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Mission Statements 
The Mission of the Department of the Interior is to protect 
and provide access to our Nation's natural and cultural 
heritage and honor our trust responsibilities to Indian 
Tribes and our commitments to island communities. 

The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, 
develop, and protect water and related resources in an 
environmentally and economically sound manner in the 
interest of the American public. 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations
 
2-D two-dimensional 
Acquavella State of Washington Department of Ecology v. James J. 

Acquavella et al. 
AHA All H: Habitat, Hatcheries, Harvest, and the Hydroelectric   

Analyzer 
ALE Reserve Arid Lands Ecology Reserve 
BCA benefit-cost analysis 
BIOP Biological Opinion 
BLM Bureau of Land Management 
BPA Bonneville Power Administration 
CAR Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report 
cfs cubic feet per second 
CRBWMP Columbia River Basin Water Management Program 
CRP Conservation Reserve Program 
DOE U.S. Department of Energy 
DPS distinct population segment 
Draft PR/EIS Draft Planning Report/Environmental Impact Statement, 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 
DSS decision support system  
Ecology Washington State Department of Ecology 
El. Elevation 
EDT Ecosystem Diagnostics and Treatment 
EIS environmental impact statement 
EO Executive Order 
EQ Environmental Quality 
ES Executive Summary 
ESA Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended 
ET Pan Evaporation 
FAR Fourth Assessment Report 
FCRPS Federal Columbia River Power System 
FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Final PR/EIS Final Planning Report/Environmental Impact Statement, 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 
FLIR forward-looking infrared 
g acceleration of gravity 
GHG green house gases 
Hanford Site Hanford Nuclear Reservation 
HEP Habitat Evaluation Procedures 
ITA Indian trust asset 
Kh hydraulic conductivity 
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KID Kennewick Irrigation District 
KRD Kittitas Reclamation District 
kV kilovolt 
kWh kilowatthours 
LiDAR Light Detection And Ranging 
M&I Municipal and Industrial 
maf million acre-feet 
MOA Memorandum of Agreement 
MP mile post 
MPI Max Planck Institute 
NED National Economic Development 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act, as amended 
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 
NRC National Research Council 
NSF National Science Foundation 
OHV off-highway vehicle 
OMR&E operations, maintenance, replacement, and energy 
OSE Other Social Effects 
P&Gs Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for 

Water and Related Land Resources Implementation 
Studies 

PHA Peak Horizontal Acceleration 
PMOA Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement 
PSHA Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Assessment 
QAPP Quality Assurance Project Plan 
Reclamation Bureau of Reclamation 
RED Regional Economic Development 
Richter Richter scale 
RID Roza Irrigation District 
RIS reservoir-induced seismiscity 
RiverWare Yakima Project RiverWare 
RM river mile 
ROD Record of Decision 
SEPA State Environmental Policy Act 
Service U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
SNTEMP Stream Network TEMPerature 
SOAC System Operation Advisory Committee 
SONAR Sound Navigation Ranging 
Storage Study Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 
SVID Sunnyside Valley Irrigation District 
T&E Threatened and Endangered 
TWG Technical Work Group 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

TWSA total water supply available 
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USFS U.S. Forest Service 
USGS U.S. Geological Survey 
W2 CE-QUAL-W2, water quality and hydraulic model 
WDFW Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
WSDOT Washington State Department of Transportation 
WIP Wapato Irrigation Project 
WROS Water Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
YRBWEP Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Program 
YRCAA Yakima Regional Clean Air Authority 
YSFWRB Yakima Subbasin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board 
YTC U.S. Department of the Army, Yakima Training Center 

iii



LHolt
Text Box
 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Comments and Responses 


The Draft Planning Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft PR/EIS) for 
the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study (Storage Study) was 
filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Washington State 
Environmental Policy Act Register on January 29, 2008. A Notice of Availability 
and Public Hearings appeared in the Federal Register February 1, 2008. The 
Bureau of Reclamation sent a news release announcing availability of the Draft 
PR/EIS and dates, times, and locations of the public hearings to area media, and 
the Washington State Department of Ecology published a Notice of Availability 
in area newspapers. The comment period extended until March 31, 2008. 

Approximately 750 copies of the Draft PR/EIS were distributed to Federal, State, 
and local agencies; Native American Tribes; irrigation districts; interested 
members of organizations and entities; and the general public. The Draft PR/EIS 
and supporting technical reports were also available online at Federal and State 
Web sites. 

A total of 163 unique letters and 183 form letters were received during the public 
comment period. From these letters, a total of 792 individual comments were 
identified and addressed. 

On Wednesday, February 27, 2008, an open house and formal public hearing 
were held in the afternoon and a second open house and public hearing were held 
in the evening in Yakima, Washington.  On Thursday, February 28, 2008, an open 
house and formal public hearing were held in the afternoon and a second open 
house and formal hearing were held in the evening in Kennewick, Washington.  
In Yakima, 31 speakers gave formal oral testimony at the afternoon hearing, and 
15 gave testimony at the evening hearing.  In Kennewick, 17 speakers gave 
formal oral testimony at the afternoon hearing, and 17 speakers gave testimony at 
the evening hearing. A total of 17 entities provided written public hearing 
comments. The public hearing record is available for review at Reclamation’s 
Upper Columbia Area Office in Yakima, Washington, and in the Pacific 
Northwest Regional Office in Boise, Idaho.  The public hearing record is also 
posted on the Storage Study Web site, 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/storage_study/index.html. 

The comment letters and a summary of the public hearing testimony are 
reproduced in this volume. Responses to the individual comments follow the 
comment documents.  There are many citations of documents and publications 
within the responses; those references are included in Volume 1 of the Final 
PR/EIS. 

Ecology and Reclamation served as joint lead agencies for the Draft PR/EIS.  On 
the basis of comments received on the Draft PR/EIS, the State of Washington 
decided not to proceed further with a joint Final PR/EIS.  Rather, Ecology is 
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each 
comment document and response to that document begins.  Designation code 
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a 
particular group or individual within that category. 

Commenter Designation 
Page No. 

Comment Response 

Indian Tribes 

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation: 
comments on Cultural Resources; comments on Black 
Rock Alternative Hydrogeologic Technical Documents; 
General comments TRB-0001 15 397 

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation:  
Joint Yakama Nation/Roza Irrigation District comments TRB-0002 31 03 

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation:  
Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program 
comments TRB-0003 5 404 

Federal Agencies 

Department of Energy, Hanford Site FED-0001 41 405 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 FED-0002 44 405 

Department of the Army, Installation Management 
Command, U.S. Army Garrison, Yakima Training 
Center FED-0003 2 407 

Department of the Army, Seattle District, Corps of 
Engineers  FED-0004 6 409 

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory FED-0005 58 411 

Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management FED-0006 60 411 

Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service FED-0007 66 414 

State of Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife WAS-0001 69 414 
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serving as a cooperating agency for the Final PR/EIS.  In addition, Ecology is 
continuing its State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) process independent of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process to evaluate a broad range of 
solutions to water resource problems in the Yakima River basin.  Ecology will 
respond in its Final EIS to the comments it received on the State Alternatives 
evaluated in the Draft PR/EIS. 

A number of identical or similar comments appeared in many of the comment 
documents.  Where the substance of a comment has already received a response, 
the reader is referred to a previous response. 

The following table provides a list of those who commented on the Draft PR/EIS, 
the alphanumeric designation of the comment document, and the page number 
where the comment document and the response to the comment document appear. 
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Comments and Responses

Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each 
comment document and response to that document begins.  Designation code 
letters identify a category  of commenters, while the code number identifies a 
particular group or individual within that category. 

Page No. 
Commenter Designation Comment Response 

Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation  WAS-0002 87 424 

Department of Natural Resources WAS-0003 88 425 

Department of Transportation  WAS-0004 90 425 

Local Agencies  

Yakima County Auditor LOC-0001 92 425 

Yakima County Commissioners LOC-0002 93 425 

Yakima Regional Clean Air Authority  LOC-0003 101 427 

Board of County Commissioners, Benton County LOC-0004 102 427 

Organizations  

Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board ORG-0001 107 429 

Hop Growers of Washington 
Washington State Dairy Federation ORG-0002 110 430 

Admiralty Audubon Society ORG-0003 113 430 

Riparian Owners of Ferry County  ORG-0004 114 431 

Western Watersheds Project ORG-0005 115 431 

American Rivers, Northwest Regional Office ORG-0006 116 431 

The Center for Environmental Law and Policy ORG-0007 124 433 

Yakima Basin Storage Alliance ORG-0008 145 444 

Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society  ORG-0009 157 449 

Vancouver Audubon Society ORG-0010 168 454 

Columbia Riverkeeper ORG-0011 170 454 

Washington State Council of the Federation of Fly  
Fishers ORG-0012          171 54 

Yakima Basin Water Resources Agency ORG-0013 172 454 

Kittitas Audubon Society ORG-0014 173 454 

Individuals  

Forbes Mercy IND-0001 174 455 

Carol Coker IND-0002 176 455 

John A. Estep IND-0003 177 455 

Lois Stansel IND-0004 178 455 

Gary Travis IND-0005 179 455 
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each 
comment document and response to that document begins.  Designation code 
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a 
particular group or individual within that category. 

Commenter Designation 
Page No. 

Comment Response 

Mike Harves IND-0006 180 455 

Ron Moore IND-0007 181 455 

Darlene Dahlin IND-0008 184 455 

Bob Whitney IND-0009 186 455 

Scott P. Holman IND-0010 188 455 

Joseph Lowatchie IND-0011 189 455 

Jim Dwinell IND-0012 190 455 

Diane Smestad IND-0013 191 455 

Tom Utterback IND-0014 192 455 

Oly Olsen IND-0015 193 456 

Stephen Bohnemeyer IND-0016 194 456 

Don and Carolyn Clark IND-0017 195 456 

Jena F. Gilman IND-0018 197 456 

Deidre Link IND-0019 198 456 

Pat Reynolds IND-0020 199 456 

Wayne Ude IND-0021 200 456 

Richard Artley IND-0022 201 456 

Lorna Emerich IND-0023 202 456 

Alexandra Amonette IND-0024 203 456 

Michael J. Luzzo IND-0025 204 456 

Kenneth A. Hammond IND-0026 206 456 

Jack A. Stanford IND-0027 214 457 

Kenneth E. Lewis IND-0028 217 458 

Kurt Sharar IND-0029 220 458 

Julie Alaimo (one of 183 identical or nearly identical 
e-mails)∗ IND-0030 227  459 

Llyn Doremus IND-0031 228 459 

Bonnie Dunham IND-0032 229 459 

∗ See list at the end of this table for names of people who submitted identical or nearly 
identical letters. 
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each 
comment document and response to that document begins.  Designation code 
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a 
particular group or individual within that category. 

Commenter Designation 
Page No. 

Comment Response 

Duane Faletti IND-0033 231 460 

Lila Shaw Girvin IND-0034 233 460 

George W. Girvin IND-0035 234 460 

Marilyn Hayes IND-0036 235 460 

Cecelia Hickel IND-0037 236 460 

Fred G. Higginbotham IND-0038 239 460 

Liz and Bob Lathrop IND-0039 241 460 

Anne and Jack Middleton IND-0040 242 460 

Arthur Miller IND-0041 243 460 

Elaine Packard IND-0042 245 460 

Peter Rimbos IND-0043 246 460 

Richard J. Rivers IND-0044 247 461 

Mike Sebring IND-0045 248 461 

Fred Simonen IND-0046 249 461 

Christine Simonen IND-0047 250 461 

Cheryl Smith IND-0048 251 461 

Brian Stadelman IND-0049 252 461 

Ted Strong IND-0050 253 461 

F. Struck IND-0051 258 461 

Mr. and Mrs. Lynn A.Taylor IND-0052 259 461 

Ken Weeks IND-0053 261 461 

Dana Carl Ward IND-0054 262 461 

Joyce C. Gruenewald IND-0055 264 462 

Fredric L. Plachta IND-0056 265 462 

Nathan E. Ballou IND-0057 267 463 

Kenneth R. Bevis IND-0058 268 463 

Kip Dieringer IND-0059 269 463 

Robert Birney IND-0060 270 463 

Julie Titone IND-0061 271 463 

Alton Haymaker IND-0062 272 463 
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each 
comment document and response to that document begins.  Designation code 
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a 
particular group or individual within that category. 

Commenter Designation 
Page No. 

