs 
of one project may depend on implementation of others. 

To the extent possible, the analysis will provide a set of 
estimates for each project conditioned on implementation 
status of other projects. 

5 / 16



6 / 16 

Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Research Plan
 

Two Phases 

Phase 1: Assessment of existing studies. 

Phase 2: Additional analysis to augment available 
information to meet our charge. 

Phase 2 activities depend on Phase 1 findings. 

Wrapping up phase 1 now. 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Phase 1 activities 

Collate and infer B-C estimates from existing YB studies to 
the extent possible. 

Assess the existing estimates for satisfying our charge. 

Develop a research plan to complement and/or replace
 
existing estimates as necessary.
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Phase 1 conclusions 

Coverage of existing studies: 
Aggregate B-C estimates for IP (“Four Accounts”). 
A few project-specific cost & benefit estimates. 
Some project-specific estimates can be inferred. 

Shortcomings for our project-specific needs: 
Conditional estimates needed, but are not available. 
Published estimates: disparate assumptions; some outdated. 
Will review methods & use alternatives when justified. 

Conclusion: New analysis required to satisfy legislative charge. 
Existing studies are key points of departure & comparison. 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Phase 2 plan of work 

Hydrological modeling. 

Fish response modeling. 
Associated economic benefits: 

Agricultural irrigation benefits. 
Fish benefits. 
Municipal benefits. 
Other (energy, recreation, etc.). 

Project-specific costs. 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Hydrological modeling
 

Riverware & VIC (Variable Infiltration Capacity) models. 

Account for climate, demographic, and market projections. 

Examine project-specific effects conditional on implementation 
(or not) of other projects. 

Allows examining water use potential across competing uses, 
and shortage/curtailment risk. 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Fish population impacts
 

Estimate fish population impact potential from changes in 
habitat due to IP projects. 

Use historical data from Yakima basin to model habitat 
potential - fish productivity relationship. 

Estimate expected fish impacts by integrating these models. 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Economics: Fish valuation 

Impact on fish need to be monetized for comparability. 

Four Accounts fish benefit analysis is a starting point. 
Analyses will be revisited: 

Nonmarket valuation methods used 
Application to Yakima & YBIP (i.e. benefits transfer). 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Economics: Irrigation benefits   

Approaches to estimating irrigation benefits: 
Enterprise budget approach. 
Land market modeling using hedonic analysis. 
Will integrate meta-analysis and primary analysis. 

Use benefit estimates along with hydrological modeling to 
estimate aggregate estimates. 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Economics: Municipal, domestic, and other benefits 

Municipal and domestic benefits. 
Account for demographic and water demand projections for 
muni/domestic/exempt wells. 
Rely on water rights structure and market costs to estimate 
the value of avoided shortages. 

Other (e.g. energy production). 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Timeline 

Report due December 15 2014 (one year from now). 

Tentative date for posting draft report for public comment: 
early November 2014. 
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Legislative Charge 
Research Plan 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

Questions?
 

Contact:
 
Jon Yoder, Project leader
 

School of Economic Sciences
 
Washington State University
 

yoder@wsu.edu 



Initial Phase Yakima Integrated 
Water Resource Management Plan – 
Balanced Package 

• Spans time from passage of the Integrated 
Plan legislation in 2013 to the year 2023 

• All seven elements of the Integrated Plan 
advanced concurrently 

• Includes projects and activities that will 
quickly achieve tangible improvements in: 
o   Stream flow 
o   Habitat 
o   Fish passage 
o   Out-of-stream water supply security 

 
 
 
 

 



Integrated Plan 

Element 

Integrated Plan 

Projects 

Current Biennium 

Funding 

Additional 10-Year 

Balanced Package 1 
Funding 

Project/Funding 

Detail 

Habitat 

Tributary/Mainstem  
Enhancement 

$2,400,000 
 

$100,000,000 

Construction over all 10 
years. Weighted slightly to 
second five-year period Watershed 

Acquisitions 
$99,300,000 

Fish Passage 

 
Cle Elum Reservoir 

 
$8,800,000 

 
$87,000,000 

Construction in first five 
years 

 
Additional Fish 
Passage Project 

 
$100,000 

 
$90,000,000 

Construction of second 
passage facility in second 
five-year period. Design in 
first five-year period $500,000 

Operational 
Modifications 

Keechelus to Kachess 
Pipeline 

 
$500,000 

 
$159,000,000 

Construction in first five-
year period, provided 
project need verified 

Subordination of 
Power Generation 
(Roza and Chandler) 

 
$150,000 

 
TBD 

Pending outcome of current 
studies 



Surface Storage 

Cle Elum Pool Raise 
 

$2,800,000 
 

$18,000,000 
Construction in first five-
year period 

Kachess Drought 
Relief Pumping Plant 

 
$12,600,000 

 
$205,000,000 

 Construction in first five-
year period 

Wymer Reservoir 
 

$500,000 

 
$15,000,000 

Feasibility study and EIS 
for one project after fatal 
flaw analysis completed and 
decision by Work Group.  
Weighted to second five-
year period. 

Bumping Reservoir 
Enlargement 

$500,000 

Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery (ASR) 

Yakima ASR and 
regional ASR 

 
$400,000 

 
$6,000,000 

May be increased pending 
outcome of regional siting 
study. Weighted slightly to 
second five-year period 

Water Conservation 
Agricultural 
Conservation 

 
Ag $2,400,000 

 
 $85,000,000 

Target: 85,000 Acre-Feet. 
Construction over all 10 
years.  Weighted slightly to 
second five-year period. 

 
Muni $100,000 

Market Driven Water 
Reallocation 

Water Bank/Exchange 
Programs 

 
$350,000 

 
$500,000 

Support for banking and 
exchange programs 
throughout basin. Funding 
may increase depending on 
need and success 

 

TOTALS 

 

All elements 

 

$131,400,000 

 

$765,500,000 

Rollup: 

$896,900,000 
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Executive Committee Recommendation for the Fish Habitat Subcommittee 

 

Purposes: Make recommendations to the Executive Committee and Workgroup on: 

1- A process that will produce high quality, science based fish habitat projects that will accomplish 
the fisheries goals of the Integrated Plan. 

2- A package of fish habitat projects and actions that will provide significant progress toward the 
fisheries enhancement goals of the Integrated Plan. 

3- A process that will continually produce new projects. 
4- Other federally funded fish/habitat projects and opportunities in the Yakima Basin, in concert 

with the DC Leadership Group. 

Time Frame: The next project list will be delivered to the Executive Committee and Workgroup in time 
for inclusion in the 2015 state capital budget. (July 2014) 

General Guidance: The Habitat Subcommittee should use the following plans to identify priority actions. 

• Yakima Basin Integrated Plan 
• Yakima Basin Steelhead Recovery plan 
• Bull Trout Action plan 
• Sub basin Plan 
• Yakima-Klickitat Fisheries Project Master Plan 

Chair: Jeff Tayer 

Representation will be from the following Workgroup organizations: Yakama Nation, US Fish and 
Wildlife Service, NMFS, Yakima Basin Salmon Recovery Board Counties, Irrigators, Environmental 
Community, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife  
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November 6, 2013 
 

Executive Committee Recommendation for the Watershed Land Conservation 
Subcommittee  

 
The Executive Committee tasks the Subcommittee with the following mission: 
 

1. Identify and evaluate a range of options for carrying out the Targeted 
Watershed Protections and Enhancements component of the Yakima River 
Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan; 
 

2. Recommend to the Executive Committee and Workgroup actions and 
priorities for the Targeted Watershed Protections and Enhancements that are 
consistent with the overall objectives of the Integrated Plan; 

 
3. Recommend to the Executive Committee and Workgroup actions and 

priorities for the Targeted Watershed Protections and Enhancements that will 
assist in providing funding and other resources for implementation of the 
Integrated Plan; 

 
4. Act as a liaison between the Executive Committee and Workgroup and 

entities engaged in the Targeted Watershed Protections and Enhancements 
component of the Integrated Plan, including providing a forum for discussion 
of planning and implementation of said efforts as well as new elements that 
may be brought to the Workgroup; and 

 
5. Advise the Executive Committee and Workgroup on land issues related to 

other components of the Integrated Plan. 
 

6. Work with WDFW and WDNR to ensure the management planning process 
and the management plan for the Teanaway Community Forest Trust 
complements the Integrated Plan and helps ensure the Integrated Plan's future 
success. 

 
7. Integrate the activities of the Subcommittee with the DC Leadership Group. 

 
To accomplish its charge, the Subcommittee will: 
 

• Meet as needed to discuss particular land issues identified for Subcommittee 
consideration by the Executive Committee or to ensure practical and effective 
implementation of the Targeted Watershed Protections and Enhancements 
component of the Integrated Plan; 
 

• Solicit input and review from interested parties regarding the Targeted Watershed 
Protections and Enhancements component of the Integrated Plan, including 
holding meetings as needed for these purposes; 
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• Refine aspects of the Targeted Watershed Protections and Enhancements 
component of the Integrated Plan to ensure that it can be implemented in a 
manner that furthers the overall objectives of the Integrated Plan; 

 
• Provide recommendations to the Executive Committee on the Targeted Watershed 

Protections and Enhancements component of the Integrated Plan or land issues 
related to other components of the Integrated Plan, including recommendations 
that enhance funding or other resources to implement the Integrated Plan; and 

 
• Perform other actions as necessary and requested by the Executive Committee to 

fulfill the mission articulated above. 
 
The Subcommittee will attempt to reach consensus on its findings and recommendations.  
Where consensus cannot be achieved, members of the Subcommittee may provide 
separate findings or recommendations to the Executive Committee. 
 
Membership and Chair: 
 

• Chair: Peter Dykstra 
• Membership: [I don’t have a list or either the organizations or individuals] 



  12/11/13 draft 

Out of Stream Needs Sub-Committee Charter 

 

The primary duty of the subcommittee is make prioritized recommendations to the Work 
Group via the Executive Committee for funding agricultural conservation projects under the 
Integrated Plan 

Municipal water conservation projects will be prioritized by the municipal subcommittee and 
forward to the Out Stream Needs Sub-committee. 

The Out of Stream Needs Sub-committee and its Municipal Subcommittee will utilize the 
following plans when prioritizing projects: 

• The Yakima Basin Integrated Plan 
• The  water conservation plans adopted by the irrigation districts 
•  Municipal water system plans   

 

It is expected that rural domestic water supplies will not be the subject of recommendations 
make by the out of stream needs sub-committee. 

Chair:  Scott Revell, Roza Irrigation District 

Membership: Irrigations districts, municipal water provider, Yakama Indian Nation, County 
government and the environmental caucus. 

 



Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan 
 

Table 1.  Habitat Enhancement Projects  
Project Proponent Description Funding Benefits Status (12/2013) 

Gap-to-Gap 
Outfall 
Relocation 

City of Yakima Move the City of Yakima 
Regional Wastewater 
Treatment Plant outfall 
from the river channel to 
floodplain area 

$1,300,000 This project would provide the next step as part 
of the Gap-to-Gap Levee Setback Project which 
would lead to over 1,000 acres of floodplain 
connectivity in the critical Union Gap reach of 
the Yakima River.  The project would increase 
spawning and rearing habitat for multiple 
species, improve water quality in a key juvenile 
and adult migration corridor, reduce river 
temperatures, reduce nutrient-related water 
quality problems, and increase floodplain 
storage of runoff.   Multiple fish species would 
benefit from this project, including mid-Columbia 
ESU steelhead, mid-Columbia bull trout, spring 
Chinook salmon, rainbow trout, westslope 
cutthroat trout, Chinook salmon, sockeye 
salmon, coho salmon, and Pacific lamprey. 

Working on final 
design, permitting 
documentation and 
preparing for 
construction starting in 
summer 2014. 

Manastash – 
Consolidated 
Pipeline & 
Manastash 
Water Ditch 
Association 
(MWDA) 
Pipeline 

 Construction

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Replace MWDA earthen 
ditch with 4 miles of 
pipeline and remove 
three unscreened 
diversions on Manastash 
Creek 

$250,000 This project would permanently put 1.9 cfs of 
winter stock water into trust from November to 
March, increasing instream flows in the lower 5.6 
miles of Manastash Creek, benefiting rearing for 
spring Chinook, steelhead, and coho.  The 
removal of unscreened diversions would be the 
next step in removing all fish passage barriers in 
Manastash Creek which would open access to 
more than 20 miles of habitat. 

Construction started in 
December with work to 
be completed by 
March 2014, in time for 
next irrigation season. 

Toppenish 
Fan 

Yakama 
Nation 

Raise the water table in 
an area of Toppenish 
Creek southwest of White 
Swan by diverting winter 
flows from Toppenish 
Creek through existing 
canals for aquifer 
recharge 

$612,284 This project would reconnect distributary 
channels to the Toppenish Creek alluvial fan, 
increasing the alluvial water table and riparian 
vegetation along the alluvial fan.  The project 
would also increase summer flows and reduce 
stream temperatures in Simcoe and Toppenish 
Creeks, improving habitat for steelhead rearing 
and migration. 

In contracting process 
with work planned for 
summer 2014. 

Bateman 
Island 
Causeway 
Modification 
Conceptual 

Mid-Columbia 
Fisheries 
Enhancement 
Group 

Develop alternatives to 
allow flow along the 
south side of Bateman 
Island near the 
confluence of the Yakima 

$100,000 This project would identify alternatives to breach 
a short earthen causeway that could improve 
salmonid migratory conditions by modifying an 
existing temperature barrier that can delay adult 
migration, and by shortening the distance 

Project underway 
findings available 
2014. 

with 
in 
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Table 1.  Habitat Enhancement Projects  
Project Proponent Description Funding Benefits Status (12/2013) 

Design and Columbia Rivers traveled by outmigrating smolts and returning 
adults.  When completed, the project is expected 
to improve water temperature and water quality 
and benefit steelhead, spring Chinook, summer 
Chinook, fall Chinook, coho, and sockeye. 

Bull Trout 
Task Force 
Habitat 
Improvement
s 

Mid-Columbia 
Fisheries 
Enhancement 
Group 

Address conservation 
needs for bull trout by 
implementing actions 
identified in recent Bull 
Trout Plans 

$55,000 This project would assist in various projects 
throughout the Yakima basin focused on the 
needs of bull trout, one of the ESA-listed fish 
species in the Yakima basin.  Benefits include 
improving fish passage by removing recreation 
dams and providing temporary passage 
improvements during lower flow conditions, and 
improving understanding of bull trout density and 
migration timing. 

Work underway with 
contract amendment in 
progress. 

Gold Creek Kittitas Investigate Gold Creek $50,000 This project would identify causes of late Work underway with 
Habitat Conservation dewatering causes and summer and early fall dewatering in Gold Creek, preliminary results 
Assessment Trust associated impacts and which is a major bull trout limiting factor for the being evaluated, and 
and produce conceptual species in this part of the basin.  Once causes additional analysis 
Conceptual designs for bull trout are identified, conceptual designs would allow scheduled for 2014, 
Design restoration for improvement of bull trout spawning, egg 

incubation, and juvenile rearing in Gold Creek. 
and findings report by 
end of 2014. 

Reed 
Diversion 
Dam 
Removal 
Design 

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Design a project that 
would remove the fish 
passage barrier at Reed 
Diversion on Manastash 
Creek 

$69,000 This project would be the first step in removing 
the last passage barrier on Manastash Creek, 
which would allow access to more than 20 miles 
of habitat in Manastash Creek, improving habitat 
for fish species including steelhead.  

Select consultant early 
2014, with design to be 
completed by fall 2014. 

Total $2,436,284   
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Table 2.  Agricultural Conservation Projects  
Project Proponent Description Funding Benefits Status (12/2013) 

Kennewick 
Irrigation 
District (KID) 
Division IV 
Lining 

Kennewick 
Irrigation 
District 

Install 1.1 miles of 
geomembrane canal 
lining from S. Olympia 
Street to Olympia 
Siphon in the City of 
Kennewick 

$606,624 This project would reduce seepage from the KID.  
The project would allow for more reliable irrigation 
delivery and increase public safety by decreasing 
the likelihood of canal failure. 

In contracting process.  
Work scheduled for 
2013/2014 and 
2014/2015 irrigation 
offseason. 

Wapato 
Irrigation 
Project (WIP) 
Piping Lateral 
4-414C 

Yakama Nation Replace earthen 
Lateral 4-414C with 
1.25 miles of pipe 
along S. Wapato Road 
in the Wapato Unit 

$650,000 This project would reduce seepage from the WIP 
and reduce operational spill to Marion Drain, 
resulting in 2.24 cfs (840 af/yr) of water savings for 
improved water supply reliability for WIP water 
users. Additionally, the project would improve 
water quality by reducing sediment and nutrient 
load, and improve water management by installing 
measurement at pipeline turnouts.  

In contracting process.  
Work scheduled for 
2014/2015 irrigation 
offseason. 

Wapato 
Irrigation 
Project Piping 
Satus East 
Lateral E73 

Yakama Nation Replace earthen Satus 
East Lateral E73 with 
1.5 miles of pipe near 
Schuster Rd in the 
Satus Unit 

$300,000 This project would reduce seepage from the WIP 
and reduce operational spill to Toppenish Creek.  
2.5 cfs (890 af/yr) of water would be saved for 
improved water supply reliability for WIP water 
users.  Additionally the project would improve 
water quality by reducing sediment and nutrient 
load, and improve water management by installing 
measurement at pipeline turnouts. 

In contracting process.  
Work scheduled for 
2014/2015 irrigation 
offseason. 

Manastash 
Creek, 
Anderson 
Diversion 
Irrigation Water 
Acquisition 

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Irrigation water rights 
off Anderson Diversion 
would be acquired by 
Trout Unlimited to 
provide instream flow in 
Manastash Creek and 
remove the unscreened 
Anderson diversion 

$356,000 This project would permanently put 2.54 cfs 
(894 af/yr) of water into trust, increasing instream 
flow from April to October in the lower 5.6 miles of 
Manastash Creek, a high-priority fish habitat reach.  
Additionally, an unscreened diversion and 
seasonal fish passage barrier would be removed.  
These elements would benefit migration and 
rearing for steelhead and coho as well as rearing 
for spring Chinook. 

Project underway.  
Discussions are in 
process with the water 
right holder. 
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Table 2.  Agricultural Conservation Projects  
Project Proponent Description Funding Benefits Status (12/2013) 

Manastash 
Creek Sprinkler 
Conversions 

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Convert 154 acres of 
rill irrigation to sprinkler 
irrigation along 
Manastash Creek 

 

$200,000 This project would permanently put 2 cfs (250 
af/yr) of water into trust, increasing instream flow 
from April to October by 150 af/yr from stream mile 
5.6 to 1.4 of Manastash Creek and by 250 af/yr in 
the lower 1.4 miles of Manastash Creek, a high-
priority fish habitat area.  This conversion and 
corresponding instream flow increase would 
benefit migration and rearing for steelhead and 
coho as well as rearing for spring Chinook. 

Design and permitting 
work underway.  
Sprinkler installation 
planned early spring 
before the 2014 
irrigation season.  Trust 
water right to be 
determined during the 
design process. 

Yakima-Tieton 
Irrigation 
District (YTID) 
Feasibility 
Study – Tieton 
to Ahtanum 
Exchange 

Yakima-Tieton 
Irrigation 
District 

Study feasibility of an 
enlarged YTID Main 
Canal and associated 
pipeline to carry water 
to the Ahtanum basin in 
a water exchange 
program to enhance 
instream flows for fish 
and supply water for 
irrigation 

$37,500 This project would study the potential of carrying 
water from the Tieton basin to the Ahtanum basin.  
Potential benefits of the completed project include 
increased instream flow in Ahtanum Creek, 
providing fish benefits to steelhead, bull trout, 
salmon, and resident trout.  It also has the potential 
of removing stream diversions through upgraded 
and efficient delivery systems that would enhance 
habitat in the Ahtanum basin. 

Project underway with 
findings available in 
2014. 

Manastash – 
Consolidated 
Pipeline & 
MWDA 
Pipeline 

 Construction

Kittitas County 
Conservation 
District 

Replace MWDA 
earthen ditch with 
4 miles of pipeline and 
remove three 
unscreened diversions 
on Manastash Creek 

$250,000 This project would permanently put 1.9 cfs of 
winter stock water into trust from November to 
March, increasing instream flows in the lower 5.6 
miles of Manastash Creek, benefiting rearing for 
spring Chinook, steelhead, and coho.  The removal 
of unscreened diversions would be the next step in 
removing all fish passage barriers in Manastash 
Creek, which would lead to access to more than 
20 miles of habitat. 

Construction started in 
December and planned 
to be completed in 
March 2014, in time for 
next irrigation season. 

Total $2,400,124  
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General Operating Guidelines for Water Supplies Produced by Partial 
Implementation of Integrated Plan - Discussion Draft December 1017, 

2013 
 
1 Introduction 

The draft guidelines provided below have been updated to include elements of the Operating Guidelines 
Group’s Draft Charter and Mission Statement (Revision 2, updated per 5/29/2013 meeting).  These 
guidelines are meant to be more streamlined and flexible than the previous drafts reviewed by the 
Operating Guidelines Group (Group). They are also more limited as they cover the initial phase of the 
Integrated Plan (IP).  

2 Description of Operating Guidelines Group 

The Group is comprised of Reclamation, irrigation districts, Ecology, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Yakama Nation, WDFW, City of Yakima, Yakima County, American Rivers 
and National Wildlife Federation. 

This Group is developing guidelines for Reclamation Project (Project) operations that consider full and 
staged implementation of water stored, conserved, acquired, or otherwise enhanced by IP actions (IP 
water). Modifications to existing Project operations without IP actions are not being addressed by this 
Group, as existing operations are addressed through other forums such as the System Operations 
Advisory Committee (SOAC), The Interim Comprehensive Basin Operating Plan and Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) compliance efforts required for operations of the Yakima Project.  

These guidelines have been developed for the partial implementation or first phase of the IP, which 
includes K-K Conveyance, Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) (formerly named Kachess 
Inactive Storage) and Cle Elum Dam Pool Raise.   

3 Purpose of Operational Guidelines  

The purpose of these operating guidelines is to illustrate generally  how Reclamation will manage 
Project Flows with the addition of IP projects. The guidelines are being developed to provide greater 
clarity in how in- and out-of-stream needs will be addressed when IP projects are completed within the 
constraints of existing needs and operations, such as:   

• Existing water rights 
• Existing “constraints” such as flood control and safety of dams operations  
• Existing constraints for Title XII flows, Yakama Nation treaty rights, ESA compliance  and state 

trust water right flows 
• Others not identified above 
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4 IP Water Accounting Approach 
 
An important topic of discussion raised during the development of these guidelines is how to account 
for IP water in conjunction with the existing accounting system of Total Water Supply Available (TWSA).   

Reclamation developed and presented to the Group and the YRBWEP Workgroup an approach for 
managing IP water and TWSA that identifies: 

• An accounting approach for managing new water supplies resulting from IP projects  
• How storage releases for increased instream flows are managed in existing and new reservoirs 
• Operations of existing and new reservoirs during normal to wet years, drought years and years 

following droughts when reservoirs are refilling 

The feedback from the Group is that this IP water accounting approach is workable for supporting IP 
implementation, but acknowledging accounting challenges such as (but not necessarily limited to) 
accounting for potential increased return flows when IP water is utilized for out of stream uses, water 
conservation, floodplain storage and groundwater recharge, and other potential opportunities for 
control over the  water supply (one mentioned was potential improvements to snowpack through 
watershed enhancement actions).  These and other applicable factors will need to be considered when 
implementing the IP water accounting approach. 

5 Implementation of First Phase of IP 
 
The first phase of implementation of the IP consists of constructing the K-K Conveyance, KDRPP and Cle 
Elum Dam Pool Raise.  The operations of those projects are generally described below.   

• K-K Conveyance will be used in all years to reduce summer flows in the Keechelus Reach of the 
Yakima River and to help fill Kachess Reservoir from Keechelus Reservoir to the extent possible.  

• KDRPP is to be used only when proratable water supply for participating water users in the IP is 
below 70%.  200,000 acre-feet of water will be available from KDRPP.  Water supply available to 
proratable water users during refill of Kachess Reservoir following a drought will be in 
accordance with a water accounting approach proposed by Reclamation.   

• The approximate 15,000 acre-feet of storage in the Cle Elum Pool Raise project will be used for 
fisheries benefits with the decision on how to use it made in accordance with Sections 8 and 9 of 
this documentthe authorizing legislation for the project. 

It was noted in the committee meetings that water allocations may change depending on financial 
responsibility and legislative requirements.  

 6 Instream Flows  

With partial implementation of the IP and construction of the K-K Conveyance, a high priority flow 
objectives in the Keechelus Reach of the Yakima River will be met every year. Those flow objectives are: 

High Priority River Reach Operational Flow or Release Time Frame 
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Yakima River, Keechelus Dam to Lake 
Easton 

Reduce flows to 500 cfs  July 

Ramp down from 500 cfs to flow 
target in place in reach  

August 1 – first week of 
September 

 

Flow objectives are not assigned to the additional water stored by the Cle Elum Dam Pool Raise project. 
as the pool is predicted to fill in about one-half of the years of operation.  However the The additional 
storage, when available, will be used for fisheries purposes in accordance with Yakima River Basin Water 
Enhancement Project (YRBWEP) legislation1 which states “Water obtained from such development [Cle 
Elum Dam Pool Raise] is exclusively dedicated to instream flows for use by the Yakima Project 
Superintendent as flushing flows or as otherwise advised by the System Operations Advisory 
Committee.with Sections 8 and 9 of these guidelines.  Additional hydrologic modeling will be performed 
by the Consultant Team and presented to the Group that illustrates possible uses for instream flow 
purposes of the additional storage in Cle Elum reservoir.   

 
7 Water Supply for Out-of-Stream Needs  

Future Water Needs for Irrigation and Other Proratable Water Users 
 
The irrigation need to be met for single and multi-year droughts, based on recent hydrologic conditions, 
is estimated at 70% of the irrigation water right entitlement each year for Kittitas Reclamation District, 
Roza Irrigation District and Wapato Irrigation Project. These districts have proratable water rights and 
are seeking drought relief directly through the IP. In severe drought conditions this need could be as 
high as 300,000 to 400,000 acre-feet of additional supply.  Part of that supply will be met from return 
flow generated from the operational flexibility created by the IP.  Kennewick Irrigation District (KID) also 
has proratable water rights and partially relies upon return flows to meet supply needs.  

For this first phase of IP implementation, the inactive pool of Kachess Reservoir will be managed for 
drought relief for proratable water users participating in the IP.  Those participants will be allowed to 
draw water from the inactive pool to bring their water supply up to 70% of their entitlements during 
drought years (when water supply is less than 70%).  The water will be accounted for using 
Reclamation’s water accounting method described in Section 4.  It is recognized that in severe drought 
years or in multiple year droughts, inadequate the inactive storage in Kachess Reservoir will be available 
inadequate to bring water supplies up to the 70% of entitlement level.   

Municipal, domestic, and industrial supply 

Water needs for municipal and domestic uses are expected to increase due to ongoing population 
growth in the Yakima River Basin. Based on a population growth forecast through 2060, and adjusting 
for existing trends in water conservation, and offsets from conversion of crop land to urban uses, the 

                                                           
1 P.L.103-434, Oct.31, 1994, Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project (YRBWEP) as amended by 
P.L.105-62, Oct.13, 1997, and P.L.106-372, Oct.27, 2000. 
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net demand increase is 49,000 acre-feet. When return flows are included, the net change in 
consumptive use is projected to be an increase of 20,000 acre-feet from 2010 to year 2060.  

Storage provided through this first phase of implementation in Kachess and Cle Elum Reservoirs is not 
being allocated to municipal, domestic or industrial supply.  

 

8 Operations and Adaptive Management 

These general operating guidelines recognize that operations of the Yakima Project are complex and 
water needs in river and stream reaches in the basin change from year to year.  Adjustments to system 
operations may occur as the result of the following factors:  

• Volume and timing of runoff throughout the basin in all years  
• Improved understanding of instream flow needs - it is recognized that instream flow priorities 

may change over time. Flow regimes will be put in place, evaluated for their effectiveness and 
refined over time to confirm which flows are most effective for fisheries. Adaptive management 
studies will be overseen by basin fish biologists. Recommendations for different flow regimes 
will be made by SOAC or other fish and flow advisory group to Reclamation (see Section 9 
below) 

• Operational considerations or physical constraints on operations 
• Progress in implementing IP projects 
• Volume of water produced by IP projects   
• Climate change impacts to irrigation water requirements as well as runoff patterns 
• Legislative or legal requirements 
• Other factors that have not been identified or have not yet occurred  

 

9 Integrated Plan Adaptive Management Group 

During meetings to discuss these general operational guidelines, the need for a group to provide 
recommendations to Reclamation on how to manage additional water supplies provided through the IP 
was identified. Accordingly, an IP Adaptive Management Group will be established to provide input to 
Reclamation on seasonal and annual management strategies for IP water flow releases to meet the 
goals of the IP.  