Comment Response 

Daniel Hawley IND-0063 273 463 

C.J. Klarich IND-0064 274 463 

Jennifer Wynkoop IND-0065 278 465 

Jack Dawson IND-0066 279 465 

Craig Miller IND-0067 280 465 

Mark Hamlin IND-0068 281 465 

Ellen M. Smith IND-0069 282 465 

Jon Soest IND-0070 283 465 

Carl M. Jensen IND-0071 284 465 

Marshall Goldberg IND-0072 285 465 

Phelps Freeborn IND-0073 286 465 

Phelps Freeborn IND-0074 287 465 

Bruce A. Johnson IND-0075 289 465 

Michael Siptrolls IND-0076 290 465 

Jeanne Poirier IND-0077 291 465 

Pat Colyer IND-0078 292 465 

Joe Ginsburg IND-0079 293 466 

Meredith Long IND-0080 294 466 

Murrel Dawson IND-0081 295 466 

Gwen Rawlings IND-0082 296 466 

Edgar A. Meyer IND-0083 297 466 

Dennis Neuzil IND-0084 298  466 

Tracy Ouellette IND-0085 299 466 

Susan Evans IND-0086 300 466 

Jean R. Strand IND-0087 301 466 

James Daniel Kinney, Jr. IND-0088 302 466 

Burl L. Booker IND-0089 304 466 

Joseph A. Caggiano IND-0090 305 467 

David E. Ortman IND-0091 307 467 

Steve and Susan McDonald IND-0092 309 468 
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each 
comment document and response to that document begins.  Designation code 

 letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a 
particular group or individual within that category. 

Commenter Designation 
Page No. 

Comment Response 

 Schuyler L. Bradley IND-0093 310 468 

Mickie Chamness IND-0094 311 468 

Deidre Link IND-0095 313 468 

Mary Peters IND-0096 314 468 

 Gayle Robinson IND-0097 316 468 

Hal Shidell IND-0098 317 468 

Richard Vorenkamp IND-0099 318 468 

 Bob Cummings IND-0100 320 468 

Joseph F. and Diane M. Williams IND-0101 321 468 

 Charlotte Reep IND-0102 322 468 

Nancy Rust IND-0103 324  469 

Ann Aagaard IND-0104 325 469 

Cherie Baudrand IND-0105 327 469 

 Jeff Marty IND-0106 328 469 

Pat Tucker IND-0107 329 469 

David Van Cleve IND-0108 330  470 

Margie Van Cleve IND-0109 331  470 

Steve Vest IND-0110 332 470 

Debbie Berkowitz IND-0111 333  470 

George Bowerman IND-0112 334 470 

Carole Byrd IND-0113 335 470 

Brad Chinn IND-0114 336 470 

 Barbara Christensen IND-0115 337  470 

Thomas L. Clarke IND-0116 341  471 

Businesses 

J&J Farm BUS-0001 342 471 

K.L.C. Bee Farm; Krueger Farms BUS-0002 343 471 

 Whalen’s Accounting Service BUS-0003 346 471 

Simpson Bros. Farms, Inc. BUS-0004 347 471 

 Central Valley Bank BUS-0005 348 471 
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each 
comment document and response to that document begins.  Designation code 

 letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a 
particular group or individual within that category. 

Commenter Designation 
Page No. 

Comment Response 

James R. Dillman, Architect BUS-0006 350 471 

Carpenter Farms BUS-0007 352  473 

Bleyhl Farm Service, Inc. BUS-0008 382  474 

AmericanWest Bank BUS-0009 384 474 

AmericanWest Bank BUS-0010 385 474 

AmericanWest Bank BUS-0011 386 474 

AmericanWest Bank BUS-0012 387 474 

AmericanWest Bank BUS-0013 388 474 

TreeTop, Inc. BUS-0014 389 474 

Chinook Business Park BUS-0015 390  475 

 Public Hearings Comments Summary 

 Public Hearings Comments Summary PUB-0001 391 475 

 
Table 2 – List of commenters who 
submitted identical or nearly identical 
letters 

Commenter 

Richard Albrecht 

Susan Alter 

Alexandra Amonette 

Greg Arnold  

 Bradford Axel 

Joan Bailey 

Eldon Ball 

Wendy Barner  

Chase Barton 

Leslie Beck 

Peter and Mary Alice Belov 

Seana Blake 

Joseph Bogaard 

Brian Bouvia 

David Bowman 

Ann Boyce 
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Table 2 – List of commenters who 
submitted identical or nearly identical 
letters 

Commenter 

Elisabeth Brackney  

James Bradford 

Judy Brandon 

Joe Brazie  

Lynn Brevig 

Alexa Brown 

Jack Brown 

John Burgess, Jr. 

Robert and Elizabeth Burns 

Rosemary Busterna 

Sarah Campbell 

Sara Cendejas-Zarelli 

Benjamin Cody  

Patricia Coffey  

Demelza Costa 

Kristin Costello  

Russell Daggat  

Shelley Dahlgren 

Tony DeFalco 

Eric DeJong 

Red Diamond 

Sarah Doherty 

Chuck Dolan 

Jesse Donohue 

George Everett 

Richard Fernald 

Loreli Fister 

Katy Flanagan  

Bert Fox  

Bob and Ginny Freeman 

Catherine Frischmann  

Donn Fry  

Ray Gardner 

R. Garfield 

Marc George 

Mike Gibson 
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Table 2 – List of commenters who 
submitted identical or nearly identical 
letters 

Commenter 

Raymond Gill 

David Gillies 

Ken Goldberg 

David Grant 

John Grant 

Harrison Grathwohl 

Steve Green 

Solo Greene 

Orion Gudgell 

Kyle Haines 

Jim Hajek 

Carla Hammar  

Jens Hansen  

Emilia Hernando 

Judy Heumann 

Harrison Hilbert 

Lisa Hogan 

Holy Holily Holian 

Laura Huddlestone 

Ray Hutchinson  

Lura Irish 

Robert Kaplan  

Cameron Karsten 

Neal Keefer 

Wayne Kelly  

Ryan Kennedy 

Dina Kovarik 

Barb Kruse 

Katie Kubiak 

Susan Kuhn 

Theresa Kunch  

Rose Lagerberg 

Dan Larson 

Jane Larson  

Rhett Lawrence 

Michael Levereault 
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Table 2 – List of commenters who 
submitted identical or nearly identical 
letters 

Commenter 

Debra Linder 

Sandra Lord 

Kathleen Lunghofer 

David Luxem 

June MacArthur  

Diann Macrae  

Craig Markham 

Ronald Marquart 

Robert Masonis 

Stephen Matera  

Eric Mauguy  

Greg Mazer 

Donald Munn 

N. Nault 

Josh Norris 

Michael O'Brien 

Julie O'Donnell  

Peter Ovington 

Dan Page 

Jeannie Park 

Stephen Park 

Teresa Pedersen 

Simon Pollack  

Jeff Powell 

Jean Power 

Mary Rausch  

Bruce Reed 

Jayne Reed 

Bob Rees 

Thomas Reese  

Debra Rehn 

Catherine Reynolds 

David Richmond 

River Eyes 

James Roberts  

Julie Rodgers 
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Table 2 – List of commenters who 
submitted identical or nearly identical 
letters 

Commenter 

Susan Rosenthal 

Debra Saude 

Patricia Scott 

Mark Seery  

Rich Sheibley  

Barbara Shelton 

Forest Shomer  

DawnHeather Simmons 

Rich Simms 

Diana Smith 

Richard Smith  

Venus St. Paul-Endicott 

Charlotte Stahl  

Brad Stanersen 

Laura Stembridge 

Robin Supplee  

Ellyn Sutton (2 letters) 

Kathy Sweeney  

Walter Sykes 

Justin Taylor 

Ricky Taylor 

Fred Teixeira 

Bob Thomas 

Judith Vincent 

Lesa Wagner 

Lawrence Wallman 

Patricia Walter  

Richard Ward 

Carol Watts 

Ken and Jocelyn Weeks 

Kent Werlin 

Julie Whitacre  

Christopher White 

Maria White 

Stephen White  

Karen Wible 
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Table 2 – List of commenters who 
submitted identical or nearly identical 
letters 

Commenter 

Janus Wilhelm  

Erin Wilson 

Greg Wingard 

Marguerite Winkel 

Lisa Wong 

Joan Wozniak  

Jeremy Yates 

Jo Yount 

Matt Zemek 
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Treaty of June 9, IH55 

  

Confederated Tribes and Bands 
of the Yakama Nation 

March 31 , 2008 

Derek 1. Sandison, Regional Director 
SEPA Responsible Official 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
Central Regional Office 
15 West Yakima Avenue, Suite 200 
Yakima, Washington 98902~3401 
Email: DSAN461 @ECY.WAGOV 

David Kaumheimer 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 
Fax: 509~454-5650 
Email: storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov 

Re: Yakama Nation comments on Yakima Basin Storage Study EIS 

Dear Sirs, 

We are submitting the following comments on the EIS for the Yakima Basin Storage Study 
prepared by Yakama Nation staff. These predominantly technical comments are submitted in 
addition to the joint conunent letter submitted with the Roza Irrigation DistTict. While these 
comments are required by March 31" we will continue to produce and submit technical reports 
and reviews under the terms of our agreement with Reclamation. We plan to take particular 
interest in some alternatives that received unduly little attention in the Storage Study EIS. We 
will continue to be active in seeking solutions to the b;:lsin's problems in keeping with our 
instream and oul of stream Treaty water rights. 

The tecllllical comments contain several references to further technical work that would need to 
be done in order to determine the safety and suitability of the Black Reservoir site. Please note 
that we are not recommending that those additional studies be undertaken at this time. We 

Post Offlce Box 151. Fort Road. Toppenish. WA 98948 (5091865·5121 

Comment TRB-0001 
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recommend instead the problem solving approach for proceeding outlined in the joint comment 
letter. 

This document does not constitute a legal position or admission by the Yakama Nation or waive, 
limit. or concede any argument otherwise available to us. The Yakama Nation reserves all rights 
and remedies available to it to protect its Treaty Rights and resources. 

We look forward to working with Ecology, Reclamation, and other parties in developing a 
package of solutions to the problems facing the Yakama basin and its resources. 

Sincerely. 

~~)l 
Ralph Sampson, Jr., Chairman 
Yakama Tribal Council 

Comment ... on Cultural Resources 

General Concerns 

TIle areas of potential efI«:t lie within the ceded area of the Confederated Tribes and 

Bands of the Yakama Nation as set forth in the Treaty of 1855 (12 stat., 95 1) between the 

Yakama Nation and the United States government. With this document, the Yakama Nation 

asserts sole tribal authority in matters pertaining to the management of their cultural resources 

within this area. Management includes determination of significance of impacts to traditional 

cultural properties, archaeological, sacred religious, hunting, gathering, ancestral, legendary, 

historical sites etc. Only the Yakama Nation can determine what is significant to Yakama 

culture. 

However, the overall cultural resource sections are missing a key tribal perspective on 

present traditional cultural properties, archaeological, sacred sites, food gathering and hunting 

areas, critical to traditional cultural practices of present day Yakamas. The only resource 

inventoried in the Cultural Resources report, provided by Archaeological Investigations 

Northwest (AINW), is historical resources and is mirrored in the language of the DraftlEIS. The 
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end result is an inaccurate, incomplete portrayal reliant solely on previous archaeological 

investigations, and does not encompass the full spectrum of cultural resource types. Having not 

provided this complete portrait, levels of cultural significance ore undeterminable at this time. 

Until a formal Class III cultural resource survey is cO:lducted, tribal consultation pursuant to the 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, prescncc of cultural resources and their significance 

calmot be ascertained. 

Furthennorc, thc enhancement, destruction, removal, replacement of ([1/ cultuml 

resources, not just archaeological or historical, signi ficant to the Ynkama Nation is an issue 

unaddressed il1 this DraftlEIS. Mitigation is of the utmost importance to the Yakama Nation, as 

it is the Nation that has lived upon this land since time ofbcginning. The Draft EIS does 

recognize there arc previously recorded archaeological resources within the APE's, which are 

protected by federal cultural resource mandates. Because the APE's lie wi thin the ceded area of 

the Yakama Nation, the Yakama Nation has sole tribal authority over cultural resources 

significant to it. Therefore, without a memorandum of agreement between the Yakama Nation 

and the federal agency, the proposed project wi ll be in violation orthe National Enviromnental 

Policy Act, National Historic Properties Act, Executive Order 13007, American Indian Religious 

Freedom Act, Archaeological Resources Protection Act, and Archaeological and Historic 

Preservation Act. Costs for this mitigation would be considerable but have yet to be included in 

thc overall economic impacts of the proposed project. 

Specific concerns 

Page 4-254 

Section 4.20. 1.1 

Paragraph 3 

The author misinterprets Ray (1939) by overstating the likenesses between Plains and 

Plateau after the introduction of the horse. This stance has since been displaced by Anastasio 

(1955, 1972) and states Ray as doing the exact opposite of what the author suggests in this 

paragraph. He explains that Ray had refuted the Plateau os a "cultural void fil led with 

miscellaneous items borrowed from the Northwest and Plains cultures. In fact, Ray displays the 
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"cultural wlity of the area in contrast [not in likeness] with surrounding culture areas and 

describes some ofils major charac leri s l ic~, such as the emphasis 011 village and band political 

autonomy, the stress on peaceful means for determining intergroup relations. and a munber of 

other features." Furthermore, Anastasio cominues to explain that the horse did much to intensify 

and change the appearance of trade between Plateau and other cul ture areas. If anything, the 

horse created a much more complex portrait of intertribal relations then is summarized by the 

authors' findings. The authors' summary is superficial and has managed to boil down the 

intertribal trading economies of Plains and the Plateau to create a mono-Plains horse culture. 

The authors do not provide a clear theoretical approach towards defining their use o r 

tribal groups at any point in time. The CWTent logic jumps from tribal confederation (Yakama) 

to culture area (Plaleau) to mish-mash of tribal confederation and an undefined group ofnutive 

people (Yakama and related groups) to the village level (rsikik). The authors offer no temporal 

reference as 10 the political existence of these groupings or the area of which these tribal groups 

inhabited. Certainly the author recognizes the Treaty of 1855 and that the APE ror each 

alternative lie within the ceded area of the Yakama Nation. But just as soon as lhe aulilors 

introduce this jurisdictional issue, they complicate the situation by widening the scope to include 

the other Columbirt Plateau tribes (Umati lla Colville, Wanapum). Without an introduction to 

these groups and an explanation as to their relevance to the APE, the message for their inclusion 

is unclear and confusing. 

The authors discount the complex troding networks lhat have been maintained for 

millennia between Plateau and not only Plains tribes but California, Great Basin and Northwest 

Coast tribes as well. Walker's (1997) work, along with tbat of Anastasio (1955, 1972), has 

clearly refuted the conflaled concept that Plaills culture has had such an overwhelming impact on 

tbe Plateau, that it causcd Plateau tribes 10 instantaneously abandon their cultural identity and 

social order for that of another. Setting aside that the author imagines this diffusion could have 

taken place 200, epidemics were also sweep!ng through the Plateau as was the first migration of 

European seulers. The epidemics, along with lhe posed threat of land loss, encroachment of 

settlers, and the religious and cultural assimilation seltlers brought with them, could have j ust as 

easily caused this tighter political alliance between bands and tribes of the Yakama and "related 

tribes". 
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Moreover. the author exaggerates the influence of an cast to west trt:nd in intertribal trade 

after the appearance of the horse. Plateau groups were part ora very complex and diverse trade 

web stretching into other culture areas besides those to the east Just as the authors emphasize 

this east to west trend. items of great value moved from the Plateau to the east, as well. The 

Dentaliwn, fo r example, originates from the Northwest Coast. For some Plateau tribes, this 5hell 

was used as money and traded with Ploins tribes who valued it as much as their western 

neighbors. Tribes, such as the Lakota. adomed themselves with the valuoble shell on clothing 

and accessories (Would this not be an odoption of Plateau clothing styles?). The horse did much 

to change the lifestyles of the Yokama and related groups. Combined with aforementioned 

political and environmental factors. the changes that took place, on the Columbia Plateau before, 

during, and after their appearance, are complex far beyond the nine lines provided by the authors. 

Plateau social orgrutization has been widely studied in anthropology. Of those studies. 

Ackennan points out that Plateau social organization, in tenns of gender roles. is defined as the 

equal or balanced access of men and women to power, outhority, and autonomy in four social 

spheres" - economic. domestic. political, and religious" (Ackerman 2003: 24). Meanwhile, in 

tenns of pol iii cal organization, Walker describes that the role of "head men", which were 

typically chosen based on "qualities of wisdom , personal character, and leadership", existed on a 

village level. Chiefs, on the other hand. were associated with larger bands or tribal organizations 

(1998:336). Trddilionally, chiefs do and did exist, especially in terms of regulating such 

activities as fishing and hunting. 

4.20.2.4 Mitigation 

How would adverse impacts to cultural sites eligible for the NRHP under criteria other 

than 0 be mi tigated for? If a site is e ligible in tenllS ofan association with an important event in 

tribal history (Criterion A) or a figure/individual significant to the tribe (flesh and blood or 

otherwise), what action(s) would mitigate the destruction of that site or place? As it is unlikely 

that mitigation could be pursued via archaeological data recovery for a site that is not deemed as 

Notiona] Register eligible in tenns of its archaeological data potential, but rather for its cultural 

association or meaning, mitigation to the effected tribe would likely be in monetary terms. 

Consultation with effected tribes in terms o fNRHP el igibility would not be an option, but 

mther mandatory due to the potential for sites to be e ligible to the National Register under 
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Criteria other than D. This is not referring to TCPs. but rather eligibility ouLc;ide the viewpoint of 

archaeology and archaeological data potential (Criterion D). 

Consultation with effected tribes during the development ofan MOA for mitigation 

measures would also not be optional. Reclamation. SHPO, or the ACHP would be poorly 

equipped to define either the damages or appropriate mitigatioll for sites eligible to the NRHP in 

tenus of tribal cultural vahles and viewpoints. Further, development of an mitigation MOA is 

likely to be viewed as the creation of Reclamation policy. which would therefore be subject to 

Executive Order 13175 which requires regular and meaningful consultation and collaboration 

with Nativc American governments. 

4.20.2.5 Cum ulative Impacts 

nus section makes reference to "historic resources", the non-renewable nature of these 

resources, the goal of archeological investigations being able to re.oCreate a site 

or historic property in the laboratory, and the desirability of preserving a portion of a site for 

future analytical methods which might be able to extract additional archaeological data from a 

site. Although it does not state i1 specifically. the title of this section would imply that this would 

be the way to address the cumulative impacts afthe chosen altemative. This fu rther implies 

"historic resources" and the cumulative impacts upon them will only be addressed in terms of 

archaeology and archaeological data recovery. nlis extremely limited view of historic resources 

is a complete failure as far as meeting the intent of the NHPA. which does not define history or 

what is thought to be an historic resoW'Ce solely in terms of archaeology or archaeological data. 

In terms of the NHPA, what is considered an historic resource, its importancc or National 

Register eligibility. and whether it maintains its integrity, is defined by the people who consider 

it important. Therefore. how cumulative impacts are addressed cannot be done only through 

archaeological means and still maintain compliance with NHPA Section 106. 

4.22 Indian Trust Assets 

Under both the Wymer and Black Rock Altematives, the flooding of the respective 

reservoirs would at minimum lead to significant loss ofterrcstrial resources. Although the 

Yakama Nation rights to these resources defined by the Treaty of 1855 would not be altcred, if 
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the resources themselves were eliminated, then the right to utilize them becomes irrelevant. 

Therefore, the destruction of resources would ultimately and equally diminish the rights of the 

Yakama Nation to those resources. 

Comments on Black Rock Alternafive Hvdroe:eologic Technical Documents 

There was too little time to review the complete sci of technical documents provided by the 
Bureau of Reclamation regarding the proposed Black Rock dam and reservoir. therefore, some of 
the following statements and questions may have been addressed in some of the documents not 
reviewed or only briefly evaluated. The following discussions are based upon infomlation 
presented in the following documents; 

- Draft environmental planning report/impact statement, January 2008; 
- TS-YSS-5, Dcc 2004; 
- TS-YSS-19, Sep12007; 
-Spant:.2004; 
-SpaDe, 2007; and 
- Columbia Geotechnical Associates, Feb 2004. 

The evaluation of the available technical presented in four Sections, 1. Summary. 2. General 
Comments, 3. Specific Comments and 4. Future Studies. 

I. Summary 

1.1 Insufficient technical data is provided by the Bureau of Reclamation regarding thc 
hydrogeology of the Black Rock dam and reservoir sites to al low a conclusive evaluation of the 
suitability orthe sites fo r dam and reservoir construction at this time. Additional hydrologic tests 
would be required if the Black Rock alternative were to receive further consideration including 
"long term," on the order of weeks, controlled pumping tests designed to evaluate the areal 
hydrogeologic properties of the sedimentary valley fill and basalt aquifer systems, including 
transmissivity, storativily and vertical leakage. 

1.2 A rigorous hydrogeologic testing progranl would nced to be undertaken if the hydrologic 
suitability of the Black Rock dam and reservoir is to be proven. Hydrogeologic studies reported 
upon in the referenced tet:hnical docwnents were preliminary in nature, conducting 
reconnaissance geologic investigation, and short duration low stress hydrologic tests. The 
referenced studies did not provide the informalion required to design andlor evaluate the 
potential effects of a $4.5 billion dam construction nod operation project. There is insufficient 
data currently avai lable to evaluate the potential effects of reservoir leakage upon underlying 
groundwater now systems, dam safety and issues regarding contamination present at the Hanford 
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site. There would be a need for additional information before Yakama Nation Staff could make a 
reconunendation regarding the hydrogeologic suitabi lity of the proposed Black Rock dam and 
reservoir. Some potential studies directed toward providing the additional information that would 
be required are discussed in Section 4. 

1.3 There should be no destmction of aquatic habitat allowed associated with constructing a dam, 
a partiaJ purpose of which is 10, improve aquatic habitat. In particular, the mining of aggregate 
from the floodplains of the Yakima and Columbia Rivers should not be furlher considered to 
provide source material for a dam or associated facilities 

1.5 There are questions, posed in Section 3.1 of Ihis cmai l, regarding the realism oCthe 
groundwater computer model presellted in document TS-YSS-19. These questions would need to 
be answered prior to using the outputs of the groundwater model in a technical evaluation of the 
possible impacts of constmcting the proposed Black Rock dam and rcservoir. Addi tionally TS
YSS-19 slates " the model results contain a significant amount of uncertainty due to the Iimitcd 
availability of site hydrogeologic data (p. I )," "the scope of the Black Rock computer model 
development and application is limited (p. 3)," " gathcring new hydrologic data in lhe Dry Creek 
drainage could change the seepage rates that arc presented (p. 79)," and "limited hydrologic 
data" is avai lahle for characterizing the Black Rock site (p. 75). How much faith can be placed in 
design criteria possibly based upon modeling results which might change at a future date as more 
information becomes available? 

1.6 The groundwater computer model presented in document TS-YSS-19 does not address the 
possible effects of reservoir seepage lIpon contaminants present in the subsurface at the Hanford 
site. How might the predicted increased flux al the western boundary of the Hanford site relate to 
potential contaminate mobilization? Nor was the computer model used to evaluate potential 
reservoir seepage should a cutoff wa1l keyed into basalt be placed through the sedimentary 
deposiL .. at the proposed damsite. 

1.7 The radius of influence of the hydrologic tests conducted is of linle extent. The 
hydrogeologic testing program has yet to evnluate a "significant" portion of the proposed dam 
and reselVoir sites. The 200512006 hydrologic testing program reported ly had a maximum radius 
of influence of 50 fcet, basically a pinpoint on the proposed reservoir footprint. 

2. General Comments 

2.1 Hydrogeologic Testing Program 
There would be n need to conduct a hydrogeologic invest igation of the proposed Black Rock 
dam and reservoir sites for further cOllSideratioll of the proposal. The hydraulic propcrlies of the 
site sedimentary sequence, and the Saddle Mountains and Wanapum Basalts would require 
definition so the potential effects of reservoir seepage could be evaluated. The hydrogeologic 
characteristics of the proposed south and north dam abulments would need to be evaluated to 
study possible seepage and dam safety issues. A conceptual hydrologic testing program is 
discussed ill Sections 3. 1.12 and 4. 
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2.2 Hanford Conlaminalion 
The issues regarding the potential mobilization of contamination present within the subsurface at 
the Hanford site were apparently not addressed by the Bureau of Reclamation groundwater 
modeling study presented in document No. TS· YSS·1 9 or other Black Rock teclmical documents 
which were reviewed. The questions regarding the effects of potential reservoir seepage on the 
Hanford site were stated to be better addressed by the site specific Hanford groundwater model 
then the regional USGS groundwater model used to evaluate potential reservoir seepage. 
Groundwater modeling results were presented as a series of figures showing increases in 
hydraulic head radial to the proposed reservoir and within the boundaries of the Hanford site. No 
discussion was presented regarding the potential effects of the head increases upon the 
hydrogeo logy of the Hanford site. Is the water table within thc unconfi ned aquifer present in the 
Hanford site sedimentary deposits, for example, predicted 10 reach ground surface at some point 
during the modeled time framc. 