Organizations represented on the Adaptive Management Group will include NMFS, Yakama Nation, 
Yakima Basin Joint Board, WDFW, USFWS and one environmental organization drawn from those 
represented on the YRBWEP Workgroup.   
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10 Reference Documents 

Reclamation and Ecology (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and Washington State Department of Ecology), 
2011a.   Yakima River Basin Study, Proposed Integrated Water Resource Management Plan – 
Volume 1.  Prepared by HDR Engineering, Anchor QEA, ECONorthwest, ESA Adolfson, and Golder 
Associates.   April 2011.  Accessed at: 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/plan/integratedplan.pdf  

Reclamation and Ecology (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and Washington State Department of Ecology), 
2011b.   Yakima River Basin Study, Proposed Integrated Water Resource Management Plan – 
Volume 2.  Prepared by HDR Engineering, Anchor QEA, ECONorthwest, ESA Adolfson, and Golder 
Associates.   April 2011. Accessed at: 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/tm/index.html  

Volume 2 Appendices 

2.1 Water Needs for Out-of-Stream Uses Technical Memorandum June 2011 

3 Instream Flow Needs Technical Memorandum April 2011 

Reclamation, Presentation by Chris Lynch to Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project Workgroup, 
June 5, 2013.  http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/2013meetings/2013-06-
05/5ipwater.pdf  

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/plan/integratedplan.pdf
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/tm/index.html
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/2013meetings/2013-06-05/5ipwater.pdf
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011integratedplan/2013meetings/2013-06-05/5ipwater.pdf


Teanaway Community Forest 
Advisory Committee Selection Process 
Beginning in January of 2014, the Washington State Departments of Natural 
Resources (DNR) and Fish & Wildlife (WDFW) will begin the process of creating the 
Teanaway Community Forest Advisory Committee that will advise the state on the 
writing of the management plan for the Teanaway Community Forest. 

The Teanaway Community Forest Advisory Committee will be jointly administered 
by DNR and WDFW. The agencies expect to work with a consultant to facilitate this 
process. 

Application Process 
DNR and WDFW will begin accepting applications to serve on the Advisory Committee in 
January of2014. These will be solicited through press releases, e-mails to the newsletter 
list, and through a series of public meetings where staff will explain the process, at 
locations such as the Teanaway Grange. 

The application will be a basic one-page (back and front) document, asking pertinent 
questions such as the applicant's areas of interest, organization affiliation, special 
expertise, connections to the Teanaway, and why they want to participate. Decisions on 
membership will be made jointly by DNR and WDFW leadership. 

Advisory Committee 
The committee will include approximately 15 members that will draft recommendations as 
the two agencies develop the Teanaway Community Forest Management Plan. The 
Advisory Committee will also work with the state agencies to develop issue-specific 
subcommittees with members appointed in the spring of2014. 

Please note that a position on the Advisory Committee is not necessary to participate in 
the management plan. There will be many opportunities for public involvement including 
serving on a subcommittee. 

Sub-Committees 
The Advisory Committee will have sub-committees, focused on specific issue areas and 
expected to meet monthly. 

The agencies will announce the Advisory Committee members in March and sub
committee will be created soon thereafter. The management plan will be completed by 
June 201 5. 

/ 

DNR Contact: Rick Roeder 1 rick.roeder@dnr.wa.gov 1 509-925-0943 1 PRINTED 12/ 18/201 3 
WDFW Contact: Mike Livingston I michael. liv ingston@dfw.wa.gov 1 509-457-9325 



The Vision 
• Protect and enhance the water supply and protect the watershed. 

• Maintain working lands for forestry and domestic livestock grazing while protecting key watershed functions and 
aquatic habitat. 

• Maintain and, where possible, expand recreational opportunities consistent with watershed protection for activities 
such as, hiking, fishing, hunting, horseback riding, camping, birding and snowmobiling. 

• Conserve and restore vital habitat for fish (including steelhead, spring Chinook, and bull trout) and wildlife 
(including deer, elk, large predators, and spotted owls). 

• Support a strong community partnership in which the Yakama Nation, residents, business owners, local 
governments, conservation groups, and others would provide advice about ongoing land management. 

The Yakima Policy "Water, Jobs, and Fish" Bill {2SSB 5367) 
Establish the Teanaway community forest advisory committee that includes representatives from: Ecology, the local 
community, Yakama nation, land conservation organizations, Kittitas county commission, and local agricultural interests. 
By June 30, 2015 DNR must complete the management plan with a public process that involves interested stakeholders, 
particularly residents from Kittitas County, Friends of the Teanaway, Back Country Horsemen, off-road vehicle and 
snowmobile users, a representative from Kittitas Field and Stream, hikers and wildlife watchers, and ranchers who graze 
cattle. 

Community Forest Trusts (Chapter 79.155 RCW) 
Post-acquisition Management Plan 
The department must establish a local advisory committee in cooperation with any interested and affected local 
government. 

The department must use the local advisory committee as a source of advice and comment on a post-acquisition 
management plan. Comments and advice should, at a minimum, include plans for how the department will maintain the 
land's working status and economic viability objectives through revenue-generating activities that are sufficient to generate 
ongoing revenue at a level that reimburses administrative costs, while satisfying, or contributing to, identified community 
conservation and recreation objectives. 

If, after a good faith effort by all parties, the department and the local advisory committee fail to reach a consensus on a 
conceptual post-acquisition management plan for the Teanaway, the department may either adopt a management plan 
informed by the community or recommend to the board that the parcel be divested through the existing authority of the 
department and the board. If the parcel is divested, then, except as otherwise provided in this subsection, proceeds must 
return to the park land trust revolving fund created in RCW 43.30.385. 

DNR Contact: Rick Roeder 1 rick.roeder@dnr.wa.gov 1 509-925-0943 1 PRINTED 12/18/2013 
WDFW Contact: Mike Livingston I michael.livingston@dfw.wa.gov I 509-457-9325 



November 5, 2013 

 

To: Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project Work Group, 

The September 4, 2013 Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project Work Group meeting 
minutes have been posted on their website. Questions raised by attendees regarding the 
Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance and the Kachess Inactive Storage Projects and including the 
costs the irrigation water users will be asked to pay will be known. The responses omitted 
pertinent information that affects the Kachess Project. “Revisiting the Keechelus to Kachess 
Project” provides information available in reports on the Kachess Reservoir Inactive Storage 
Project. 

Revisiting the Keechelus to Kachess Project 

At the September 4, 2013 Workgroup meeting the question was asked “Why the Keechelus to 
Kachess Conveyance and the Kachess Reservoir Inactive Storage projects were moving forward 
as priority projects over the Wymer project?”  The response was “The Keechelus to Kachess 
Conveyance and the Kachess Reservoir Inactive Storage projects are prioritized because these 
projects can deliver new water supply more quickly than other options in future low-water 
years.” 

What Do These Projects Do? 

The purpose of the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance project is to move water from Keechelus 
Reservoir (157,000 acre-foot capacity) to Kachess Reservoir (239,000 acre-foot capacity) to (1) 
improve the stored water supply in Kachess Reservoir by transferring runoff that would 
otherwise be spilled from Keechelus Reservoir and (2) rerouting water through Kachess 
Reservoir for downstream irrigation use that would otherwise be released from Keechelus 
Reservoir into the upper Yakima River impacting anadromous fish production in this 12-mile 
Keechelus Dam to Easton Diversion Dam reach of the river. 

The Kachess Inactive Storage project will provide access to an additional 200,000 acre-feet of 
water from a pre-existing natural lake below the current reservoirs outlet works.  The water in 
this inactive storage supply will be withdrawn by installing a pump station and pumping in 
drought years discharging into the Kachess River below the dam for downstream irrigation use 
primarily by the Kittitas Reclamation District and the Roza Irrigation District. 

What is the Volume of Water Transferred? 

The annual volume of water transferred by the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance for the 25-year 
historical period of record (1981-2005) ranges from a minimum of 12,000 acre-feet (1994) to a 
maximum of 135,000 acre-feet (1997) with a median volume of 97,000 acre-feet.  This 



represents the total volume moved through the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance for the 
purposes of bypassing excessive releases into the Keechelus to Easton Reach and for improving 
the stored water supply of Kachess Reservoir. 

What We Do Not Know 

We have been told the reason these projects were prioritized for construction was because they 
can deliver new water supply more quickly than the Wymer and Bumping Lake Enlargement 
projects.  What we do not know at this time are the following: 

• The volume of the new stored water which will be available as opposed to the volume 
rerouted from Keechelus Reservoir for downstream irrigation use for the purpose of 
bypassing the Keechelus to Easton reach of the Yakima River. 

• The impact on Kachess Reservoir refill of the 239,000 acre-feet of current active storage 
capacity when the inactive storage is accessed in drought years without Wymer and 
Bumping lake Enlargement being online. 

• The economic justification (benefit to cost analysis) of these projects; a requirement of 
the 2013 State Legislature. 

• Who pays for the construction and annual operation and maintenance costs of these 
projects and what is the repayment obligation for the drought year water supply? 

• The viability of fish passage at Keechelus and Kachess Reservoirs with these two 
projects online. 

• Why are Ecology and Reclamation proceeding with this project knowing full well of the 
opposition to a Bumping Lake Enlargement and the possibility this project may not be 
implemented emasculating the negative impact on the Kachess Reservoir supply. 

• Dead Storage Water. 
o Has a right to the use of this water been issued? 
o Has the cost of the mitigation for the loss of resident fishery been determined? 
o How are the costs for the development and use of the water been assigned? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Sid Morrison, Chair YBSA 
Work Group Committee Member 
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Alpine Lakes Protection Society * Center for Biological Diversity  
El Sendero Backcountry Ski and Snowshoe Club 

Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs * Friends of Bumping Lake  
 Friends of the Earth * Friends of Wild Sky * Kittitas Audubon Society   

Middle Fork Outdoor Recreation Coalition    
North Cascades Conservation Council * Olympic Forest Coalition 

Sierra Club * Western Lands Project 
 

 
 

 
December 15, 2013 
 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
Attention:  Candace McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA  98901 
 
RE:  Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance, Kachess Inactive Storage, and Cle Elum Reservoir 
Pool Raise SEPA/NEPA Scoping Comments  
Via Email to: yrbwep@usbr.gov 
 
Dear Ms. McKinley:  
 
We have reviewed the scoping notices for the preparation of SEPA/NEPA EISs for the 
Keechelus to Kachess (K-K) Conveyance, Kachess Inactive Storage, and Cle Elum Reservoir 
Pool Raise.   
 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
Since the 1979 passage by Congress of the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project 
(YRBWEP), the Bureau of Reclamation (BuRec) and Washington Department of Ecology 
(Ecology) have failed for over thirty years to seriously address issues of water-spreading, water-
pricing, water metering, project repayment, surplus crops, and water conservation in irrigation 
districts in the Yakima Basin.  During this same time period, Yakima irrigation districts have 
only been asked to undertake voluntary water conservation and have yet to pay off the existing 
BuRec’s Yakima Basin Project.  The BuRec and Ecology Yakima River Basin Integrated Water 
Resource Management Plan (Yakima Plan) includes the K-K Conveyance and Kachess Inactive 
Storage projects, which are proposed to further benefit Yakima Basin irrigators.  Although the 
Cle Elum Reservoir Pool Raise was authorized by Congress to improve flows for fish, the 
Yakima Plan proposes to change this authorization to allow Yakima irrigators to also claim this 
water. 

mailto:yrbwep@usbr.gov
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The Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resources Management Plan FEIS (March 2012) 
failed to provide any alternatives, other than the required no-action alternative.  The proposed 
EISs for the K-K, Kachess, and Cle Elum projects must provide information and analysis that 
would allow decisionmakers or the public to determine whether there are other less 
environmentally damaging alternatives with lower financial cost as detailed below.  
 

PROJECT WIDE SCOPING COMMENTS 
The Yakima Plan FEIS also failed to provide specific responses to scoping comments on the 
Yakima Plan.  Because the proposed EISs are now project specific, these EISs should address the 
following: 
 
1.  Earth Resources 
*  How will the EISs evaluate the construction of the prosed projects’ potential impacts and 
identify potential mitigation measures for those impacts such as impacts of upland discharge, 
including soil contamination and erosion; impacts of surface water discharge, and potential 
impacts resulting from earthquakes? 
 
2.  Air Resources 
*  How will the EISs evaluate the construction of the proposed projects’ potential impacts on 
existing air quality? 
*  How will the EISs evaluate the construction of the proposed projects’ compliance with the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act for construction and operation phases? 
*  What would be the construction of the projects’ contribution to climate change gases? 
*  What would be the construction of the projects’ carbon footprint? 
*  How extensive will the assessment of air quality and visibility impacts be? Will emission 
sources to be studied include emergency generators and other secondary sources? Will the EISs 
evaluate the impacts on air quality and visibility caused by fugitive and exhaust emissions from 
construction, traffic, and all point source emissions?  
 
3.  Water Resources 
*  Will the EISs include a description of the potential for spills of contaminants into waters of the 
United States and the measures such as an emergency response plan to mitigate impacts? 
*  What is the scope of the water quality analysis?  Will the EISs disclose which water bodies 
may be impacted by the construction of the proposed projects, the nature of the potential 
impacts, and the specific pollutants likely to impact those waters?  Will it also report those water 
bodies potentially affected by the project that are listed on the State’s current 303(d) list and 
whether the Washington Department of Ecology has developed a water quality restoration plan 
(Total Maximum Daily Load) for the water bodies and the pollutants of concern?  If a Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) has not been established for those water bodies on the 303(d) 
list, in the interim will the EISs demonstrate that there will be no net degradation of water quality 
to these listed waters? 
*  Will the EISs explain how anti-degradation provisions of the Clean Water Act would be met 
for the construction of the proposed projects? 
*  Will any damage to the shoreline or other waterfront impacts result from the construction of 
new storage reservoirs and associated uses in the area? 



3 
 

*  Will the EISs discuss how Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 requirements for wetlands 
would be met and evaluate potential impacts to adjacent wetlands or indirect impacts to wetlands 
such as hydrologic changes due to increases in impervious surface?  Will the EISs disclose 
where there are known waters or wetlands that would be directly or indirectly affected by the 
proposed construction? 
*  Will the EISs address compliance with Executive Order (E.O.) 11990, Protection of 
Wetlands? 
 