3. Specific Commcnts 

3. 1 Black Rock computer groundwater model, TS· YSS·19, Sept. 2007 

3. 1.1 It is stated several times in document TS·YSS- 19 that limited aquife r testing has been 
accomplished at the Black Rock site. Increasing the amount of avai lable hydrogeologic data 
might increase the presumed reliabi li ty of computer model outputs, and resulting estimates of 
reservoir seepAge and other potential effects of Black Rock construction and operation. 

3. 1.2 It does not appear realistic to use a single hydraulic conductivity value fo r a computer 
model layer which hydrogeologic knowledge and testing show to be inhomogeneous and 
anisotropic. There appears to be something mathematically incorrect about taking an average 
value. tnmsmissivity, For a stratigraphic interval where a hydrologic tcst was perfonned, and 
averaging this average value over the lested interval. to derive a value for hydraulic conductivity. 
which then becomes the specific value for the tested interval, thcn following completion ofa 
sequence of hydrologic tests within the same stratigraphic unit have been completed the results 
are again averaged and a specific hydraulic conductivity value detemlined fo r inclusion in the 
computer model. 

Additionally " long tenn" pumping tests show that aquifer transm issivity and storativity will 
change as pumping lime increases as the pumping well's cone of influence enlarges to 
encompass a larger mass of aquifer material. Pumping tests have shown this to be a fact in both 
sedimentary valley fill and layered basalt aquife r systems. Transmissivity generally will decrease 
with increased pumping time as regions of lower hydraulic conductivity are encountered, while 
storativity will increase with increased pumping time as the role of vertical groundwater leakage 
increases as groundwater level drawdowns within the pumped uquifer increase. Can the USGS 
regional groundwater model for the Columbia Plateau simulate these conditions? 

Additionally, it is stated several times in document TS-YSS-19 that limited aquife r testing has 
been accomplished at the Black Rock site. This results in limited site·specifie data to specify 
model conditions. 
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3.1.3 It appears that a steady state groundwater model was calibrated with transient data (p. 29). 
Irrigation season in the Yakima River Basin generally occurs from March through October, after 
whieh the wells are shut-in and groundwater level recovery begins. Additionally, the economics 
of pumping groundwatcr from the Columbia River Basalt aquifer system often forces the 
termination of pumping from wells that formerly had been used to provide irrigation water for 
crops of marginal valuc. Data from the Toppenish Bllsin show that groundwater level recovery 
occurs for decades fo llowing shut-in or wells completed in the Columbia River Basalt that are no 
longer used to supply irrigation water. 

It is also a common practice regionally to complete irrigation wells in more then onc lmit within 
the Columbia River Basalt aquifer system. The Bureau of Reclamalion should provide tables 
presenting the infomlation provided on driller's well logs ror the observation wells used in model 
calibration, including the depth of a well' s annulus grout seal. 

Additionally, the calibration procedure appears to have been accomplished by the random 
changing of vertical hydraulic conductivities between the Saddle Mountains and Wanapum 
Basalts (pp. 3 1-32). This suggests that the groundwater model is not based upon site specific 
hydrologic conditions, which easts doubt upon the rel iability of the models predictive 
capabilities,. 

3.1.4 What is the basis for the Bureau of Reclamation's assumption that modeled heads within 
]0 feet of measured groundwater levels is "in reasonably good agreement with observations (p. 
32)"? 

3.1.5 The open intervals, those depths not sealed wi th grout, should be noted for the observation 
wells used to cnlibrnte the steady state base case model (Table 5-1 , p. 33). Are the observation 
wells completed in both the Saddle Mountains and WlI.llapUm Basalts or only completed in a 
single hydrogeologic unit? 

3.1.6 Where does the Bureau of Reclamation presume the sediment will come rrom which wil l 
seal the reservoir bottom (p. 38)? What is the basis fo r using a vertical hydraulic conductivity of 
3 x 10-6 em/sec for the sediments at the reservoir site (p. 38)? 

3.1.7 The computer groundwater model does not consider acrual reservoir operating conditions if 
it does not account ror the State of Washington not allowing diversions from the Columbia River 
to the Black Rock reservoir in July and August (p. 38). 

3.1.8 What is the percent of water diverted from the Columbia River which discharge buck to the 
river as a resull of reservoir sccpage? 

3.1.9 What is the presumed physical reason responsible orthe "peaks and valleys" on the 
hydrographs depicting increased aquifer storage (Figure 7-6, p.42) and total reservoir seepage 
(Figure 7-7, p. 43)7 
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3.1.10 It states at the beginning of Section 8.1.3 "total reservoir seepage is the sum of the 
increase in discharge to creeks, drains and springs, and the increase in aquifer storage (p. 52)". 
This implies that there is no flow of reservoir seepage through the Columbia River Basalt aquifer 
system which discharges into the Yakima and Columbia Rivers. This concept of no flow in the 
basalt aquifer system is difficult to comprehend. The Black Rock reservoir will create a recharge 
area upon the Saddle Mowl'tains and Priest Rapids Basalts (see Bureau of Reclamation drawing 
33-100-3473). Presumably some of this groundwater recharge will also move vertically via 
leakage into deeper parts of the Wanapum Basalt . Groundwater movement within the Columbia 
River Basalt aquifer system should be downward and radially from the Black Rock reservoir 
area, eventually reaching groundwater discharge areas located proximate to the Columbia and/or 
Yakima Rivers. 

It is stated on page 77 that "the GHP model predicts little increase in groundwater flow beneath 
Cold Creek in lhe Saddle MOWltains and Wanapum Basalts." This also appears unrealistic. 
Create a new recharge area for the Columbia River Basalt and the interflow zones have sufficient 
transmissivity to transmit large quantitics of ground .... ater. The USGS, for example, conducted a 
water resources investigation of the Toppenish Basin in the early 19705 (1 975 , Water resources 
of the Toppenish Creek Basin, Water Resources Investigations 42-74). The USGS estimated that 
upland recharge to the Columbia River Basalt underlying the Toppenish Basin might be as much 
as 118,000 AF per year, with an estimated 94,000 AF per year discharging from the basalt to the 
overlying Ellensburg Formation as upward leakage proximate to the Yakima River in the 
southeastern part of the Toppenish Basin. 

3.1.11 Who is the "Committee on Fracture Chamcterization and Fluid Flow?" 

3.1.12 The additional hydrologic testing prognun thai would be required for any furthe r 
considcration of the Black Rock should be conducted in a conventional matter with onc pumping 
well per individual test. and with observation wells constructed to monitor the groundwater level 
response in the pumped aquifer, and over and Wlderlying stratigraphic units ofinteresl. The 
pumping and observation wells should each be completed in only one stratigraphic unit. The 
pumping test locations should be located "distant" from irrigation and domestic wells which 
might be open to more then one stratigraphic unit. The pumping test should be conducted for a 
sufficient length of time to cvaluate boundary conditions and groundwater leakage. which could 
require a week or longer of continous pumping. Packer tests can fail to provide accurate 
hydrologic data if groundwater leakage occurs around the pncker due to poor seal andlor fracture 
patterns. A possible pumping test design is discussed in Section 4. 1 below. 

3. 1,13 specific storage 
We could not locale the storage values used in the Black Rock computer model. 
Wi ll groundwater within the Pomona Basalt continue to be under confined conditions once the 
Black Rock reservoir is fi lled or will the Pomona Basalt become a part oCthe overlying 
unconfined aquifer system? 
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3.1.14 There was no computer modeling conducted to evaluate potential reservoir seepage 
should a cutoff wall keyed into the Co lumbia River Basalt be placed through the sedimentary 
valley fill. at the proposed dam site. 

3.1.15 Intcrbedded sediments can be in contact with and rccharge basalt internow zones at the 
distral ends of flows or where erosion has interrupted the continuity of nows. The statement 
implies a need for geologic mapping of the area to be covered by the reservoir. 

3.1.16 Which faullS in the model domain are proven hydraulic barriers, and which faults might 
be transmissive. and may commingle shallow and deep groundwater. and springs? 

3.1.17 Is the Vantage Sandstone hydrologically part of tile Frenchman Springs aquifer system or 
the Grande Ronde aquifer system. 

3.2 Dr. Frank Spone, 2007, Results ohhe borehole hydrologic testing progrlll1l, southcrn 
abutment 

3.2.1 We do not consider the 2007 hydrologic testing program to be a "detailed hydrogeologic 
characterization (p. 3)." Thc 200612006 hydrologic tests reportedly hnd a mnximum radius of 
influence of 50 feet (p.7). 

3.2.2 The unsaturated zone test of Horse thief Mountai n thrust fault breccia "is similar to that 
expected for basalt flowtopslinterflow zones and only slightly higher then the geometric mean 
(p.6)" for other unsaturated zone tests conducted at wells DH-05-01 and DH-06-01. The 
unsaturated zone test of the fau lt zone breccia is 70% greater then the mean value reported for 
the Saddle Mountains Basalt at the Hanford site and 60% greater then that calculated from 
unsalumted zone tests of basalt at wells DH-OS-Ol and DH-06-01. 

Hanford site data 10 being used to evaluate the hydrogeology characteristics of the Black Rock 
region should be presented in tabular fonn SO it clln be reviewed by interested persons. 

3.2.3 Is it physically realistic to compare hydraulic conductivities calculated from data collected 
during unsaturated zone tests, where water is added to the tested interval creating an unnatural 
condition, to hydraulic conductivities calculated from data collected frol11 tests conducted in the 
naturally saturated portion ofa borehole? How much of the unsaturated zone becomes saturated 
when hydrologic tests are conductcd in the unsaturated zone. 

3.2.4 The hydraulic conductivity for the fault zone breccia within well DH-06-01 is 40% lower 
then that calculated for the fault zone breccia within well DH-05-01, suggesting that using foam 
as adriHing fluid additive might have created a well ski n effecting the hydraulic communication 
between well DH-06-0 l and the fault zone breccia. 

We suggest that if the Bureau of Reclamation is going to construct wells within the Columbia 
River Basalt the Bureau buy or contract for equipment capable of drilling basalt without the need 
to use drilling water additives. 
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3.2.5 Figures 2.2. 2.3 and 2.4 
Dr. John W. Harshbarger, Professor Emeritus University of Arizona Department of Geology 
(personal communication) has recommended againstusing sand/gravd pack wells completed in 
basaltic aquifers for testing purposes because the sand/gravel might decrease the transmissivity 
of the fracture zones transmitting groundwater to a well. 

3.2.6 It might be useful to also refer to the transmissivity of a tested interval. Geologic units of 
low hydraulic conductivity can potentially lrunsmillarge quantities of groundwater if sufficiently 
thick. The need for dewatering activities, for instance, at open pit copper mines. 

3.2.7 p.7 "Because of the relative short duration of the tests and unconfined aquifer 
characteristics the radius of in vest igati all for boundary detection was less then or equal to 50 ft. " 

3.2.8 p.6111e saturated zone tests at wells DH-05-01 and OH-06-0l was hampered by 
completion of well DH-05-01 in both the unconfined fault zone breccia and the confined Pomona 
Basait, incomplete isolation ortest intervals, and the short duration of testing. 

3.2.9 p.6 The hydraulic conductivity of the HorscthicfMountain thrust fault zone breccia, 1 x 10-
4 to 4 x 1O~4 em/sec, may dccrcase with increasing depth within the fault breccia. 

The hydraulic conductivity of the Pomona Basalt at wells DH-05-0J and DH-06-0J , 1 x 10-4 to 
0.019 em/sec, is perhaps greater then the fault zone breccia due to ancillary fracturing due to the 
overlying HorsethiefMountain thrust fault. 

3.2.10 p. 7 Testing of confined groundwater within the Pomona Basalt at wells DH-05*Ol arx:I 
DH-06-0l indicated leakage, which was likely not natural but related to the completion of well 
DH-OS-Ol. 

3.3 Appraisal assessment of geology at damsite, TS- YSS-5 , Dec 2004 
3.3.J There was little return of drilling fluid during 2004 drilling activities. 

3.3.2 The document mentions the alternative Black Rock damsite would require 10,000,000 
cubic yards more embankment material then at the original damsite. We could find no 
information regarding how much embankment material will be required at the original damsitc. 

3.3.3 Three landslides are present on Horsethief MOWltain ridge. 

3.3.4 The basalt foundation at the alternate damsite is fractured , broken and of low rock quality. 

3.4 Draft planning report/environmental impact statement, January 2008 
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3.4.4 Computer groundwater modeling indicates reservoir seepage wi ll increase 
groundwater flow into the Hanford Reservation, 

3.4.5 The National Economic Dcvdopment Alternative which evaluates economic 
benefits indicates none of the alternatives studied meet the economic requirements for 
development 

3.5 Dr. Frank Spane, 2004, Results of FY2004 borehole testing 
3.5,1 p. 6 GroundWllter within the Selah and Mabton interbeds at wells DH-04-01 and 
DH-094-02 should be considered to comprise a single groundwater flow system. 

3.5.2 p. 68 The flow interior of the Pomona Basalt mayor may not form a barrier to 
vertical groundwater movement in the vicinity of wells DH-04-01 and OH-04-02. 

3.5.3. p. 68 Groundwater samples collected from the Sclah and Mabton interbed at well 
DH-04-02 indicate similar chemistry. 

3.6 The Washington Atlas and Gazetteer (DeLonne, 2001) depicts "flowing wells" near 
the junction of State Highways 241240. We have found no discussion in the tcclmical 
documents reviewed regnrding the stratigraphic unit these wells are completed in or their 
yield. 

3.7 Does the Bureau of Reclamation intend to leave the Ringold Fonnation and associated 
sediments intact at the proposed Black Rock damsite if the dam is constructed? 

4. Future Studies 

4.1 Pwnping Tests 

4.1.1 There would be n need 10 conduct " long lerm" pumping lests to deternlinc 
hydrogeologic characteristics of the Ringold Formation and associatcd sediments, the 
Saddle Mountains and Wanapum Basalts, and the Horsethieftmst fault and underlying 
"confined" aquifltr in the Pomona Basalt. The pumping test should emphasize the 
evaluation of aquifer transmissivity, storativity, vertical leakage and boundary cond itions. 
PLlmping tests of at least 7 days, 10,000 minutes, in length should initially be p lanned. The 
pumping tests should be designed, conducted and evaluated in a manner consistent with 
methods discussed in Walton (1962, Selected Analytical Methods for Well and Aquifer 
Evaluation), Lohman (1972, Groundwater Hydraulics, USGS Professional Paper 708). 
and Kruseman and deRidder (1990, Analysis and Evaluation of Pwnping Test Data). 

4.1.2 Dr, Frank Spane, 2007, p. 83 , #6 
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"Subsequent test site characterizations should include efforts to characterize the 
hydraulic conductivity and sealing characteristics of any low penneability unit that may 
significantly impact vertical groundwater flow." 

4. 1.3 Dr. Frank Spune, 2004, p.2 
"To assess the hydrologic impact of the potential Blnck Rock Reservoir on local and 
surrounding areas, detailed hydrogeologic characterization of geologic units underlying 
the proposed site is required." 
"Of particular importance is the potential leakage of surface water stored within the 
reservoir, which may altcr existing groundwater systems and adversely impact adjacent 
surface and groundwater basin hydrologic conditions, the Hanford Site." 

4.2 Hanford Studies 
A rigorous evaluation of the possible consequences ofresctvoir seepage upon 
contaminants present within the subsurface at the Hanford site would be required for any 
further consideration of the Black Rock alternative. 

4.3 Bureau of Rcclamution 
II is stated in document TS-YSS-19 that "additional geologic drilling and aqui fer testing 
in the area of the right dam abutment and the Dry Creek drainage are considered essential 
fo r building confidence in a single conceptual model, and a prerequisite for more rigorous 
quantification in the Black Rock model results (p. 55)." 

4.4 Columbia Geotechnical Associates. 2004, pp. 40-41 
4.4.1 Additional geologic mapping should be undertaken to increase the understanding of 
the strotigraphy and structural geology of the area ncar the proposed damsite as pilrt of 
any further consideration of the site. 

4.4.2 The geometry of the north slope orthe HorsethiefMOWltain anticline and the 
Horscthicf Mountai n thrust fault would need to be defined because of their landslide 
potential. Dams have been overtopped by stored water displaced by landslides. 

4.4.3 Geologic mapping of the proposed damsitc north abutment would be required. 

4.4.4 The stratigraphic relationship of the Pomona Basalt flow on the floor of Black Rock 
Valley requires definition. 

4.4.4 The extent of the Elephant Mountain Basah is not known. 

4.4.5 The distribution. thickness and character orthe valley floor gravels requires 
defmition. 

4.4.6 The stratigraphy of the Columbia River Basalt aquifer system in the vicinity of the 
Black Rock dam and reservoir sites is not entirely clear. 

4.4.7 Additional study would be needed to locate and define area geologic structures. 
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General Comments on ErS 

. Xv . '. The 82 kafM&1 goal seems high. It may neglect the fact that most urban 
development is occurring in currently irrigated areas, which greatly reduces or reverses 
net water needs. 

Xvi remove "natural", replace with Wlfegulated 

Xvii 'Change wording: Demand fer water E:-;:istillg water rights from the Yakima River 
cnnnot always be mel in years with below-average runoff. 

Xxiii MtllliciplIl SlIpply Provillerl: It is not clear how the calcttlation is done to show 
that Muni supply would get 68,000 acre feet of new water from Wymer in a 1994 type 
year while proratable irrigation would only receive an additiOllal2% under their 1905 
rights. 

Xxv Unclear what is meant by "change the allocation of COil served water" 

Xxv It may not be true that Market Based Reallocation between districts "would not 
require 
any constnlclion". It is likely that structural modifications would be required to facilitate 
out of district transfers while continuing to meet in-district need for tbose not tmnsferring 
water (given that older delivery systems tend not to operate well at reduced flow levels). 

Xxv Edit Groundwater Storage Altemative. Delete "large" before infiltration basins 
unless they have been sized. Last Sentence should say "this alternative would require 
construction of some combination of facilities. possibly including (your list) depending 
on design." 

Xxxi Wymer: Is this saying that doubling winter flows causes less than \0% habitat 
increase in the Cle Elum River? 

Xxxii The lack of effectiveness stated for some alternatives suggests the need for an 
integraged package. For example, where increasing flows would fail 10 improve access 
to side channels, an accompanying program of habitat improvement should be planned 
and evaluated. 

We believe the Groundwater Storage Altemalive has underestimated the volumes of 
water that could be stored for beneficial instrcam Ilnd out of sIre am uses. We will 
continue 10 evaluale that alternative furthe r in the conlext of the Storage Study beyond 
the EIS process. 
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Recelved in MaillOom  

March 31 , 2008 

Derek I. Sandison, Regional Director 
SEPA Responsible Official 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
Central Regional Office 
15 West Yakima Avenue, Suite 200 
Yakima, Washington 98902~3401 
Email: DSAN461@ECY.WA.GOV 

David Kaumheimer 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 
Fax: 509-454-5650 
Email: storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov 

Re: Joint Yakama Nation, Row Irrigation District comments on Yakima Basin Storage 
Study 

Dear Sirs, 

Thc Yakama Nation and Roza Irrigation District appreciate the opportunity to submit this 
joint letter on the Yakima Basin Storage Study EIS. The Nation and Roza hold two of 
the largcst proratable irrigation rights in the Yakima Basin. The Yakama Nation, in 
addition, holds Time Immemorial Treaty Rights for water to maintain the fishery that has 
supported lh~ economy, diet and culture of the Yakama People for thousands of years. 
We both feel that the only solution to the problems in the Yakima basin is one that 
benefits all resources collectively, Indian, non-Indian, instream and out. Achieving these 
goals will require using all the available tools, including restoration of fish passage, 
additional storage, further conservation, water markets, habitat restoration and others. It 
now seems clear that an overly restrictive congressional authorization for the storage 
study has precluded assembling an appropriate package of measures. It is quite clear that 
storage alone can not solve the range of problems facing the resources. We believe the 
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Stomge Study, for reasons we understand, has fai led develop and evaluate the kind of 
package necessary to solve thc watcr resource problems in the bllsin. It is our hope that 
this letler will point the direction toward what we consider to be the elements of a 
consensus solution to the problems facing the fi shery and agricultural resources of the 
Yakima River basin. 

The Yakama Nation wil l provide detailed comments on the content of the EIS and 
associated technical repom in a separate lcner. This letter does not constitute a legal 
position or admission by either the Yakama Nation or the ROZll Irrigation District nor 
waive. limit or concede any argument otherwise available to either. 

Given that any mutually acceptable solution to the resource problems of the basin wi ll 
requi re a package of measures, it is impractical to analyzc the potential benefits or 
stomge alone, as has been done in the Storage Study. Effective fish utilization ofony 
improved flow regime depends on a concomitant enhancement of habitat access and 
quality in the mainstem and tributaries. Failure to consider all components of the 
package together artificially inflates the relative value of some SlOr.lge alternatives while 
underestimating the value of flow enhancement in general. For example, flow 
improvements in key mainstem reaches considered in tandem with reintroduction of 
anadromous fish above the reservoirs and in tributaries alor.g with restoration of 
mainstem floodplain side channels would likely yield much greater benefits than flow 
improvements alone. Further analysis should be done of the cumulative benefits of upper 
mainstem, Naches I1nn, and tributary instream flow modifications resulting from storage, 
conservation, and acquisition alternatives in tandem with restoration of passage at the 
Yakima Project reservoirs, restoration of flow and passage in the tributaries, and 
recolUlection of the river and its floodplains . 

We believe as a matter of both principal and practical considerations that the least cost 
long-term solutiOns should be identified and evaluated. In addition to considering such 
low-cost alternatives as water marketing, highest benefit per cost storage options need to 
be exhaustively identified. Whatever storage component may be eventually selected as 
part of a package, it is important that it be as economical to build and operate as possible, 
lest thc storage component compete unnecessarily fo r funding with ongoing successful 
sal mon recovery and enhancement projects and place an unnecessary burden on 
agriculture. The 70% criteria for proratnble supply may be a useful planning goal, but is 
not appropriately used on the storage study to eliminate more modest proposals. 

We believe that the storage study has inadvisably removed from consideration options for 
storing Yakima River flows, particularly in the Naches Ami. Gravity storage and release 
will always be less expensive both in capital and operating costs than pump storage. 
Likewise, for pump storage, lower pumping heads equate to lower initial and ongoing 
costs. We suggest a thorough analysis ofboth water budget and potential storage sites for 
Naches ann water. 

We suggest the equivalent water budget analysis be perfomed for the Naches arm as has 
been done fo r the mainstem in the Wymer and Black Rock analysis. It appears that the 
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Bumping al ternative was thrown out based on a simplistic and inappropriate 
consideration of "normative" flows , while other alternatives received a rigorous study 
relating flow with habitat, temperature and other parameters. The Bumping review 
seems to have assumed that any deviation from current measured flow in unregulated 
reaches would be non-normative. One problem is a variety of inconsistent and imprecise 
definitions of the term normative. The manner in which the normative flow cOllcept was 
applied did not lend itself to evaluating small changes in operations, water transfers, 
timing of changes in now, or smaller storage options. Nonnative and natural are not 
synonymous. Nonnative is a concept encompassing functions performed by the 
hydrograph and is determined by the sort of study being done on the other storage study 
alternatives. Reducing peak flows and increasing summer flows mayor may not be less 
normative. Study is required to make that determination . 

Also, it can not be assumed thnt the existing observed flows in the unregulated reaches of 
the Naches arm are either natural or nonnative. Land use practices such as logging and 
road building, which are extensive in parts of the Naches arm, tend to increase peak flows 
and decrease summer flows . Climate change is predicted to further shift the hydrograph 
toward earlier higher peaks and lower sununer flows. Flows in the Naches below the 
confluence with the Tieton are already artificially low, except during flip flop, due to the 
inOut.:nce of Rimrock. Summer restomtion of higher flows in the lower Naches would be 
beneticial, which was the justification for the acquisition of Wapato x, which was a partial 
fix for the problem. 

For the above reasons, we believe the analysis of Bumping., and by extension any other 
storage opportunities on the Naches arm inappropriately eliminated consideration of 
options for storing water generated in the only large part of the basin where additional 
Yakima River water may potentially be stored for the benefit of both instrcam and out of 
stream resources. 