4.  Fishery Impacts  
*  Will the EISs address  impacts to fishery habitat from vibration, sound, shading, wave 
disturbance, alterations to currents and circulation, water quality, scouring, sediment transport, 
shoreline erosion (landfall) and structural habitat alteration? 
*  Will the EISs address physical and acoustical impacts during construction and operation? 
*  Will the Biological Assessment required for compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) be a clearly identifiable section? 
*  Will an assessment of fisheries and benthic impacts specifically address the requirements for 
an Essential Fish Habitat Assessment per the Magnuson Stevens Act? 
*  Will studies for all final sites include an assessment of: 1) species type, life stage, and 
abundance; based upon existing, publicly available information, 2) potential changes to habitat 
types and sizes; and 3) the potential for fishery population reductions. 
*  Will the EISs assess potential indirect impacts to fish, mammals, and turtles that may result 
from changes in water movement, sediment transport, and shoreline erosion? 
*  Will the EISs include an assessment of potential impacts to fishing techniques and gear types 
used by commercial and recreational fishermen?  The EISs should identify all potential conflicts 
with existing fishery use patterns and the potential for fishery elimination due to the 
consequences of the construction of the proposed projects.  The EISs should include a review of 
existing literature and databases to identify and evaluate commercial and recreational fish data 
and abundance data in the Yakima River Basin.  Data to be reviewed should include: National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Commercial Data, NMFS Recreational Data, Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife Commercial Data, and supplemented with intercept surveys.  
*  Will the EISs comprehensively address the interconnections between the benthic, fisheries and 
avian resources?  The predator-prey interactions are important considerations in fully 
understanding the potential impacts of these projects within the Yakima River Basin. 
 
5.  Biological Resources 
*  Will the EISs analyze potential impacts on fish, wildlife and their habitats from every element 
of the construction of new storage reservoirs, along with identification of mitigation measures? 
*  How will the EISs consider ecological objectives?  Will ecological objectives be designed to 
protect water quality and to maintain and/or enhance the natural habitats in the Yakima River 
Basin for the benefit of fish and wildlife resources and the public? 
*  Will the EISs address measures that compensate for the loss of habitats of value to fish and 
wildlife? 
*  Will the EISs identify the endangered, threatened, and candidate species under the ESA, and 
other sensitive species within the Yakima River Basin?  In addition, will the EISs describe the 
critical habitat for these species and identify any impacts the construction of the proposed 
projects would have on these species and their critical habitat? 
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*  Will the EISs describe the current quality and potential capacity of habitat, its use by fish and 
wildlife in the Yakima River Basin and identify known fish and wildlife corridors, migration 
routes, and areas of seasonal fish and wildlife congregation? 
*  Will the EISs evaluate effects on fish and wildlife from habitat removal and alteration, aquatic 
and terrestrial habitat fragmentation caused by roads, land use, and management activities, and 
human activity?  How will endangered species and habitat, including steelhead, salmon, and bull 
trout in the Yakima River Basin, be protected and enhanced? 
*  Will the EISs address whether northern spotted owls are present on nearby National Forest 
lands, State Department of Natural Resources lands, or private forestry lands and whether the 
species or individuals of the species may be affected by construction and operational activities? 
*  What major plant communities are present and affected?  Will the EISs consider impacts on 
sensitive plant species, particularly those endemic to the Yakima River Basin?  How will 
sensitive plant species in the vicinity be protected? 
*  What impacts would the proposed projects, including construction and operation have on the 
Pacific Lamprey?  Will the EISs discuss how the proposed projects contribute to the recovery of 
the Pacific Lamprey? 
 
6.  Avian Impacts 
*  How will the EISs describe the impacts to the Yakima River Basin, particularly on migratory 
birds?  How will the EISS establish a baseline data set? The species, number, type of use, and 
spatial and temporal patterns of use should be described.  Information derived from other studies, 
which provides a three-year baseline data set, should be included if available.  Information 
should be based on (1) existing, published and unpublished research results, especially research 
that describes long-term patterns in use, and (2) new field studies undertaken for this EISS.  Data 
on use throughout the year, especially in spring for migratory species, and under a range of 
conditions should be collected.  Data collection should allow a statistically rigorous analysis of 
results.  Issues needing to be addressed include: (1) bird migration, (2) bird flight during storms, 
foul weather, and/or fog conditions, (3) food availability, (4) predation, and (5) benthic habitat 
and benthic food sources.  
*  Will the Biological Assessment required for compliance with Section 7 of the ESA be a 
clearly identifiable section?  
 
7.  Noise and vibrations 
*  How will the EISs address the potential for underwater noise and vibrations associated with 
construction and operation of the facilities? 
*  The EISs should include an assessment of the magnitude and frequency of underwater noise 
and vibrations, and the potential for adversely affecting fish and mammal habitats and migration.  
It should also include an assessment of fish and mammal tolerance to noise and vibrations, with 
particular emphasis on noise and vibration thresholds that may exist for each of the species.  The 
EISs should also include the potential of noise impacts to human activity at any of the proposed 
dam construction sites. 
*  How will the EISs address identification of existing noise levels and evaluation of the 
construction of new storage reservoirs’ potential short-term and long-term noise impacts along 
with potential mitigation measures? 
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*  Have noise contour maps been developed for construction of new storage reservoirs and does 
it show day-night average sound level (DNL)?  How will any DNL’s that are in excess of local 
ordinance requirements be mitigated? 
*  Will the EISs evaluate noise generating activities associated with construction and on-going 
operations, including traffic to and from any project site? 
 
8.  Environmental Health 
*  How will the EISs address impacts of hazardous materials and identification of mitigation 
measures?  
 
9.  Land and Shoreline Use 
*  How will the EISs address compliance with land-use laws, plans and policies? 
*  How will the EISs address compliance with the State Shoreline Management Act?  
 
10.  Aesthetics 
*  How will the EISs address visibility of any proposed project and need for landscaping or 
buffers?  How will the EISs assess effects of light and glare from construction on adjacent 
properties and communities? 
 
11.  Recreation 
*  How will the EISs address the proposed projects’ impacts on recreational use of the Yakima 
River, its tributaries,  and the Keechelus, Kachess, and Cle Elum reservoirs? 
 
12.  Transportation 
*  How will the EISs address the proposed projects’ potential transportation impacts and 
identification of mitigation measures? 
*  Will the EISs identify existing traffic levels and transportation infrastructure, impacts of the 
proposed projects on potential increases in traffic accidents, additional maintenance, and 
minimization of traffic impacts? 
*  How many vehicle trips would be generated, including trips by employees and service 
and delivery vehicles from the proposed projects? 
*  Will the EISs evaluate the level of service and overall traffic generation from various 
activities at the proposed project sites including: construction traffic and the level of service and 
overall traffic generation reasonably expected from project-associated growth in the surrounding 
communities?  Will this evaluation be made on a daily, weekend, and seasonal basis? 
*  Will the traffic study calculate road maintenance costs attributable to the proposed projects? 
*  What is the scope of mitigation of traffic impacts that will be considered in the EISs? 
*  What is the capacity of local roads to accommodate additional traffic associated with the 
construction of the proposed projects?  Will there be congestion at the interchanges serving the 
proposed projects? 
 
13.  Public Services and Utilities 
*  What will be the need for additional public services, including public safety and emergency 
services during the proposed construction of the projects?   
*  What impacts to local school systems in the Yakima River Basin can be expected? 
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*  How will housing needs for employees be addressed?  Where will employee construction 
housing be developed? 
 
14.  Cultural Resources 
*  How will the EISs address requirements to comply with federal and state laws concerning 
cultural resources? 
*  Will the scope of the cultural resources analysis include identifying all historic properties or 
cultural resources potentially impacted by the projects or associated offsite development, 
including traditional cultural properties, other Native cultural resources, and non-Native historic 
properties?  Will the EISs evaluate the impacts to any identified historic properties and cultural 
resources, i.e., what are the impacts of the projects and associated off-site development (e.g., 
housing, amenities)? 
*  How will historical Tribal uses of this area be factored in, including effects on sacred sites and 
fishing grounds? 
*  How will the projects affect the cultural heritage of the area? 
*  Will the EISs consider Tribal fishery impacts? 
*  How will the EISs fulfill the requirements of Section 106 of National Historic Preservation 
Act including coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer? 
  
15. Environmental Justice 
*  Will the EISs consider, based on the experience of such projects elsewhere, effects on levels 
of poverty? 
*  Will the EISs assess whether low income or people of color communities will be impacted by 
the proposed projects and disclose what efforts were taken to meet environmental justice 
requirements consistent with Executive Order (EO) 12898? 
 
16.  Socio-Economics  
*  Will a comprehensive economic analysis be undertaken to identify potential effects of the 
proposed projects on the Yakima River Basin? 
*  What will be the time frame for the assessment of economic and social impacts; 10, 20, 50 
years? 
*  For comparison purposes, will the socioeconomic effects of other similar projects on other 
communities in the state be examined? 
*  Will the demand for hotel rooms in the Yakima River Basin be calculated? 
*  How many jobs will be created; at what wage levels?  What percentage of work would be 
reserved for local contractors? 
*  What will be the consequences on property values and property taxes in the Yakima River 
Basin? 
*  How will impacts from any project impact existing restaurants, hotels, motels, RV facilities, 
and other overnight tourism lodging facilities?  Will the EISs assess whether there will be a loss 
of workers from existing businesses?  What nationally accepted professional or scholarly data 
will be used to evaluate the potential impacts over the next ten years? 
*  Will the EISs assess the current social and economic impacts of not having adequate public 
and essential commercial services (e.g., housing, medical, emergency) for current and future 
workers? 
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*  How will effects on quality of life, including community character, demographics, and small-
town atmosphere, be assessed?  
*  Will the potential dislocation of current residents due to an increased cost of living be 
considered? 
*  How will the EISs address safety considerations during construction of the projects?  
 
17.  Other Issues 
*  Will Tribal consultation occur with nearby Indian tribes in a manner consistent with Section 
20(b)(1)(A) of IGRA, the Department’s trust responsibilities to tribes, and the 1994 Executive 
Memorandum entitled Government-to-Government IGRA Section 20? 
*  How will local communities be consulted with and involved in the NEPA and SEPA  
processes? 
*  What consultation with school districts and other service providers will occur? 
*  What other permits and approvals are required? 
*  Have geo-tech studies been done for any proposed project site?  
*  Would any proposed project be affected by seismic faults or fractures? 
*  Will the EISs address the potential for increased litter? 
*  Will the EISs address the disposal of solid waste? 
*  Wilderness or other appropriate designation should also be sought for USFS roadless areas in 
the Teanaway, in the area between Kachess and Cle Elum Lakes, and in the upper reaches of 
Manastash and Tanuem Creeks in order to protect headwaters streams, snow pack, and forests. 
*  Will USFS roadless acreage in the Keechelus, Kachess, and Cle Elum watersheds be 
identified?  
*  Without significant improvements to in-stream flows in the lower Yakima River, how will in-
stream flow improvements for fishery benefits in the upper Yakima River Basin be ensured? 
*  The EISs should evaluate impacts of climate change on these projects under a range of 
conditions:  continuation of current climate conditions; more rain – less snow; and less rain – less 
snow.   
 

ALTERNATIVES 
The EISs for the proposed projects should address the following alternatives: 
 
Alternatives - Enhanced Water Conservation 
The proposed agricultural water conservation program under the Yakima Plan proposes to 
conserve up to 170,000 acre-feet of water in good water years.  However, the Yakima Plan does 
not identify specific projects for implementation.  As a result of this decision, water conservation 
is put at a significant disadvantage as the BuRec and Ecology are eager and willing to identify 
the Cle Elum, K-K, and Kachess Inactive Storage projects they intend to build to benefit Yakima 
irrigators, while disdaining to even hint at what or where water conservation projects would take 
place.  In addition it is apparent that unlike the above projects, which BuRec and Ecology would 
like to have authorized and constructed, water conservation projects would remain voluntary. 
 
The Yakima Plan identifies only a single goal of conserving up to 170,000 acre-feet in good 
water years.  The Yakima Work Group prepared a Summary Results – Water Needs Assessment 
Yakima River Basin Study (Task 2), date July 20, 2010.  Table 2 lists 213,595 acre-feet of water 
conservation savings from projects recommended for inclusion.  What accounts for these 
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discrepancies in water conservation?   The EISs should set out an alternative of maximum water 
conservation efforts, in addition to the 170,000 acre-feet proposed under the Yakima Plan. 
 
*  Assuming that the proposed water conservation program would conserve up to 170,000 acre-
feet of water in good water years, how many acre-feet of water would be conserved during 
drought years? 
 
*  Identify all water conservation projects undertaken in the Yakima River Basin since 1979. 
 
*  Under the Central Valley Project Improvement Act of 1992 (CVPIA) and the Reclamation 
Reform Act of 1982 established Criteria for Evaluating Water Management Plans.  These plans 
must contain the following information: 
 
1.  Description of the District 
2.  Inventory of Water Resources 
3.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Agricultural Contractors 
4.  BMPs for Urban Contractors 
5.  Plan Implementation 
6.  Exemption Process 
7.  Regional Criteria 
8.  Five-Year Revisions. 
 
Has the BuRec applied the CVP Criteria to any of the past or proposed Yakima River Basin 
irrigation district water conservation plans?   The EISs should list all BuRec approved water 
conservation plans for the Yakima River Basin.  
 
*  According to the BuRec Draft Programmatic EIS on the Yakima River Basin Water 
Enhancement Project, dated April 1998, page 33, “Under the Basin Conservation Program, a 
goal of the legislation is to achieve 165,000 acre-feet of water savings in 8 years.”  Has this level 
of acre-feet of water savings been achieved?  If so, in which irrigation districts? 
 
*  The Department of Ecology FEIS on the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource 
Management Alternative (dated June 2009, #09-11-012) Tables 2-3 and 2-4 display 223,596 
acre-feet of potential conserved water savings from Yakima River water users and an additional 
20,003 acre-feet of potential conserved water savings from Naches River Water Users.  Why 
does the Yakima Plan propose less than half of the water conservation potential proposed just 
four years ago? 
 
*  These Tables disclose 84,700 acre-feet of water conservation potential on the Wapato 
Irrigation Project (WIP).  Why does the Yakima Plan fail to identify any specific water 
conservation improvements for the WIP?     
 
Alternatives- Municipal and Domestic Conservation program 
*  How much water could be conserved by ending the exempt well provisions under Washington 
Water Law?  
 