One final and fatal flaw in the Bumpin~ analysis was the assumption that all newly stored 
water would be subject to the same operational constraints as the existing storage. The 
Yakama Nation has not agreed with these existing operational constraints and has, 
additionally, long made it clear that an agreed upon portion of any newly stored water 
would have to be managed by the Yakama Nation as part of its Treaty Right for instream 
flow for fish and other aquatic life. The Bumping analysis assumed all water would be 
managed to maximize carryover and any fish benefits would be coincidental. Given that 
the Yakruna Nation would not support new storage under such conditions, this analysis 
was not fruitful. Bumping was not properly analyzed as a facility for the combined 
purposes of carryover storage as insurance against dry years along with instream flow 
and reducing the impacts of flip flop . Wymer should have been evaluated in combination 
with Bumping or other storage of Naches arm water to provide relief from flip flop 
operations. 

The M&l analysis did not provide clarity. The goal is not well defined and appears to 
ignore the fact that most urban development is occurring in existing irrigated areas, which 
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should greatly lessen future water needs. An adequate analysis or M& I altematives was 
not perrormed. 

In summary, the congressional emphasis on Black Rock seems to have rcquired tile 
Storage Study to bc conducted in reverse. An analysis ofthc problems, needs, and issues, 
utilizing local expertise, should precede evaluating specific projects. Through its scoping 

 :com:ments, the Yakama Nation intended to provide the basis for this discussion of 
probfems and needs. We incorporate those scoping comments by rererence. However, 
'sC6~ing seems to have come too latc in the process to have much influence on the 
diieclion ohile study. 

We recommend that Ecology and Reclamation work with Roza, the Yakama Nation, and 
otherS-"""with interest and cxpertise in water and fisheries managemcnt to construct a 
packa'ge of mcasures to solve problems of Oow, passage, and habitat in the Yakima basin. 
We·are avai lable to discuss this matter further at your conveniencc. 
--.-_. , 

Sincerely, 

Ralph Sampson, Jr., Chairman 
Yakama Tribal Council 

Ric ValicofT, Chairman 
Roza Irrigation District Board of Directors 
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David Kawnhcimer March 26, 2008 
Bureau or Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima. WA 9890 I ~2058 

Subject: Yakama Nation Cultuml Resources Program Comments on the Yakima River 
Basin Water Storage Feasibili ty Study Draft Planning ReportlEIS 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer. 

Enclosed are the Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program (CRP) comments on thc 
above noted draft planning reportlEIS. These comments are focused on both the ErS and 
the Storage Study Class I inventory report prepared for Reclamation by Archaeological 
Investigations Northwest (AJNW) and are divided as such. 

Please contact me at 1~509~865~5 1 21 ext. 4737 or Yakama Nation archaeologist Dave 
Woody at ext. 4760 iryou have any questions. 

Sincerely, ~ 

ohnson Meniniek, Program Manager 
Cultural Resources Program 

Post Offlce Box 151. fort RoM, Toppenish. Wfl989118 (509) 865-5 12 1 
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General Concerns 

The areas or potential affect lie within the ceded area of the Confedcrated Tribes 

and Bands orthe Ynkama Nation as sct forth in the Treaty or 1855 (12 stat., 951) 

between the Yakama Nation and the United States government. With this docwncnc, the 

Yakama Nation asserts sole tribal authority in matters pertaining 10 the management of 

theircultur.lI resources within this area. Management includes dClcnnination of 

significance of impacts to traditional cultural properties, archaeological, Sllcred religious, 

hunting, gathering, ancestral, legendary, historical sites etc. Only the Yakama Nation can 

dctcnnine what is significant to Yakama culture. 

However, the overall cultural resource sections are missing a key tribal 

perspective on present traditional cu1tural properties, archaeological, sacred sites, food 

gathering and hooting areas, critical to tr,lditional cultural practices of present day 

Yakamas. The only resource inventoried in the Cu1tural Resources report, provided by 

Archaeological Investigations Northwest (AJNW), is historical resources and is mirrorc;:d 

in the language of the DraftlEIS. The end result is an inaccurate, incomplete portrayal 

reliwlt solely on previous arcbaeological investigations. and does not encompass the full 

spectrum of cultural resource types. Having not provided this complete portrait, levels of 

cultural significance are undeterminable at this time. Until a fonnal Class III cultural 

resource survey is conducted, tribal consultation pursuant to the National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966, presence of cultural resources and their significance cannot be 

ascertained. 

Furthermore, the enhancement, destruction, removal, replacement of all cultural 

resourccs. not just archaeological or historical. significant to the Yakama Nation is an 

issue unaddressed in this Draft/EIS. Mitigation is of the utmost importance to the 

Yakama Nation, as it is the Nation that has lived upon this land since time of beginning. 

The Draft E1S does recognize there are previously recorded arcbaeological resources 

within the APE's, which are protected by federal cultural resource mandates. Because 

the APE's lie withln thc ccded area of the Yakama Nation. the Yakama Nation has sole 

tribal authority over cultural resources significant to it. Therefore, without a 

memorandOOl of agreement between the Yakruna Nation and the federal agency, the 

proposed project will be in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act, National 
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Historic Properties Act. _Executive Order 13007, American Indi an Religious Freedom 

Act, Archaeological Resources Protection Act, and Archaeological and Historic 

Preservation Acl. Costs for this mitigation would be considerable but have yet to be 

included in the overal1 economic impaClS of thc proposed project. 

Specific concerns 

Page 4-254 

Section 4.20.1.1 

Paragraph 3 

The author misinterprets Ray (1939) by overstating the likenesses between Plains 

and Plateau aftcr the introduction of the horse. This stance has sim.-e been displaced by 

Anastasio (1955,1972) and states Ray as doing the exact opposite of what the author 

suggests in this paragraph. He explains that Ray had refuted the Plateau as a "cultural 

void filled with miscellaneous items borrowed from the Northwest and Plains cultures. 

In fact, Ray displays the "cultural unity oflhc area in contrast [not in likenessJ with 

surrounding culture areas and describes some of its major characteristics, such as the 

emphasis on village and band poli tical autonomy, the stress on peacefu] means for 

determining intergroup relations, and a number of other features." Furthermore, 

Anastasio continues to explain that the horse did much to intensify and change the 

appearance of trade between Plateau wld other culture areas. If anything, the horse 

created a much more complex portrait of intertribal relations then is summarized by the 

authors' findings. The authors' swrunary is superficial and have managed to boil down 

the intertribal trading economies of Plains and the Plateau to create a mono-Plains horse 

culture. 

The authors do not provide a clear theoretical approach towards defining their use 

oftribnl groups at any point in time. The currenllogic jumps from tribnl confederation 

(Yakruna) to culture area (Plateau) to mish-mash of tribal confederation and an undefined 

group of nati ve people (Yakama and related groups) to the village level (tsildk). The 

authors aLTer no temporal reference as to the political existencc of these groupings or the 
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area of which these trih<!J groups inhabited. Certainly the author recognizes the Treaty of 

1855 and that the APE for each alternative lie within the ceded area of the Yakama 

Nation. 8U( just as soon as the authors introduce this jurisdictional issue, they complicate 

the situation by widening the scope to include the other Columbia Plateau tribes 

(Umatilla Colville, Wanapum). Without an introduction to these groups and an 

explanation as to their relevance to the APE, the message for their inclusion is tmclear 

and confusing. 

The authors discount the complex trading networks that have been maintained for 

millennia between Plateau and not only Plains tribes but California, Great Basin and 

Northwest Coast tribes as well. Walker's (1997) work, along with that of Anastasio 

(1955, 1972), has clearly refuted the conIlated concept that Plains culture has had such an 

overwhelming impact on the Plateau, that it caused Plateau tribes to instantaneously 

abandon their cultural identity and social order for that of another. Setting aside that Ule 

author imagines this diffusion could have taken place 200, epidemics were also sweeping 

through the Plateau as was the first migration of European settlers. The epidemics. along 

with the posed threat of land loss, encroachment of settlers. and the religious and cultural 

assimilation settlers brought with them, could have just as easily caused this tighter 

political alliance between bands and tribes of the Yakama and "related tribes". 

Moreover, the author exaggerates thc influence of an east to west trend in 

intertribal trade after the appearance of the horse. Plateau groups were part of a very 

complex and diverse trade web stretching into other culture areas besides those to the 

east. Just as the authors emphasize this east to west trend, items of great value moved 

from the Plateau to the east, as well. The Dentalium, for example, originates from the 

Northwest Coast. For some Plateau tribes, this shell was used os money and traded with 

Plains tribes who valued it as much as their western neighbors. Tribes, such as the 

Lakota, adorned themselves with the valuable shell on clothing and accessories (Would 

this not be an adoption of Plateau clothing styles?). TIle horse did much to cbange the 

lifestyles of the Yakama and related groups. Combined with aforementioned political 

and environmental factors, the changes that took place, on the Columbia Plateau before, 

during, and after their appearance. are complex far beyond the nine lines provided by the 

authors. 
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Plateau social organization has been widely studied in anthropology. Of those 

studies, Ackerman points out that Plateau social organization, in terms of gender roles, is 

defined as the equal or balanced access of men and women to power, authority, and 

autonomy in four social spheres n 
- economic, domestic, political, and religious" 

(Ackerman 2003: 24). Meanwhile, in tenus of political organization, Walker describes 

that the role of "head men", which were typically chosen based on "qualities of wisdom, 

personal character, and leadership", existed on u village level. Chiefs, on the other hand, 

were associated with larger bands or tribal organizations (1998:336). Traditionally, 

ch iefs do nod did ex ist, especially in terms of regulating such activities as fi shing and 

hunting. 

Comments on Specific Sections of the Draft EIS 

4.20.2.4 Mitigation 

How would adverse impacts to cultural sites eligible for the NRHl' under criteria 

other than D be mitigated for? If a site is eligible in terms of an association with an 

important event in tribal history (Criterion A) or a figure/individual significant to the 

lribe (flesh and blood or otherwise), what action(s) would mitigate the destruction orOlat 

site or place? As it is unlikely that mitigation could be pursued via archaeological data 

recovery for a site that is not deemed as National Register e ligible in terms of its 

archaeological data potential, but rather for its cultural association or meaning, mitigation 

to the effected tribe would likely be in monetary terms. 

Consultation with effected tribes in tenus ofNRHP eligibility would not be an 

option, but rather mandatory due to the potcntial for sites to be eligible to the National 

Register under Criteria other than D. This is not referring to TCPs, but rather eligibility 

outside the viewpoint of archaeology and archaeological data potential (Criterion D). 

Consultation with effected tribes during the development ofan MOA for 

mitigation measures would also not be optional. Reclamation, SHPO, or the ACHP 

would be poorly equipped to define either the damages or appropriate mitigation for sites 

eligible to the NRHP in tcrms of tribal cultural values and viewpoints. Further, 

development ora mitigation MOA is likely to be viewed as the creation of Reclamation 

policy, which would thcrefore be subject to Executive Order 13175 which requires 
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regular and meaningrul yonsultation and collaboration with Native American 

governments. 

4.20.2.5 Cumulative Impacts 

This section makes reference to "historic resources", the non-renewable nature or 

these resources, the goal 6f archeological investigations being able to fC-create a site 

or historic property in the' laboratory, and the desirability of preserving a portion ora site 

for future analytical methods which might be able to extract additional archaeological 

data from a site. Although it does not stale it specifically, the title of this section would 

imply that this would be the way to address the cumulative impacts of the chosen 

a1temative. This further implies "historic resources" and the cumulative impacts upon 

them will only be addressed in tenns of archaeology and archaeological datu recovery. 

This extremely limited view of historic resources is a complete failure as far as meeting 

the intent oftbe NHPA. which does not deftne history or what is thought to be an historic 

resource solely in tenns or archaeology or archaeological data. In tenns of the NHPA, 

what is considered an historic resource, its importance or NationaJ Register eligibility, 

and whether it maintains its integrity, is defined by the people who consider it important. 

Therefore, how cumulative impacts are addressed cannot be done only through 

archaeological means and still maintain compliance with NHPA Section 106. 

4.22 Indinn T rust Assets 

Under both the Wymer and Black Rock Alternatives, the flooding of the 

respective reservoirs would at minimum lead to significanlloss of terrestrial resources. 