Alternatives - Market Reallocation 
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*   Will the EISs provide a list of all legal and institutional barriers to market reallocation? 
*   Will the EISs provide an estimate of the current water savings that could occur under existing 
Washington Water Law? 
*   Will the EISs evaluate the results of the Market-Based Reallocation of Water Resources 
(Yakima River Basin Study Task 4.12, November 19, 2010, Power Point page 14)?  Do BuRec 
and Ecology agree that up to 110,000 acre-feet of water may be available for inter-district water 
trades and up to 230,000 acre-feet of water may be available for intra-district trades?   Doesn’t 
this alternative alone have the capacity to meet the irrigation “goals” of the Yakima Plan?  Will 
the EISs evaluate this alternative?   
*  What is the status of water banking in the Yakima Basin?  
*  What is potential for water banking, both intra-and inter irrigation district? 
 
Alternatives - Crop selection 
*  What are the Yakima irrigation districts growing? 
*  How much acreage is devoted to surplus crops?  Is the Kittitas Reclamation District still 
growing hay for the Japanese race horse industry? 
*  How many acres of vineyards in the Yakima River Basin are sustainable and do not rely on 
irrigation or groundwater?  
*  What Yakima Basin crops are most drought-resistant?  What crops are least drought-resistant? 
 
Alternatives - Water pricing 
*  What are the current costs to the irrigators of water (per acre-feet) and electricity (are 
irrigation rates still subsidized by the BPA)? 
*  Have the Yakima River Basin irrigation districts repaid the costs of the existing Yakima Basin 
Irrigation Project?  
*  If not, what is the amount left to be repaid? 
*  What would be the true costs of irrigated crops if they had to pay market rates for water and 
power delivery? 
 
Alternatives – Crop Insurance 
*  What is the status of crop insurance availability to address crop losses during a drought? 
 
Alternatives – Aquifer Storage 
*  What is the status of aquifer storage in the Yakima  Basin? 
 
Alternatives - Forest Practices 
*  What is the current contribution to early spring runoff from clearcuts on the Okanogan-
Wenatchee National Forest, DNR land and private forestry land in the Yakima River Basin?   
*  Will the proposed EISs look at the alternative of halting timber harvesting in the Yakima 
River Basin to retain more snow pack and improve in-stream flows throughout the summer, 
particularly above the Keechelus, Kachess, and Cle Elum Reservoirs. 
 
We request that each of the above alternatives be addressed in the EISs.  
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MORE SPECIFIC PROJECT COMMENTS 
As set out in 40 C.F.R. Section 1501.7(2) and WAC 197-11-408(1), we have identified 
significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the EISs.  The following are specific comments on 
Cle Elum Dam (Pool Raise), the Kachess Reservoir Inactive Storage Project, and Keechelus to 
Kachess Conveyance elements as proposed in the Yakima River Basin Study Integrated Water 
Resource Management Plan Final Programmatic EIS (dated March 2012): 

 
 

Cle Elum Dam (Pool Raise) 
Phase 2 of the YRBWEP, Public Law 103-434, was passed on October 31, 1994.  Section 1206 of 
Title Xll of this act authorized the appropriation of $2,934,000, cost indexed to September 1990 
prices to (1) modify the radial gates at Cle Elum Dam to provide an additional14,600 acre-feet of 
storage capacity in Lake Cle Elum, (2) provide for shoreline protection of Lake Cle Elum, and (3) 
construct juvenile fish passage facilities at Cle Elum Dam, plus such additional amounts as may be 
necessary which may be required for environmental mitigation. 
*  If this project is a priority, why have none of these projects been carried out over the past nearly 20 
years? 
*  Why was this proposed project not evaluated as part of Ecology’s 2009 Yakima River Basin 
Integrated Water Resource Management Alternative Final EIS? 
 
In the Yakima River Basin Integrated  Water Resources Management Plan FEIS (March 2012), 
the BuRec claims that the proposed 3-foot rise would be used to improve streamflows for fish 
and increase water supply for out-of-stream needs.  
*  How can this increased water storage do both?  
*  Why are irrigators seeking to claim the pool raise water for themselves?  
*  Would this require a change in legislation? 
*  How can additional stored water be used to improve streamflows if the stored water must be 
dedicated to irrigators during drought years as part of the Total Available Water Supply under 
the 1945 Consent Decree? 
*  Can Congress override the 1945 Consent Decree by allocating a portion of the Yakima Basin, 
Total Available Water Supply (TAWS) from irrigation to instream flows? 
*  What amount does the BuRec intend to divert to out-of-stream needs? 
*  How would instream flow released from the pool raise enhance fishery resources in the 
Yakima Basin? 
*  The EIS should disclose any adverse impacts from release of pool raise water for irrigation 
drought relief on downstream fishery species.  
*  Where would irrigators divert the pool raise water for irrigation use? 
*  Has the BurRec determined what portion of the operation and maintenance costs of Cle Elum 
pool raise would be the responsibility of local irrigation districts? 
*  Would this alternative supply all pro-ratable irrigators with water during drought year? 
*  If so, list the acre-feet that each pro-ratable irrigation district would receive from this project.  
*  How many seasons since 1979 has the Cle Elum reservoir completely refilled?  
*  Which years, if any, has the Cle Elum reservoir not refilled? 
 
Raising the reservoir pool elevation by three feet would worsen existing shoreline erosion 
problems around Cle Elum Lake.  A 2000 Reclamation report proposed the following shoreline 
protection to extend to 2250’ at areas of erosion concern: 
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- 50,000 CY riprap placement 
- 38,000 CY bedding placement 
-143,000 CY shoreline excavation 
 
An Anchor QEA Cle Elum Pool Raise Technical Memorandum (March 2011) provided the 
following estimates: 
- 24,500 CY riprap  
- 13,900 CY bedding placement 
- 80,500 CY shoreline excavation 
 
and an additional estimate of 24,700 CY of slope toe backfill and 104,000 CY of in-reservoir 
disposal. 
*  Have these estimates changed since 2011? 
*  Where would the in-reservoir disposal take place?    
*  How would in-reservoir disposal take place?  By barge?   
*  What benthic and water quality impacts would be caused by in-reservoir disposal?  
* The Kittitas County Shoreline Management Program (SMP) (1975) has not been updated for 
nearly 40 years.  It designates the Cle Elum shoreline as a Conservancy Environment.  Section 
28 of the SMP provides that landfills in the Conservancy environment shall be a conditional use 
and allowed only for water-dependent uses, for public uses, and for the purpose of elevating a 
structure to meet flood proofing requirements as required by the flood control zone permit. 
 
Sec. 35 of the SMP provides that shoreline works and structures shall be permitted in the 
Conservancy environment only where they do not substantially change the character of that 
environment, where they are a necessary part of a project clearly dependent on a nearby location 
and where necessary to protect or facilitate irrigation structures.   Any project will be denied if 
the possibility that downstream properties and natural river systems will be adversely affected by 
any such development. 
*  Would the drilling and blasting, as well as pit excavation, create solid waste as defined by Sec. 
36 of the SMP.  Would solid waste disposal be allowed in the Cle Elum reservoir? 
 
It appears that the proposed landfilling and riprapping may not comply with the 1975 SMP.  The 
Kittitas County SMP is undergoing review with proposed changes scheduled to be sent to the 
Department of Ecology in summer of 2014. 
*  Would these projects be vested to the 1975 SMP? 
*  How would any changes to the SMP adopted by Ecology in the future impact this project? 
 
New environmental protection standards for updated shoreline master programs include  
"no-net-loss of shoreline ecological functions."  
*  How would the extensive shoreline landfilling and riprapping  comply with this standard?  
*  Will the Cle Elum EIS identify the adverse environmental impacts to the Cle Elum Reservoir 
shoreline, vegetation, fish forage habitat, and wildlife?  
*  How long would the three-foot elevation rise inundate previously unflooded shoreline areas 
during a normal water year?  A drought water year? 
*  How many acres of forest would be inundated by a three-foot rise? 
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*  Identify the acreage of National Forest roadless area that would be inundated by an expanded 
reservoir around the Cle Elum Reservoir. 
*  Identify any previous BuRec reservoir project that has inundated National Forest areas and 
what mitigation was proposed or carried out. 
*  What decrease in shading and insect production would occur as a result of this project? 
 
The Anchor QEA Cle Elum Pool Raise Technical Memorandum states that the Cle Elum fish 
passage project is now considered a separate project from the Pool Raise.   
*  The EIS should describe the relationship between the proposed fish passage project with and 
without the pool raise.   
 
The proposed Yakima River Basin Study Integrated Water Resource Management Plan 
(PIWRMP) (Vol. 1), dated February 2011, Figure 4-1, Improvements in Instream Flows under 
Yakima Plan (page 47) shows that with the Yakima Plan, only minor in-stream flow reach results 
from FWIP (<5%) would occur in the lower reach of the Yakima River from the Roza Diversion 
Dam down to Richland, WA.  
*  With only minor in-stream flow improvements in the lower Yakima how would Cle Elum pool 
raise enhance fishery resources in the Yakima River?    
*  The PIWRMP (page 24) states, “Providing unimpeded fish migration past the existing storage 
dams in the Yakima Basin would increase species distribution. . .”  The Cle Elum EIS should 
clarify how this goal of providing unimpeded fish migration is consistent with raising the pool of 
an existing storage dam. 
*  The EIS should describe and evaluate all impacts to state or Federal listed endangered or 
threatened species.   
*  What are the estimated evaporation rates for the existing Cle Elum reservoir and proposed 
rise?  
*  What are the estimated refill times for both the existing Cle Elum reservoir and proposed rise?   
 
 

Kachess Reservoir Inactive Storage Project 
According to the HDR Engineering, Inc., Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource 
Management Plan Technical Memorandum: Kachess Reservoir Inactive Storage Project 
Alternatives Comparison and Recommendation for Advancement, October 2013 (Kachess Tech 
Memo), this project would allow an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water stored in Kachess 
Reservoir to be released for water supply purposes during drought years, anticipated to be 
approximately three years out of every 10 years.  The Kachess Tech Memo recommends a single 
alternative (Alternative 2- Pump Station) as the preferred alternative. 
 
*  Just as in the Programmatic Yakima Plan FEIS, other than the required no-action alternative, 
the BuRec and Ecology is presenting only a preferred alternative.  NEPA regulations require that 
agencies rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.  40 CFR 
1502.14(a).     
 
The Kachess Tech Memo states that Alternative 2 – Pump Station would provide supply water 
directly to the Kittitas Reclamation District (KRD) division.  The EIS should clarify how the 
Kachess Reservoir Inactive Storage Project would operate. 
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*  During a drought year, would all 200,000 acre-feet be supplied directly to the KRD? 
 
The Kachess Tech Memo also states that Alternative 2 – Pump Station would provide water to 
the Kachess River to maintain minimum flows for fish and wildlife, which are not currently 
available. 
*  Why aren’t optimum instream flows being considered? 
*  Would any of the inactive storage be used for instream flows during non-drought years?  
*  During a drought year, how many acre-feet (or c.f.s.) would be provided to the Kachess River 
to maintain minimum flows? 
*  How many seasons since 1979 has the Kachess reservoir completely refilled?  
*  Which years, if any, has the Kachess reservoir not refilled? 
*  What are the estimated refill times for the existing Keechelus and Kachess reservoirs, and with 
the proposed K-K and Inactive storage projects assuming complete draw down during a drought 
year?  
*  What is the trans-evaporation rate for Keechelus and Kachess reservoirs?    
 
The BuRec has apparently dropped consideration of a gravity tunnel alternative. 
*  Would the gravity tunnel alternative provide better opportunities to increase instream flows for 
fish and wildlife? 
 
According to the Kachess Tech Memo, for the pump station alternative, the base-flow pumping 
system would operate continuously whenever all of the six (6) large pumps were not operating and 
the water surface elevation in the reservoir had dropped below the level of the existing outlet works 
to meet demand for fish flows. 
*  What specific instream flow benefits in the Kachess River and Yakima River would result from 
the proposed Kachess Alternative 2 – Pump Station?  
*  Where would the disposal site be for any intake tunnel and shaft muck? 
*  What impacts would occur due to locating a new discharge structure on the left bank of the 
Kachess River? 
*  Capital costs for this alternative are projected at $205,000,000 and O/M costs at $970,000/yr.  
If the KRD is the principle beneficiary of this project, would the KRD be required to pay the full 
cost?  Would they be required to pay the O/M? 
 
The Pump Station Alternative would require about 8,000 kilowatts of power for the six large 
pumping units.  Redundancy for the small, base-flow pumps would be provided by an on-site, back-
up power source so Reclamation can deliver base flow to the river if the primary power supply 
system fails. 
*  Who would supply this power? 
*  Power costs are projected at $600,000 per year.  Who would pay for this power? 
 
The Kachess Tech Memo states that the proposed project would provide the ability to supply 
water directly to the KRD diversion and other water right holders without needing to use the 
Keechelus Reservoir and upper reach of the Yakima River (from Keechelus Reservoir to the KRD 
diversion).  
*  Would this alternative supply all pro-ratable irrigation districts with water during drought 
year? 
*  Would this alternative supply any non-pro-ratable irrigation districts? 
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*  List the acre-feet that each Yakima irrigation district would receive from this project in a 
drought year. 
*  Can Yakima irrigation districts expand their irrigation acreage or convert to more water 
intensive crops to claim access to the Kachess inactive storage during non-drought years?  
  
The YRBWEP Workgroup Integrated Water Resource Management Plan Summary Support 
Document (YRBSSD) (March 23, 2011) page 3, states: “At Box Canyon Creek (Kachess Lake 
tributary), ensure effective passage for pre-spawn adult bull trout.”  
*  What specific steps would be taken to “ensure effective passage”?  
 
The Yakima River Basin Study Integrated Water Resource Management Plan (PIWRMP) (Vol. 1, 
page 58), dated February 2011 states that for Box Canyon Creek the Yakima Plan would result in 
adverse impacts.  
*  What are these adverse impacts and what mitigation is proposed?    
*  How does accessing this inactive storage conflict with fish passage/habitat enhancement 
proposed for Lake Kachess?  
*  The EIS should describe and evaluate all impacts to state or Federal listed endangered or 
threatened species.   
*  What is the State Shoreline Management Act environmental designation for the Kachess 
reservoir shoreline? 
*  What are the polices and goals for this environmental designation?  
*  What substantial development permits would be required?   
 