Although the Yakama Nation rights to these resources defined by the Treaty of 1855 

would not be altered, if the resources themselves arc eliminated, then the right to utilize 

them becomes irrelevant. Therefore, the destruction of resources would ultimately and 

equally diminish the rights of the Yakama Nation to lhose resources. 
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U.S. Department of Energy 
Hanford Site 

Mr. Kim McCartney 
Storage Study Manager 
Upper Columbia River Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 

Dear Mr. McCartney: 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY (DOE) COMMENTS ON THE BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION (BOR) DRAFf PLANNING REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT (EIS) (pRiErS) YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER STORAGE FEASmrLITY 
STUDY 

The DOE, as a cooperating agency, appreciates the opportunity to provide the following 
comments Oil the subject draft EIS. 

1. On Page xxi of the Summary, please briefly characterize the existing conditions and activities 
at the Hanford Site to explain the importance ofpotemial impacts of the Black Rock 
ResclVoir that may be associated with Hanford. Suggested wording is as follows: 

The 560-square-mile Hanford Site, situated on the Columbia River approximately five miles 
from the proposed location of the Black Rock Reservoir, is a fonner nuclcar wcapons 
production, research, and development reservation owned and managed by the DOE. The 
site is undergoing extensive remediation and cleanup ofmultip\e plumes of radioactive and 
chemical contamination in soil and groundwater. DOE's plans include the treatment of 
approximately 53 million gallons of radioactive waste stored in 177 underground tanks for 
disposal of the high-level radioactive waste in a Federal repositot)'. 

2. While the description of the Hanford Reach National Monument (Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve, Saddle Mountain and the Wahluke Unit) on Page \-12 is factual, the discussion in 
this section should also state that the Hanford Site's mission included nuclear defense 
research and development in addition to nuclear weapons production. The discussion should 
include a statement simi lar to the suggested text in Comment I above indicating that portions 
orthe site are contaminated with radionuclides and hazardous constituents from past 
operations and that the site is undergoing extensive cleanup. The description should 
acknowledge that DOE is currently managing approximately 53 mill ion gallons of radioactive 

Office of River Protection 
P. O. Box 450 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Wa shingron 99352 
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Comments and Responses

Mr. Kim McCartney 
Storage Study Manager 
Upper Columbia River Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 

Dear Mr. McCartney: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY (DOE) COMMENTS ON THE BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION (BOR) DRAFf PLANNING REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT (EIS) (pRiErS) YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER STORAGE FEASmrLITY 
STUDY 

The DOE, as a cooperating agency, appreciates the opportunity to provide the following 
comments Oil the subject draft EIS. 

1. On Page xxi of the Summary, please briefly characterize the existing conditions and activities 
at the Hanford Site to explain the importance ofpotemial impacts of the Black Rock 
ResclVoir that may be associated with Hanford. Suggested wording is as follows: 

The 560-square-mile Hanford Site, situated on the Columbia River approximately five miles 
from the proposed location of the Black Rock Reservoir, is a fonner nuclcar wcapons 
production, research, and development reservation owned and managed by the DOE. The 
site is undergoing extensive remediation and cleanup ofmultip\e plumes of radioactive and 
chemical contamination in soil and groundwater. DOE's plans include the treatment of 
approximately 53 million gallons of radioactive waste stored in 177 underground tanks for 
disposal of the high-level radioactive waste in a Federal repositot)'. 

2. While the description of the Hanford Reach National Monument (Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve, Saddle Mountain and the Wahluke Unit) on Page \-12 is factual, the discussion in 
this section should also state that the Hanford Site's mission included nuclear defense 
research and development in addition to nuclear weapons production. The discussion should 
include a statement simi lar to the suggested text in Comment I above indicating that portions 
orthe site are contaminated with radionuclides and hazardous constituents from past 
operations and that the site is undergoing extensive cleanup. The description should 
acknowledge that DOE is currently managing approximately 53 mill ion gallons of radioactive 

Office of River Protection 
P. O. Box 450 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Wa shingron 99352 
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Mr. Kim McCartney 
08·ESQ·062 

waste stored in 177 underground tanks and is constructing a vitrification plant to prepare this 
waste for disposal in a Federal high-level radioactive waste repository. The cleanup al 
Hanford is being conducted undcr Federal and State requirements in addition to Superfund, 
and the State of Washington participates with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and 
DOE in a Iri-party cleanup agreement. 

3. The fourth sentcnce in the paragraph regarding Hanford 011 Page 1-12 should be corrected as 
follows: "The Arid Lands Ecology Reserve was estab lished in 1967 and renamed the 
FitznerfEberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Rescrve in 1994." 

4. If the BOR considers economic indicators outside those described in the National Economic 
Development and Regional Economic Development processes, it should include the potential 
economic impact to the govenunent from additional remediation or expedited remediation 
resulting from seepage from the Black Rock Reservoir. 

5. The PRIEIS should address the potential for dam failure due, e.g., to seismic events. 

6. The PR/EIS does not describe nor analyze the potential cost impacts to the regional rate 
payers for electrical power needed to pump water from the Columbia River to Black Rock 
Reservoir. 

7. In Table ES.6, Page xxxvii and Page 2-69, Page 2-116 under Black Rock for Groundwater, 
please add "through Hanford" in the cell after "toward the Columbia River." 

8. Section 4.2.2.6 briefly mentions the difficulty of developing both Black Rock and another 
large mainstream orr-stream storage option. The discussion should clarify what this may 
mean for the rest of the region, including downstream uses of Columbia River water. 

9. As emphasized in previous discussions with BaR, DOE continues to be concerned about the 
potential impacts to the groundwater beneath the Hanford Site as a result of seepage from the 
Black Rock Reservoir. DOE will provide additional infomlation to BaR as analyses being 
conducted for the Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM) EIS become available. 

10. The PRIEIS should include enhanced, specific analysis of mitigation measures BOR could 
take to reduce groundwater seepage toward the Columbia River through the Hanford Site to 
acccptable levels. Tbis may include, for example. an assessment of the tcchnical and 
econom ic feasibility of pumping groundwater away from the Hanford Site. The analysis 
should also include a description of uncertainties associated with potential mitigation 
measures, and the long-term reliabil ity of such measures. 
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We look forward to continued collaboration with BOR on the PR/EIS. Please contact me on 
(509) 373-5227, if you have questions regarding DOE's comments on the draft PRlElS. For 
questions related to the TC & WM EIS, please contact Mary Beth Burandt, EIS Document 
Manager, on (509) 372-7772. 

Sincerely, 

~
W dy ussell 

 ~ NEP Compliance Officer 
Office of River Protection 

cc: 1. R Triay, EM-2 
K. C. Guevara, EM-II 
L. O'Conor, EM-I I 
C. M. Borgstrom , GC-20 
J. E. Loving, GC-20 
L. Abshire, BOR 
G. Kelso, BOR 
J. A. 1·ledges, Ecology 
D. Sandison, Ecology 
D. A. Brockman, RL 
M. S. McConnick, RL 
D. J. Wilcox, RL 
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April 14, 2008 
Reply to 
Attn Of: ETPA - 088 Ref.: 06-081-BOR 

David Kaumheimer, Environmental Programs Manager 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road, Yakima, W A 9890 I 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Bureau of 
Reclamation (Reclamation) and Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Yakim a River Basin Water Storage 
feasibility Study (CEQ No, 20080035) in Washington State in accordance with our authorities 
under Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),42 U.S.c. Section 
4332(2)(C), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U,S,c. Section 7609, 

The draft EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of proposed methods to create additional 
water storage for the Yakima River Basin for the benefit of anadromous fish, irrigated agriculture, 
and future municipal water supply. Alternatives include a No Action Alternative that would 
continue implementation of the existing Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Program, and 
six other alternatives grouped in two categories: three Joint Alternatives proposed by Reclamation 
and Ecology and three State Alternatives proposed by Ecology , The Joi nt Alternatives are Black 
Rock (including a dam and reservoir), Wymer Dam and Reservoir, and Wymer Dam Plus Yakima 
River Pump Exchange, The State Alternatives are Enhanced Water Conservation, Market-Based 
Reallocation of Water Resources, and Groundwater Storage. A preferred alternative has not been 
identified, EPA commends Reclamation for considering a broad range of alternatives in this 
feasibility study and DEIS, While we support the goals of this project, we have concerns about 
potential environmental impacts associated with some of the alternatives. The following 
discussion summarizes our concerns regarding the alternatives. A detailed discussion of these 
concerns is included in the enclosed deta il ed comments. (Enclosure I) 

Black Rock Alternat ive 

AI this time, based on potential adverse impacts to the Columbia River and cleanup 
operations at the l'lanford Nuclear Reservation (l'lanford Site), EPA objects to the proposed 
Black Rock Alternative. Seepage from the Black Rock Reservoir would have the potential to 
affect the magnitude and direction of groundwater Ilow, causing more rapid migration of 
radiological and chemical contaminants under the Hanford Site toward the Columbia River. 
Modeling indicates that groundwater levels could rise as much as 60 feet at the boundary of the 
Hanford Site and that the groundwater Ilow could double or triple in this area. Groundwater 
gradients on the Hanford Site area are very low, especially in the central plateau area, and any 
changes in heads (hydraulic pressure) could entirely change groundwater now di rections and 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
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gradients. "111e seepage could also raise water tables beneath the Hanford site, mobilizing 
contaminants currently inlhc soil. Such conditions CQuid seriously impede the ongoing, 
teclmieally-challenging clean-up operations at the I-Ianford Sile. One or the primary ohjectives of 
the cleanup is to remove and control pollutants in the groundwater so they do llo\migrale 10 the 
Columbia River. Much orlhe remediation teclmology currently implemented or lUlder 
development at the Hanford Site is designed for current groundwater conditions that affect 
components stich as contailUncnt plume shapes, travel times, and peak concentrations. 

Proposed mitigation measures ror seepage from Black Rock Reservoir incl ude 
b lanketing, cu\offwalls, grout curtains, drainage tunnels and wells. The measures arc intended to 
control the direction or groundwater flow and remove and transport groundwater away From the 
Hanford site. However, these measures have not been well-quantified or tested by either mode ls 
or case histories. For eXillnple, cutotf walls are rarely constructed to depths of 400 feet as 
proposed and, without more specific infonllation about wall materials and design; it is not 
possible to judge feasibil ity or e ITectivcness. 

EPA is also c()llCemed about potential adverse elfeeL<; on water quality and stability 01' 
structures associated with the Black Rock Reservoir due to lillldslides and earthquakes in the 
area. 111e DEIS indicates that Black Rock is located in an acti ve seismic zone with relati vely 
high eruthquake potentials. Seepage from the reservoirs may infiltrate currently stabl e areas and 
increase pore pressures such that slopes could bccomc unstablc and slidc, cspeci:1lly during 
carthqlmkes. 

\Vynu' l' Dam and Resen-oir 

EPA's concem s with this altentative are the potential adverse effect s on wetlands, 
riparian areas, watcr quality, and habitat. Up to 83 :1cres of wctlands and :1ssociatcd riparian 
areas would be disturbed and inund..1ted . Water quality may be affected by increases in summer 
temperature :md sediment loads, potentially impacting fis h in both Lmuma Creek and the 
Yakima River. Like Dlack Rock, Wymer ])am is located in an active seismic zone w ith relati vely 
high earthquake potentials, so landslides would also be a eoneem lor this altemalive. In 
addition, more than 1,000 acres of sensitive shrub-steppe habitat would be lost. 

Wymel" Dam I'lus Yakima mvel" IJ wnp Exchange 

EPA's eonecms about the potcntial impacts of Wymer Dam also appl y to this altcmativc. 
In addition, thcre arc eonecms about potenti al impacts to water quality resulting from 
construction of pipes and pumps . For exmnple, required instream work may cause local, 
temporary increases in turbidity during installation and removal of coffer dams. 

Because a preferred alternative has not been identified, we have rated eachjoillt 
altemativc separately as follows: LO (Lack of Objections) fo r ~o Action; £0-2 (EnvirolUllental 
Objcctions - Insufficicnt Information) for BI:1ck Rock; EC-2 (Envi ronmcntal Conccnts 
lnsullicient Infonnation) for Wymer Dam and Reservoir; and EC-2 for Wymer ])am PhL~ 
Yakima RiVer ['lUUP Exchrulge. A summary ofour cOlllments will be published in the Federal 
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Register. For your reference, a copy of our rat ing system lIsed in conducting our review is 
enclosed. (Enclosure 2) 

Stale Altl' mnlivcs 

EPA believes the State Altemati ves have the potentiailo achieve significant increases in 
water availability with minimal environmental impact. We encourage Reclamation to continue 
fmitful partnership with Ecology and others to furt her develop combined approaches to achieve 
waler suppl y goals. In particular. we heheve that the Enhanced Waler Conservatioll Allemati ve 
and 1>.brkct- Based Reallocati on or Waler Resources ment support and rurther examination . We 
would also encourage further examinati on orthe Groundwater Storage Allemati ve with the 
caut ion that we would be concemed about the quality of water that would be used to recharge the 
aquifers and potential pollution of ground and surface waters. 