 

Keechelus to Kachess (K to K) Conveyance 
According to HRD Engineering, Technical Memorandum:  Screening of Alternatives for the 
Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance Project (September 2013) (page 2) (K-K Tech Memo), the K-
to-K Conveyance project has two purposes: 1) to improve fish habitat conditions by reducing flows 
in the upper 10.3 miles of the Yakima River below Keechelus Dam during periods of high reservoir 
releases; and 2) to enable the storage of more runoff from Keechelus Reservoir drainage to provide 
additional water supply for agricultural irrigation and other uses.  The K-K Tech Memo goes on to 
state there are .artificial summer high flows in the Yakima River between Keechelus dam and the 
mouth of the Kachess River.  Currently the flows are higher than natural conditions during summer 
months when water is released from the reservoir for irrigation.  The project would also increase 
water levels in Kachess Reservoir most years.  The increased reservoir levels are expected to 
improve bull trout passage to tributary streams which is currently impaired by low reservoir levels.  
The K-K Tech memo states that increased flow releases from Kachess Reservoir would improve 
instream flow and habitat quality for salmonids in areas downstream of the reservoir.  Modeling of 
the Yakima River system using BuRec’s RiverWare model indicates a median quantity of 97,000 
acre-feet of water can be transferred from Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir annually.  The 
quantities would vary considerably from year to year and range from approximately 10,000 acre-feet 
in years with low runoff to as high as 130,000 acre-feet in years with high runoff.  An average 
capacity of 400 cubic feet per second (cfs) and a maximum of 500 cfs flow rate is intended to enable 
BuRec to reduce flows in the upper Yakima River to 500 cfs beginning in July each year between 
Keechelus Dam and Lake Easton (approximately 10.3 river miles).  Flow in this reach is controlled 
primarily by releases from Keechelus Reservoir.  The flow rate in this reach of the Yakima River 
would then be ramped down from 500 cfs in early August to 120 cfs by early September.  To 
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improve the fish habitat conditions for fish in this reach of the Yakima River, the year-round base 
flow in that reach of the river would be increased to 120 cfs.   
 
It appears that the BuRec and Ecology have already eliminated all pipeline alternatives (P1, P2 and 
P3), as well as tunnel alternative T2.  Just as in the Programmatic Yakima Plan FEIS, other than 
the required no-action alternative, the BuRec and Ecology is presenting only a preferred tunnel 
alternative with two options T1 (from Keechelus to Kachess), and T3 (from Crystal Springs 
Campground below Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess).  NEPA regulations require that agencies 
rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.  40 CFR 1502.14(a).     
 
The T3 option would result in 8.8 miles of improved flows in the Yakima River compared to 
10.3 with T1. 
 
*  The K-K EIS should quantify fishery benefits between these two options.   
*  What Yakima River instream flow benefits would results from the K-K project during drought 
years?  During non-drought years?  
*  How many seasons since 1979 has the Keechelus reservoir completely refilled?  
*  Which years, if any, has the Keecheulus reservoir not refilled? 
*  The EIS should clarify how this project would be coordinated with on-going construction of I-
90.  
 
*  Fish screening was one of the original programs to be carried out by the YRBWEP authorized 
in 1979.  Are there currently fish screens on the existing Keechelus Reservoir tower outlet?  If not, 
why not? 
*  Will the K-K EIS address impacts to streams, wetlands, wildlife and fisheries?   
*  The EIS should describe and evaluate all impacts to state or Federal listed endangered or 
threatened species.   
 
T1 Option 
*  The T1 option would disturb residents along Lake Kachess Road and those trying to access 
properties adjacent to Kachess Reservoir during construction and should be addressed.   
*  What wetland impacts would be caused by the T1 option?  What mitigation is proposed?  
*  What is the State Shoreline Management Act environmental designation for the Keechelus 
reservoir shoreline?  
*  What are the goals and polices for this environmental designation?  What substantial development 
permits would be required for the T1 option?   
*  Field studies for wetland and stream delineations, and fish, wildlife, vegetation, and cultural 
resource surveys should be carried out.   
 
T3 Option 
The T3 option would involve releases flowing downstream for 1.5 miles from the Keechelus Dam 
outlet to the campground site, where it would be diverted from the river into the tunnel. 
*  What environmental impacts would occur from installing a new Yakima River diversion and 
leaving the K-to-K diversion flow in the first 8,000 feet of the Yakima River, particularly to fish 
species?   
*  The T3 option would disturb residents along Lake Kachess Road and those trying to access 
properties adjacent to Kachess Reservoir during construction and should be addressed. 
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*  Would the T3 option require diversion of the Yakima River?  What stream alterations would be 
required?   What wetland impacts would occur?  What mitigation is proposed? 
*  Would this alternative reduce the length of the Yakima River reach that would achieve improved 
flows for fish habitat as a result of the K-to-K Conveyance project?   What benefits would accrue to 
the remaining 8.8 miles of Yakima River between the Crystal Springs Campground and Lake 
Easton?   Is this river diversion is hydraulically feasible or would it lead to potentially unacceptable 
operational restrictions to protect fish habitat in this reach of the Yakima River? 
*  Would the T3 alternative decrease the length of the Yakima River that would benefit from 
reducing the artificially high summer flows?  
*  Field studies for wetland and stream delineations, and fish, wildlife, vegetation, and cultural 
resource surveys should be carried out.   
 

Rolling Review and Future Plan Adjustments 
*  The Department of Ecology has created a Yakima Work Group “Implementation 
Subcommittee” with meetings that are closed to the public and not subject to public notice.  A 
listing and summary of all Work Group “Implementation Committee” meetings should be 
included in the EISs. 
 

Potential Barriers to Plan Implementation and Mitigation Strategies 
*  A Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) was appointed by the Secretary of Interior under Title 
XII on July 13, 1995 (membership includes two Yakima River Basin irrigators, one from the 
Yakama Indian Nation, one from environmental interests, one from Washington State University 
Ag Extension Service, and WDFW).  Will the EISs disclose the relationship of the CAG to the 
establishment of the Yakima Work Group?     
*  Will the EISs provide an analysis on how water stored or pumped in a new or expanded 
reservoir and already allocated under the 1945 Consent Decree may be reallocated to in-stream 
flows?  
*  Failure to comply with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) is a potential barrier to 
plan implementation.  The Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub. L. 92-463, 6 October 1972) 
seeks to curtail the rampant "locker-room discussion" that had become prevalent in 
administrative decisions.  These "locker-room discussion" are masked under titles like "task 
force," "subcommittee," and "working group" meetings, which are less than full FACA meetings 
so they do not have to be open to the public.  Will the EISs disclose whether the Yakima Work 
Group was established under FACA?  Will the EISs disclose all meetings of the Yakima Work 
Group Executive Committee, the minutes from those meetings and how public notice was given?  
Will the EISs disclose all meetings of the Yakima Work Group Implementation Subcommittee, 
the minutes of those meetings and how public notice was given?      
*  Will the EISs evaluate the U.S. Supreme Court’s May 2, 2011, decision in Montana v. 
Wyoming (563 U.S. ____(2011)) and possible legal effects on water rights in the Yakima River 
Basin? 
 
Finally, as set out in 40 C.F.R. Sec. 1502.14, alternatives are the heart of the environmental 
impact statement.  The BuRec has an affirmative obligation to “[R]igorously explore and 
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, including those that may require changes to 
existing law or not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.  40 C.F.R Sec. 1502.14(a)-f).  Any 
EIS must include a non-structural alternative including both water conservation and water  
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marketing to provide the public and Congress with a fair comparison and range of choices and 
not just an ad hoc justification of a limited work group hand selected by the BuRec and Ecology. 
 
Please send us a copy of the draft EISs when they become available. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Alpine Lakes Protection Society 
Rick McGuire, President 
11025 24th Ave NE 
Seattle, WA 98125 
 
Center for Biological Diversity 
Randi Spivak, Director Public Lands Program 
1411 K Street NW Suite 520 
Washington, DC 20006 
 
El Sendero  
Backcountry Ski and Snowshoe Club 
Gus Bekker – President 
PO Box 5622 
Wenatchee, WA 98807 
 
 
Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs 
Joan Zuber, President 
44731 South Elk Prairie Rd. 
Mollalla, WA 97038 
 
Friends of Bumping Lake 
Chris Maykut, President 
4000 Aurora Avenue North 
Suite 224 
Seattle, WA 98103 
 
Friends of the Earth 
Erich Pica, President 
1100 15th Street NW 
11th Floor 
Washington, DC 20005  
 
Friends of Wild Sky 
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Mike Town, President 
PO Box 1124  
Duvall, WA 98019 
  
Kittitas Audubon Society 
Jim Briggs, President 
P.O. Box 1443 
Ellensburg, WA 98926 
 
Middle Fork Outdoor Recreation Coalition (MidFORC)  
Mark Boyar, President  
6332 57th Ave S 
Seattle, Washington 
 98118-3021 
 
North Cascades Conservation Council 
Karl Forsgaard, President 
Post Office Box 95980 
University Station 
Seattle, WA. 98145-2980 
 
Olympic Forest Coalition  
Connie Gallant, President 
 P.O Box 461 
Quilcene, WA 98376-0461 
 
Sierra Club 
Margie Van Cleve, Washington Chapter Chair 
180 Nickerson Street, Suite 202 
Seattle, WA 98109  
 
Western Lands Project 
Janine Blaeloch, Director 
PO Box 95545 
Seattle, WA 98145 
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Lake Cle Elum, in the Yakima Basin,
  
with Teanaway peaks and Stuart
  
Range in the distance. 
  
—Ka rl  Forsga a rd  photo
 

State funds Yakima Plan “early action items”
	

n late June, the Washington State  
Legislature concluded its 2013 ses-
sion by appropriating $132 million  
in the capital budget to fund Yakima  
Plan “early action items.” These in-

clude State acquisition of Teanaway private  
forestland for almost $100 million, early  
stages of Yakima River Basin water proj-
ects including water conservation and fish  
passage projects, and feasibility studies of  
the proposed irrigation storage dams that  
threaten ancient forest at Bumping Lake  
and shrub-steppe habitat at Wymer.  

Unfortunately, by making the appro-
priation (and the related policy bill), the  
Legislature institutionalized a severely  
f lawed Yakima Plan process that set many  
bad precedents for federal policies on for-
ests, water, endangered species, off-road  
vehicle recreation, environment (NEPA)  
and advisor y committee meetings (FACA).  
Furthermore, Plan proponents now see  
themselves in a stronger position to seek  
federal funding for the Plan, which has an  
estimated pricetag of $5 billion. 

by Karl Forsgaard 

In June the Yakima Plan proponents  
also retreated somewhat from their ill-
advised National Recreation Area (NR A)  
proposal, although the two bad NR As  
remain in the Yakima Plan.  

Also in June, NCCC and allies received  
a grant from The Mountaineers Founda-
tion to pay for scientific and legal advice  
regarding the Yakima Plan.  

Teanaway  acquisition

The State acquisition of 50,272 acres of  
forestland managed by American Forest  
Land Company (AFLC) in the Teanaway  
River Basin is described in more detail in  
the companion article by Rick McGuire. It  
was reported in several newspapers and  
online blogs, and described as the state’s  
largest single acquisition of land in over  
50 years, and one of the largest in state  
history. On July 15, the New York Times re-
ported that when AFLC’s principal owner  
John Rudey listed his Connecticut home  
for sale at $190 million, it was proclaimed  

the most expensive home ever formally  
listed in the United States. It carries more  
than $120 million in debt, so paying his  
lenders was reportedly the reason Rudey  
was selling most of his Teanaway lands.  
Rudey and AFLC will retain a 900-acre  
block at the south end of the Teanaway  
valley that is the site of a proposed solar  
energy project.   

The State will manage its Teanaway  
forestlands as a Community Forest, the  
State’s first use of the Community Forest  
Trust land management designation cre-
ated by the Legislature in 2011 to protect  
working forests (i.e. loggable forests)  
with a high risk of conversion to non-
forest uses, and with important value to  
the local community. The Department of  
Natural Resources and State Department  
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of Fish and Wildlife will co-manage the 
Community Forest, engaging the local 
community in setting priorities. The State 
will establish a local advisor y committee, 
the Teanaway Community Forest Advisory 
Board, to provide advice on post-acquisi-
tion management. 

The local community (upper Kittitas 
County) clearly cares enough about man-
agement of these newly acquired forest-
lands to provide detailed input to the 
State. In the public meetings conducted by 
Kittitas County under the Growth Manage-
ment Act (GMA) in 2009-2010 regarding 
AFLC’s proposal to develop these same 
lands with a “fully contained community,” 
the Teanaway Grange hall was always 
full of Kittitas County residents and their 
Seattle-area allies advocating to protect 
the rural character of 
the Teanaway River 
valley. Under the 
GM A, Kittitas County 
had already desig-
nated most of the 
area as forestland of 
long-term commer-
cial significance be-
fore Rudey bought it 
from Boise Cascade 
in 1999. Thirteen 
conservation orga-
nizations including 
NCCC, Kittitas Audu-
bon, Kittitas County 
Conservation Coali-
tion and Friends of the Teanaway opposed 
the “fully contained community” because 
the area can continue to be managed for 
commercial forestry, and conversion to 
other uses would adversely affect habitat 
for a wide range of species including bull 
trout, steelhead and spotted owls. The 
owl habitat on AFLC land is relatively 
unlogged compared with the rest of the 
heavily logged AFLC land; the owl circles 
are in the northern part of the AFLC land, 
near the boundar y with federal land (the 
proposed NR A) where there are additional 
owl circles. 

The legislation provides that after 12 
years (by June 2025), if Yakima Plan water 
projects totaling 114,000 acre-feet have not 
been permitted and financed, the State 
can change the Teanaway land designation 
from Community Forest Trust to common 
school trust (i.e., fewer restrictions on 
logging), or dispose of it. Plan proponents 
say this acre-footage is the “exact” amount 
of the Cle Elum pool raise and Kachess 
inactive storage components, and that this 
provision is an “incentive” for the Tean-
away community to support completion 

of those water storage projects. However,  
the Kachess inactive storage component  
has not yet been designed, nor has it been  
subject to feasibility analysis or cost-bene-
fit analysis, let alone project-level environ-
mental review. Furthermore, we question  
whether the State agencies, after 12 years  
of engaging the local Teanaway communi-
ty in forest management decision-making,  
would want to antagonize that community  
by downgrading the Teanaway Community  
Forest in 2025. 

Water project cost-benefit   
analyses and feasibility studies 

In addition to the Teanaway acquisi-
tion, the Yakima Plan “early action items”  
funded by the Legislature include con-

struction prep for a  
fish passage project  
(at Lake Cle Elum);  
geotechnical analysis 
and initial design fo
other fish passage  
projects (at Keeche-
lus, Kachess, Tieton
and for operational  
modifications (the  
Keechelus-to-
Kachess pipeline);  
construction prep  
for some storage  
projects (Kachess  
inactive storage, an
Cle Elum pool raise
feasibility studies 
ms (Bumping and  
e construction of  
nservation projects
m habitat enhance-

r 

) 

d 
); 

for the two storage da
Wymer); and complet
certain agricultural co  
and tributar y/mainste
ment projects.  

The capital budget also includes  
$300,000 for the Washington Water  
Resource Center to prepare separate  
benefit-cost analyses by December 2014  
for each significant water project proposed  
in the Yakima Plan. Located in Pullman,  
the Center was established by Congress  
and is a joint agency of Washington State  
University and the University of Washing-
ton. Section 5057 provides that the Center  
“must measure and report the economic  
benefits of each project on a disaggregated  
basis, 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.”  
The cost-benefit analyses will be conduct-
ed on these projects: 

a.  Tributar y/mainstem enhancement 

b.  Box Canyon Creek 

c.	 Subordination of power generation 
(Roza and Chandler) 

d. Aquifer storage and recovery projects 

e. Agricultural conser vation 

f.	 Municipal conservation 

g. Water bank exchange programs 

h. Cle Elum reservoir 

i.	 Keechelus, Kachess, Tieton reservoir 

j.	 Keechelus to Kachess pipeline 

k. Wymer reservoir 

l.	 Bumping reservoir enlargement 

In addition to the analyses of the dams 
at Bumping and Wymer, it will be inter-
esting to see the cost-benefit analysis for 
the Kachess reservoir’s inactive storage 
project, as some Plan proponents have in-
formally said that due to its large capacity 
(200,000 acre-feet) and because they say 
it is relatively benign and cost-effective, it 
is more likely to be built sooner, and per-
haps instead of, the dams at Bumping and 
Wymer. They informally refer to the Plan 
as a 40-year project, with Phase I consist-
ing of ten years of projects costing $700 
million (including Kachess inactive stor-
age), followed by the least-unpopular dam 
(ostensibly Wymer) with the most-unpop-
ular dam (ostensibly Bumping) postponed 
until around 2040. For the remainder of 
the $5 billion pricetag, they speculate the 
costs may be shared 50-50 federal-local. 

Section 3016 provides funding to the 
Department of Ecology for completion of 
BuRec’s “Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study,” including environmental 
review under NEPA and SEPA, “to evaluate 
potential in basin storage facilities such as 
the proposed Bumping Lake and Wymer 
reservoirs and other reasonable alterna-
tives that will enhance water supplies and 
streamf lows in the Yakima Basin.” 

Plan proponents have informally re-
ferred to this feasibility study as geotechni-
cal investigations beginning in summer 
2013 to evaluate whether the sites pro-
posed for the Wymer and Bumping dams 
have “fatal f laws,” from an engineering 
and safety perspective, anticipating that if 
either site is “fatally f lawed” then it would 
be dropped. Concerns include the nature, 
depth and permeability of glacial sediment 
at the Bumping dam site, and the nature 
of the basalt f lows and faults at the Wymer 
site. Their objective is to know by the end 
of two years which dams to advance to a 
formal feasibility study, which will then 
take about five years. 

In August, the federal Bureau of Recla-
mation and U.S. Forest Service jointly sent 

Continued on page 14 

The Plan was developed
 
by a defective process, and
 

with defective economic
 
analysis. Notably, Senator
 
Karen Fraser removed her-
self as a co-sponsor of the
 

policy bill.
 

visit www.northcascades.org • ncascadesconservation.blogspot.com The Wild CasCades • Summer/Fall 2013  13 

http:ncascadesconservation.blogspot.com
http:www.northcascades.org


 

Yakima Plan 
Continued from page 13 

a letter to “parties in the immediate vicin-
ity of Bumping Reservoir Dam,” i.e., Bump-
ing Lake cabin owners. The letter said  
BuRec “will be conducting geotechnical  
investigations downstream and in the gen-
eral vicinity of the existing …Dam over the  
next 2 years. The investigations will use  
a mobile drilling rig … and a backhoe…”  
Several years of data gathering, numerous  
additional studies, and an EIS lie ahead.  
“None of these studies are yet scheduled  
for initiation because Reclamation must  
first assess if the Bumping Reservoir Dam  
proposal is feasible.” 

In a June 7, 2013 letter to State Rep.  
Hans Dunshee, Sierra Club’s Washington  
State Chapter wrote “We do not support  
the overall Yakima Plan as proposed and  
remain opposed to funding in the budget  
for expansion of Bumping Lake and  
Wymer dams.” 

In addition to the capital budget ap-
propriations, in late June the Legislature  
also passed the policy bill regarding the  
Yakima Plan. The policy bill endorsed the  
Plan, and thus it endorsed all of the Plan’s  
defects – two new dams, destruction of  
1,000 acres of ancient forest (including  
Critical Habitat for the northern spotted  
owl), two new NR As for off-road vehicles  
(ORVs), inadequate water conservation,  

and inadequate wilderness protection. The  
Plan was developed by a defective process,  
and with defective economic analysis.  
Notably, Senator Karen Fraser removed  
herself as a co-sponsor of the policy bill. 

In September, the Washington Environ-
mental Council (WEC) Board of Directors  
decided to remain neutral on the Yakima  
Plan. WEC Staff had recommended that  
the Board vote to support the Yakima  
Plan, but the Board declined to follow  
that recommendation, after listening to  
pro-and-con presentations by a Plan pro-
ponent and NCCC. For more than a year,  
the Yakima Plan campaign website had er-
roneously listed WEC as a supporter of the  
Plan, but the WEC Board had never voted  
to support it. After its September meeting,  
WEC was removed from the Yakima Plan  
campaign website’s list of Plan supporters. 

National Recreation Area   
proposal 

The Yakima Plan’s proposals for federal  
land designations to be made by Congress,  
including the NR A Proposal for promot-
ing off-road vehicle (ORV ) use on National  
Forest lands of the Cle Elum District, were  
published by the Workgroup’s Lands Sub-
committee in January 2012.     

A year and a half later, in June 2013,  
the Workgroup’s Lands Subcommittee  
sent a letter to the Forest Service asking  
that the Lands Subcommittee propos-
als be included in the upcoming Forest  
Plan Revision DEIS alternatives, and “The  
Workgroup currently has no plan to seek  
formal Congressional designation for  
these lands as the Forest Plan Revision and  
Travel Management Planning processes go  
forward.  Rather it is our intention to defer  
as these administrative processes develop  
…”  This looks like a substantial adoption  
of one of our main points about the Lands  
Subcommittee’s NR A Proposal, that it un-
dermined those ongoing National Forest  
planning processes.  It also reflects input  
from many conservation organizations  
during the informal Ross process. The  
threat of a Congressional bill to enact the  
NR A Proposal has now been “deferred.” 

In late June, the Yakima Plan support-
ers’ and opponents’ perspectives were  
presented at the Washington Water Law  
Conference at the State Convention Center  
in Seattle. In response to the presenta-
tion of negative impacts of ORV use, the  
Yakima Plan representative said “we could  
not agree more,” and also agreed with  
our objections about process. Indeed, the  
supporters’ submission of written materi-
als included their recent “rebuttal” article  
in the Water Report, a journal on water  

law in the west, in which they said nothing  
about their NR A Proposal, even though  
they had been criticized for it in the prior  
article they were supposedly rebutting.  

Although their letter to the Forest Ser-
vice is a positive step by the Plan propo-
nents, the NR As are still a bad idea, and  
we do need to continue opposing the NR A  
Proposal. Because it does not require State  
funding, the NR A Proposal received very  
little attention in the State Legislature’s  
processing of the Yakima Plan. Because it  
is not a water project, the NR A Proposal is  
not subject to the cost-benefit analysis de-
scribed above as required for major water  
project components in the Plan. The NR A  
proposal is still part of the Yakima Plan, so  
we need to continue opposing the Yakima  
Plan itself.  

Don’t support the   
March 2012 Yakima Plan 

Especially since the proponents them-
selves are now backing away from the  
bad parts of the current March 2012 EIS  
version of the Plan, there is no reason to  
support it; the March 2012 version is not  
the one that will get federally funded and  
built. Despite the State appropriation of  
over $100 million for “early action items,”  
our Congressional delegation is not rush-
ing to seek federal appropriation of the re-
maining $4.9 billion of the $5 billion price  
tag. Parties who withhold support for the  
Plan (i.e., parties who oppose it or are  
neutral) have more leverage to improve  
the Plan than parties who have already  
promised to support the old version.  

Although as of late September the Se-
attle news media had yet to begin covering  
the Yakima Plan controversy, in August  
and September the Everett Herald news-
paper published an editorial, an op-ed  
from Plan supporters, and an op-ed from  
Plan opponents (see page 21). Remark-
ably, the Plan proponents’ op-ed did not  
mention Bumping Lake, did not mention  
Wymer, did not mention the proposed  
NR As – in other words, the proponents’  
story omitted the biggest, most expensive  
and most controversial parts of their Plan.  
Their sales technique is interesting, to say  
the least.  

The Yakima Plan is the largest project  
in Washington State since WPPSS. It is  
highly significant and highly controversial.  
A large volume of information is available  
at the Sierra Club website on the Yakima  
Plan: 

www.washington.sierraclub.org/upper-
col/ucr/yakima/water_overview.html  
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What you can do: 
Send Governor Inslee a strong   
message: 

•		 Support water conservation and  
water banking in the Yakima  
basin. 

•		 Oppose new money-losing dams  
in the Yakima Basin. 

•		 Oppose new off-road vehicle  
designations in the Okanogan-
Wenatchee National Forest  
outside of the existing National  
Forest planning process. 

•		 Support Wilderness protection  
for roadless areas in the Yakima  
Basin, including the ancient  
forest surrounding the existing  
Bumping Lake.  

Comments may be sent through  
the following website: 

www.governor.wa.gov/contact/ 
default.asp  

www.washington.sierraclub.org/upper
www.governor.wa.gov/contact


   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

State purchase of Teanaway lands
	  
raises disturbing questions
	 

By Rick McGuire 

T This part of A FLC (now state) lands,  
also shown on the cover, had its  
old-growth forest logged decades  
ago. The second-growth forest seen  
in the photo survives because of  
spotted owl circles where state  
regulation kept more recent cutting  
at bay. It is perhaps the most scenic  
part of the acquired lands, and not  
at all typical of the otherwise heav-
ily logged landscape there. —Ka rl  
Forsga a rd  photo 

he Washington legislature 
has approved funding for 
the public purchase of ap-
proximately 50,000 acres of 
land from American Forest 

Holdings LLC* in the lower Teanaway 
watershed near CleElum.  The price paid 
for these lands, once owned by Boise Cas-
cade, is almost 100 million dollars. 

While NCCC is a big supporter of public 
land acquisitions in general, this purchase 
has raised a number of disturbing ques-
tions for NCCC and many other conserva-
tion groups. 

This purchase is a central part of the 
“Yakima Integrated Plan,” an effort to 
provide more water to Yakima valley ir-
rigators. Although there is nothing in the 
legislative language describing it as such, 
the Teanaway purchase is a clear political 
quid pro quo for the destruction of well 

over a thousand acres of ancient forests for 
a new dam at Bumping Lake in the South 
Cascades east of Mt. Rainier. 

Many believe that the tradeoff is a bad 
deal for the public, and for the cause 
of forest preservation. Although only a 
fraction of the acreage of the Teanaway 
purchase, the ancient forests at Bumping 
are arguably far more valuable, some of 
the best remaining in the state. Celebrated 
by Supreme Court Justice William O. 
Douglas in Of Men and Mountains, the 
Bumping Lake forests are home to species 
from both sides of the Cascades. A natural 
multi-aged mosaic, with some trees over 
800 years old, they are all the more rare 
for growing on mostly flat ground. 

Any attempt to nail down a hard num-
ber for loss of ancient forests at Bumping 
does not do justice to the scale of the 
destruction that a new dam would cause. 

The actual expanded reservoir footprint  
would be 2800 acres in addition to the  
1300 acres occupied by the existing lake.  
There has been very little logging in the  
entire Bumping basin, and most of what  
would be flooded is unlogged, natural  
forest. As with all virgin forests, it is a mix.  

Continued on page 16 
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State purchase 
Continued from page 15 

Timber magnate John Rudey 
has two companies referenced 
in these articles. American For-
est Holdings LLC, which owns 
the land, is the seller. American 
Forest Land Company (AFLC), 
which manages the land, is far 
better known to the public, 
because it has had a local office 
and employees and is named on 
the signs people see on Tean-
away roads. 

Some places clearly merit being called “ca-
thedral forest.” Other places have smaller 
trees, and most of the forest is a mix of the 
two. There is no one single, universally 
accepted definition of “old growth” or 
“ancient forest.” But you know it when you 
see it, and the forests at Bumping have it 
in plenty. 

No one seems to know quite how the 
forests at Bumping escaped logging. One 
explanation that seems to ring true is that 
the Forest Service was reluctant to cross 
swords with Douglas, who for many years 
had a retreat at nearby Goose Prairie and 
loved the place. Just about every other 
part of the Naches District with trees was 
roaded and cut, but not Bumping. What-
ever the reason, there is nothing else quite 
like it in the Cascades – a large, spacious 
valley with a great, sweeping extent of real 
ancient forest growing on mostly f lat land. 
Expansion of the reservoir would have 
effects extending well beyond the actual 
inundation zone. An expanded reservoir 
will cut the heart out of the Bumping val-
ley, taking the lowest elevation and best 
forests there. To destroy what many con-
sider to be the finest remaining example of 
east side Cascade forests, for an expanded 
reservoir that would seldom even fill, 
would be tragic. 

The newly purchased Teanaway lands 
could hardly be more different than those 
around Bumping Lake. Apart from some 
limited areas that spotted owl regulations 
kept from being completely cut, the Te-
anaway lands are among the most heavily 
logged in the state. Everything of value 
that could legally be cut has been taken. 
Supposedly now preserved as a “working 
forest,” the lands have been so thoroughly 
worked over that even proponents admit 

that there will be nothing to cut for at least  
50 years. 

The Teanaway lands are to be jointly  
managed by the state’s Departments of  
Natural Resources and Fish and Wildlife.  
Any management activities will be a net  
drain on state coffers for the next 50 years.  
Some of the lands are at the dry lower  
limit of where trees can grow, at the forest/ 
shrub-steppe boundary. Logging has been  
so severe that trees may never grow back  
there, with shrublands forming instead.  

An alarming part of the deal is the  
breathtaking $2000 per acre paid for the  
Teanaway lands, a price far above what any  
comparable “understocked timberland”  
or “stumpland” would fetch on the open  
market.  Although there is some residen-
tial development potential on a limited  
number of choicer sites, the Teanaway  
price per acre is about eight times what  
King County paid for the development  
rights to the Hancock Snoqualmie Tree  
Farm, which is far more developable and  
much closer to Seattle.  

The comparison between the two  
purchases is not quite exact, since the  
Teanaway was a full fee-simple purchase,  
while the Hancock purchase was for devel-
opment rights only. But given the denuded  
state of the Teanaway lands, their value as  
timberland is not very high, so the com-
parison is useful, if still perplexing. 

Traditionally, the state has picked up  
logged-out lands for low prices. In years  
past, many simply reverted to public  
ownership in lieu of unpaid back taxes. At  
a time of collapsing roads and bridges and  
extreme budget stress for the state, the  
amazing price paid for the Teanaway lands  
is one of the many credulity-stretching fac-
ets of the Yakima Plan. The Plan also calls  
for the establishment of large National  
Recreation Areas dedicated to off road  
vehicles, north of I-90 in the Teanaway (on  
National Forest lands, not on the lands  
newly acquired by the State) and south  
of I-90 in the Manastash area. Both areas  
are already suffering greatly from ORV  
impacts, which will multiply if the NR As  
are established. 

Sacrificing your backyard   
to save mine 

There is also a large question of “sacri-
ficing your backyard to save mine.” Some  
groups have signed on as supporters of the  
Yakima Plan because they regard the “ben-
efits,” such as the Teanaway purchase, as  
falling within their area of concern, while  
the costs, such as losing the ancient forests  
at Bumping, are somewhere else. 

A little over a decade ago, NCCC was 
heavily involved in two land exchanges, 
between the Forest Service and Weyer-
haeuser and the Forest Service and Plum 
Creek Timber. Both exchanges started out 
with plans to acquire lands mostly near 
Interstate 90 in exchange for National For-
est lands elsewhere. 

Many of the National Forest lands 
proposed for trading away had significant 
areas of ancient forests. An outcry soon 
was heard. The town of Randle, Washing-
ton, in the Cowlitz valley, was slated to 
lose scenically forested Watch Mountain, 
which stands right above the town. Never 
previously known as a hotbed of conserva-
tion, Randle rose up and said heck no, we 
are not going along with a plan to sacrifice 
our forests in order to preserve views from 
I-90. Defenders also rallied to save other 
forests near Mt. St. Helens and Mt. Rainier 
from being traded away and cut. 

Eventually, almost all of the ancient 
forests slated to be traded away were 
removed from greatly slimmed-down land 
exchanges. If not ever yone was happy 
about the outcomes, at least few were ver y 
unhappy. A general consensus seemed to 
emerge that it really wasn’t right to trade 
away other people’s backyards in order to 
save one’s own. 

Although the Bumping for Teanaway 
trade isn’t quite as explicit and has more 
moving parts, the same questions arise. 
Some people gain from the Teanaway 
land acquisition. Property owners in the 
lower Teanaway will no longer need to 
worry about other houses in their views. 
More squares on the map near I-90 will 
be colored in green, and perhaps some-
day enough trees will grow back in the 
Teanaway to make it more attractive for 
recreation other than hunting or snowmo-
biling. But can that really be worth trading 
away the best ancient forests on the east 
side of the Cascades? 

The forests at Bumping are of far 
greater importance and extent than those 
that were threatened by the I-90 land 
exchanges. It may not say it on the label, 
but everyone knows that the Teanaway 
purchase was done as a political sweet-
ener to smooth the way for a new dam at 
Bumping. Is there any reason to celebrate 
a land acquisition that comes at the cost of 
sacrificing one of the last and best ancient 
forests left in the Northwest? Is that any 
way to run a “conservation” movement, or 
to protect anyone’s backyard? 

Ironically, if the Yakima Plan’s main 
intended beneficiaries, the agribusi-

Continued on page 17 
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NCCC, coalition address concerns
	  
around proposed Skykomish Geothermal
	  

Consent to  lease 
A recent letter to the Mt. Baker-Sno-

qualmie National Forest from 13 conser-
vation organizations, including NCCC, 
provided comments on the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the proposed Sky-
komish Geothermal Consent to Lease 
process. The Bureau of Land Management 
is seeking to lease these lands for geother-
mal exploration in the area. 

The Skykomish Ranger District is study-
ing the potential impact of allowing leas-
ing of subsurface lands for geothermal ex-
plorator y drilling on 12,000 acres of land 
located in “Wild Sky Country.”  Over the 
last decade, this area has received strong, 
diverse support for the permanent protec-
tion of its old-growth and mature forests, 
preservation of world-class recreational 
opportunities, and river and watershed 
restoration. 

While developing renewable energy 
sources like geothermal energy is impor-
tant, NCCC and the other groups want to 
ensure that exploratory drilling does not 
threaten hard-fought protections for wild 
rivers, fish and wildlife habitat and clean 
and safe drinking water. 
The letter to the Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie 
Forest acknowledges that several stipula-

tions identified in the action alternative  
were initially raised by the 13 conservation  
groups in August 2012 in response to the  
scoping comments, including recognition  
of the importance of— 

• the Wild Sky Wilderness 

• recreational opportunities 

• riparian areas, including potential 
Wild & Scenic Rivers 

• habitat and migration corridors. 

The letter also outlines several issues 
the EA failed to address. While the EA 
recommends a No Surface Occupancy 
stipulation (NSO) for Late Successional 
Reserves (LSR) greater than 80 years old 
and totaling 5,036 acres, the letter recom-
mends that all LSRs should receive a NSO 
stipulation, regardless of their age. The 
letter also points out that it was not clear 
whether the EA had taken into account the 
value of viewsheds in the area, and did not 
seem to have recommended restrictions 
on use in these areas. 

Next, the letter points out that the EA 
assumes equal geothermal potential for 
all land in the study which, based on the 
results of experimental drilling by the 

Snohomish Public Utilities District, might 
not be the case. Additionally, while the 
Wild Sky Wilderness is not included in 
the geothermal leasing proposal, the let-
ter recommends that directional drilling 
underneath the Wild Sky Wilderness also 
be expressly prohibited. Finally, the letter 
asks the agency to stipulate that all access 
for drilling shall take place using existing 
open roads, with drill pads either on exist-
ing road or immediately adjacent to it to 
minimize impacts. 

The Environmental Assessment is the 
second opportunity for public com-
ment on the possibility of allowing 
the BLM to lease these lands for geo-
thermal exploration in this area. Last 
August, these organizations submit-
ted scoping comments on the project 
advised the Forest Service on which 
issues to study in the EA. This July 
26 letter responded to the recently 
released EA. NCCC and the other or-
ganizations will continue to monitor 
this project as it moves forward. 

State purchase Continued from page 16 

ness operations of the Yakima valley, get 
their new dam at Bumping, they are still 
unlikely to ever actually see their wa-
ter allocations increased by much. The 
watershed above Bumping Lake is neither 
large enough nor rainy enough to justif y a 
bigger dam. That’s why the dam there now 
is the size that it is. An expanded reservoir 
would not reliably fill. Even the Bureau of 
Reclamation, never known for underesti-
mating the “benefits” of projects, has twice 
rejected the idea. 

The one thing that would actually make 
a difference—meaningful and effective 
water conservation and marketing—is not 
to be found in the Yakima Plan, which 
pays only the barest lip service to the idea. 
The Plan seems designed to lock in the 

current outdated and wasteful practices. 
Much of the water delivered in the Kit-
titas and Yakima valleys goes to low-value 
crops. Any sensible plan would allow and 
encourage growers of high value-added 
crops to bid on and pay a fair price for 
water, putting it to far better use than it is 
now. 

But instead of taking steps that might ac-
tually increase food security and prepare 
for changing climates, the Yakima Plan 
simply encourages yet more of the colossal 
waste that is longstanding practice in the 
Yakima valley. Water will continue to be 
delivered for next to nothing to opera-
tions that value it accordingly, spraying it 
around wastefully to evaporate or simply 
blow away. The taxpayers will be expected 

to continue picking up the bills for all of 
this. Irreplaceable ancient forests will be 
sacrificed. Crazy pumped storage schemes, 
def ying every law of physics, economics 
and common sense, may be built. All this, 
just to allow business as usual to carry on 
in the Yakima valley for a few more years. 
If things stay on their present course, they 
don’t look to end well. 

Yakima Plan coverage continues on 
page 21 with an editorial from the 
Everett Herald. 
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New dams aren’t the way to address water needs
	
By Chris Maykut, Brock Evans and Estella Leopold 

NCCC helped draft this Everett 
Herald piece about the Yakima 
Plan, published September 22, 
2013 

“In arid regions we attempt to offset the 
process of wastage by reclamation, but 
it is only too evident that the prospective 
longevity of reclamation projects is often 
short. In our own West, the best of them 
may not last a century.” 

— Aldo Leopold, writing on “The Land 
Ethic” in “A Sand County Almanac” 

The Everett Herald recently published a 
guest column by supporters of the Yakima 
Water Plan (“Yakima Basin water plan 
benefits farmers and fish,” September 15, 
2013). While the Yakima Water Plan has 
good elements — improving Yakima River 
salmon passage and some wilderness pro-
tections — the costs are too high. 

The Yakima Water Plan proposes two 
new irrigation dams (Bumping Lake and 
Wymer) costing taxpayers billions and 
destroying places precious to people and 
wildlife. The Bumping Lake dam would 
drown magnificent ancient forests adja-
cent to the William O. Douglas Wilderness 
-- comparable to the Olympic’s Hoh River 
Valley. The Wymer dam would drown sage 
grouse shrub-steppe habitat. 

How did we get to this point? Weren’t 
we just recently celebrating the removal of 
the Elwha dams? 

First, dam proposals are the “undead.” 
They never die. New Yakima Basin irriga-
tion dams have been cussed and discussed 
for decades — but never built. 

Under scrutiny, dam construction and 
maintenance are money-losers for tax-
payers. Indeed, the 2012 Green Scissors 
report on wasteful and damaging federal 
projects includes both proposed Yakima 
dams. 

Nationwide, dams and other infra-
structure are largely built out — many 
deteriorating and in disrepair, as reported 
in October by the National Research 
Council. We can’t afford existing dams, let 
alone new ones. New Yakima dams would 
merely “kick the can down the road.” Wa-
ter would go unused except in water-short 

years — at first. But irrigation expands 
to use available water. Then we’ll need 
another dam, and another. 

Crops are water — and when we export 
such crops as hay for Japanese racehorses, 
we are exporting our most precious natu-
ral resource: Washington’s water. 

The costs of water delivery from new 
storage projects would be mostly borne 
by taxpayers, and by salmon and other 
wildlife that depend on these same waters, 
not by the irrigation districts that would 
benefit. 

There are better, less costly ways to rem-
edy the imbalance between water demand 
and limited water supply. Here are some: 

•		 Yakima irrigators have not paid for 
the costs of the existing five federal 
dams. Market forces need to play a 
greater role to curb water waste. 

•		 Rather than taxpayers spending 
billions, water conservation in the 
Yakima should be mandatory, not 
optional. 

•		 Large volumes of federal water-proj-
ect-grown hay are exported to Japan 
for racehorses. In a water-scarce 
basin, appropriate crop selection is 
essential. 

•		 Canals and ditches need to be lined 
and piped to stop wasting precious 
water. 

Finally, a word about ethics and public 
participation. From the start, the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Department of 
Ecology manipulated the process and par-
ticipants to achieve their desired outcome: 
new dams. “Anything to achieve an end” 
may expediently get to pouring concrete --
but it breaches trust and corrodes institu-
tions. 

Behind-closed-doors dealings help ex-
plain the Yakima Plan’s provisions. 

The Plan would have Congress forever 
constrain the Forest Service’s ability to 
manage wildlife habitat and watershed in 
the Teanaway and Manastash-Taneum ba-
sins within the Okanogan-Wenatchee Na-
tional Forest by designating 41,000 acres 
of our National Forest lands for “back-
country motorized” National Recreation 
Areas (NR As) degrading headwater habitat 

with increased motorcycles on trails and 
snowmobiles cross-countr y. 

The public had 45 days to comment on 
the agencies’ draft Yakima Plan — until 
Jan. 3, 2012. One day later, on Jan. 4, Plan 
proponents revealed the motorized NR A 
provision, and later added it to the Plan. 
Not even Forest Service staff of the Cle 
Elum Ranger District was consulted. Now 
the Plan supporters are backing away from 
the proposal for NR As, saying they will 
“defer” it until after the current Forest Plan 
process — but the proposal for NR As is 
still in the Yakima Water Plan. 

Because of all these substantive and pro-
cedural f laws, more than thirty conserva-
tion organizations have refused to support 
the Yakima Plan, its dams and its proposed 
NR As, including the Sierra Club, Audu-
bon, The Mountaineers, the Washington 
Environmental Council, Friends of Bump-
ing Lake, Washington Wild, ALPS, the 
North Cascades Conservation Council, the 
Endangered Species Coalition and the Fed-
eration of Western Outdoor Clubs. Many 
of them testified in the state Legislature’s 
hearings this year. 

We need a new ethic for the lands and 
waters — for the Yakima, and far beyond. 
We cannot dam our way out of climate 
change and water shortages. Bumping 
Lake and the Wymer site (between El-
lensburg and Yakima) are now threatened 
with destruction by new irrigation dams. 
You can help. Together we need to wave a 
big red stop sign at the Yakima Plan: STOP 
new dams and STOP water waste in the 
Yakima Basin. 

The Yakima Plan does not deserve the 
support of elected officials, state and 
federal resource agencies, or any conserva-
tion organization. It does deserve more 
scrutiny by the Everett Herald. A lot more. 

Chris Maykut is a Seattle restaurateur 
who leads Friends of Bumping Lake. 
Brock Evans is President of Endangered 
Species Coalition, and served for many 
years as the Sierra Club’s Northwest 
Regional Director. In 1972, he received 
the Washington Environmental Council’s 
“Environmentalist of the Year” Award, 
the first time the award was given. Estella 
Leopold, youngest daughter of Aldo Leo-
pold, is a paleobotanist who has worked 
to protect forests and waters of the Pacific 
Northwest. 
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