Ir you have qLlestions or would li ke to discLL'>s oLir commcnl') in detai I, pl ease rccI rree to 
contact 111CO Mbabaliyc at (206) 553-6322, or Christinc Reichgon, NEPA Rcvicw Unit Managcr 
at (206) 553- 160 I, or myselr at (206) 553-8574. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ 
Richard B. Parkm. Acting Director 
Otlice of Ecosystems, Tribal and Public Affairs 

Enclosure 
cc: 	 Yakama Nation 

Washington $tate Department or Ecology 
De partment or Ener6'Y at Hanrord 

46



4 

Comments and Responses

Enclosure I 

EPA Detailed Comm ents on Yakima RiveI' Basin 

Wutel" Storage FCIIsihility Stud)' Dmft F.IS 


C I'olindwalcr impad.'; 

Under the Black Rock Altcm ativc, a reservoir would be constmctcd which would be 
capable o r slormg 1.3 l11il11on uLTe-f"eet or waler in 11 oasm 10 miles long and 1 mile wide. 
Associated facil iti es would include a core rockfi ll dam (stmctural he ight, 755 n.), over 20 miles 
o rtullnels through ridges, steel pipelines, pumping p lant, and an o utlel racility/powerhouse. 111e 
altemative would also involve constmelion ofa 1O-1I1 ;le access road and relocation of 12 miles 
of SR-24, two transmission lines, and a buried fi ber optic line. Water from the Columbia River 
would be llsed to fill the reservo ir. 

TIle Black Rock site is an area of basaltic rock, which undcrl ies most of thc Yakima 
Ri ver basin . Basalt,> ho ld water in the LTacks of underground bas alt rQck and in th in !>edimentary 
layers interbedded with the basalt. ·I1Je interbeds serve as aquifers and in some areas may be 
characterized by high hydrau lic conductivity. 

TI1C draft EIS indicat Cl3 that a full Black Rock Reservoir would raise the hydraulic head 
d irectly beneath the reservoir, resulting in seepage that would affect the magnitude and direction 
0 1" groundwat L-T fl ow and rate o f eontammant movement undcr the Hanlo rd Nucl ear Reservation 
(Hanford Sit e). Plutonium wa!> produced at the Hanford Site from 1943 until the late 1980's and 
a large amount ofradioacti ve and chemical waste frOIll thai process bas leaked from tanks and 
trenches into the ground. ·111e site is a major cleanup operati on under the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act and Compr.::hensive Environmenta l R Cl3ponse Compensati on and Liabil ity 
Act. AJthough progress has been made in removing waste from some of the tanks, groundwater 
contamination is a major concern :md focus of cleanup effort s, as many tanks arc sti ll leaking or 
in danger 0 1" leaking. Contaminants in soils could be mobil ized if lhey come into contact with 
water. Seepage from Black Roek ReserVOir has the potentmllo raise water tables beneath the 
Hanford Sit e, thus mobilizing contaminants cLUTcntly in the soil. EPA is concerned that seepage 
frolllihe Hlack Rock Reservoir could accelerate the migration of chemica l and radiological 
contaminants from the soil at the Hanford site towards the Columbia River. Mode ling estimates 
that as a result of seepage from Black Rock, groundwater fl ow at the westcm edge of the 
1·lanford Site coul d merease 15,000 - 22,000 acre-recl per ycar above the current condition. Such 
conditions could scrimL'>ly impede cleanup effort .... Much orthe remediati on tL'Chnology c urrentl y 
implemented or under development at the I·hmf"o rd Site is designed fOr currenl groundwater 
conditions that affect components such as containment plume shapes, travel times, and peak 
concentrations. Significant changes in groundwater hydrology could render current cleanup 
technology ineffecti ve and create a situation in which more rapid cleanup would be necessary. 

Although the draft EIS inc1udCl3 proposcd mitigation measures for seepage from the 
Black Rock Reservoir, we are coneem ed thai the measures have not yet heen well-quantified or 
tested through either models or case histories. For example, cutoff \Val Is are rarely cOllstmcted tQ 
depths of 400 feet as proposed. 
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Recoillmendarions: 

• EPA recommend.l'fimher analysis o/potenlial seepageji"mlllhe Black Rock 
Reservoir and resultant impacts on groundwater hydrology and cleanllp operations at 
the Honford Site. We also recommend that Reclamation and Ecology coordinate with 
the Departmenl of Energy QS impacts and mitigation measures are more [lilly 
analyzed. We would be happy to meet with Reclamation and other appropriate 
parties during the period of analysis or shortly thereafter to discuss issues in more 
detail if desir(!d. Theftnal EIS shmdd inelude the rc.mils ofDOE ·.~ analyses. The 
final EIS also should inelude more specific in/ormation obolltfoasibility f/nd 
effectiveness oflhe proposed miligalion measllres 10 reduce contaminanl 
mobilization. Iffllrther analysis indicares rhar high risks remain. we recommend thar 
this alrernative not be selected. 

Surra,,€' ' Vater Impacts and ' V€'tland s 

'Ille draft EIS identifies impair.;:d waters in the Project area and provides information 
about applicable Total Maximllm Daily Loads (TIvlDLs). TIle Columbia and Yakima Rivers are 
both 0 11 the State of Washington's most current 303( d) list of impaired water bodies for a variety 
of water quality parametcrs, including tcmperature, dissolved oxygen (DO), turbidity, nutrients, 
total suspcnded solids (TSS), and toxins such as pesticidcs and contaminants from the Hanford 
Site. 

As described above, Columbia River could be impacted by seepage tram the Black Rock 
Reservoir, increasing the loading or radioact ive and chemical pollutant<; to the river. 

Under the Wymer Dam and Reservoir altemativc, there is a possibility that during dry 
years, releases of sllli'ace waters from the reservoir could result in wanner water temperatures in 
Yakima River, especially in August and September, and that releases of bottom waten; may 
adven;ely afTect dissolved oxygen (DO) and nutrient levels. The reservoir woul d inundate 
eighty~three acres oi" palustrine wetl ands, ~sulti ng in pemmnent loss or habitat. 

ReCOIlIlIIendatiOlls: 

• We recommend that the final ElS Include information regarding the stalllS of the 
Clean Water Act Section 401 certification process and conditions, and more 
specifics aboutfhe WaleI' Quality Monitoring Play; fo address water qualify 
problems. 

• Projecf impacts fa wetlands and riparian areas should be described in quantitative 
andjimctionalterms and proposed mitigation shollld be discussed in similar terms. 
The final EIS should also include maps identifying the proposed locations of roads 
and staging areas, indicating whether or not they will intersect aquatiC resources. 

Sdsmidh ' 

Because the Yakima Rivcr basin lies within the Yakima Fold Belt that has experienced 
tectonic folding and faulting in the past, the potential for landslides and slope movement at both 
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the Black Rock and Wymer sites exists. Slopes can be inherently unstabl e due to weak 
underlying materials, or due to ovcrstccpcning or loading of existing stable slopes. Seepage 
from the reservoirs may inliltrate both stahle and unstable areas. 111e resultant increased pore 
pressures could reactivate landslides or initiate new ones along the reservoir rim and abutmenL,;. 
According to the draft EI S, the combination of steeply dipping orientation and layering of low
strength sediments and the presence of the Horsethief t-,'Iountain 'l11ms! Fault a long the sOllthem 
edge of the Black Rock Reservoir valley present the potential for particularl y hazardous 
situation. Slope stability would also be an issue for the re-alignment of SR-24 along thc south 
rim of the reservoir. A rull Wymer Reser."oir would also result in groundwater seepage, which IS 

cxpected to involve suhstantial volumes and high hydraulic conductivity, all of which could 
cause a rise of pore pressures and instability of low strength materials in the reservoir ba~in . 

Similar to Black Rock, seepage from Wymer has the potential to infiltrate currently stable areas 
and may increase pore pressures such that slopes could become unstable and slide, particularly 
during earthquakes. 

Recommendations: 

• Thefinal EIS should inch/de results ofa seismic analysis/or the Black Rock 
Valley. information aboul how seismicity was eRlluated. and how it will be 
monitored and managed to minimize seismic impacts. A seismic map should 
either be referenced or included in the final £IS along with information about 
appropriate seismic design and construclion standards and practices Ihat would 
be IIsed 10 reduce seismic risks. 

• Thefinal EIS should identify and map aroos that are susceptible to landslides and 
slope movement in the Black Rock and Wymer project areas along with 
assessment of slope stability. and determination offactors of safoty and 
appropriate mitigation measures. 

Vcgl'l:ltion lind 'Vildlif" Impacts 

Each orthe proposed Joint Altematives would result in adverse impacts to shrub-steppe 
habitat, which has low resilience to further envirolUnental disturbance. Under the Black Rock 
Alt crnati ve, all area of nearly 13.5 square miles would bc inundated and ovcr 3,500 acres ofthc 
shrub-steppe habitat would he lost. TIlcse direct impacts would result I"rom construction and use 
of the dam, reservoir, access mad .. , SR 24 realignment, and recreational developmcnts. Under 
the Wymer Dam and Reservoir Altemati ve, over 1,000 acres of shmb-steppe habitat would be 
disturbed and potentially lost. 

LQss of the shmb-steppe vegetation would also affect wildl ife habitat, especially for 
Greater sage-grouse, which is a State-threatcned species and candidate for listing under thc 
Endangered Specics Aet (ESA). An other spcc ies that would be affected is the Femlginous 
Hawk, which is listed as State-threatened and as an ESA species or eoncem. Wildlife would also 
be affected due to increased noise and traffic during constmction and maintelHUlce of the dam 
and the reservoir. Access roads, pipelines, and utility corridors would serve as obstacles to 
animals migrating through the area stich as deer or elk. Cleared corridors :Uld roads deter 
tcrrestrial animals from crossing duc to lack of cover, rcduced forage and brows ing 
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opportunities, changes in wildlife migrations pattems, and occasional human activity in these 
areas. 
Recommendarion: 

• Thefinal EIS should discuss in greater detail the effect olcorridors created as a 
result of construction afthe dams. reservoirs. and pIpelines on habitatji'agmemation 
and the creation of edge effecrsfavoring sOllie species, including mitigation 
measures. 

Tribal consultations 

lnfonnation in the draft EIS indicates that resources within the Yakima River Basin are 
associated with the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakarna Nation. It is possibl e that the 
proposed action would have impacts 011 this Tribe's resources, especially water resources, 
fi sheries, and agriculture. 

Recommendation: 

• We recOlllmend thai the final EIS include a discussion on issues raised by the Tribe 
dllring consllitations with Reclamation and Ecology and how Ihe isslles were 
addres~·ed, especially impacts to water resources - quantity and quality. Please note 
thai the Yaka ma Nation has plans to develop its own water quality slandards Ihalmay 
be particularly relevant when analYZing water quality impacts within the Yakama 
Reservation. 

Increased Poh'lIti:,1 De\'dopment 

TIle dran EIS appropriately discLL,;ses the amount or available water and lorecm;ts future 
needs. Because of increased water availability. the proposed project may affect the rate and 
pattem of growth. The indirect impacts of growth should be examined with respect to prot ection 
of water resources, such as conserving water and maximizing the abi lity to implement effective 
wcll hcad protcction. 

Recoll/mendation: 

• The final ElS should fill,ther analyze potential indirect impacts of growth as a result 
of the project, if development is likely, we encoul'Gge consideration of Low impact 
Development (LID) techniqlles because of their potential to redllce the voillme of 
stormwater and mimic natllral conditions as closely as possible, As an example, LID 
techniques wO/Iid lessen Ihe i/llpacls ofstormwaler runojJfi'o/ll i lllpen'iml.~ surfaces 
such as paved parking loIS, roads and roof~. 
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Enclosure 2 

U.S. En\'ironmental Protection Agency R;lling System for 

Dmn Environmcnt ullmpllct Stutcmmts 


Delinitions :"Ind Fol1ow_UpAclion-


Environmental I rnrmct oflhe Action 

LO- LackofObjections 
The U.S. Environmental Protedion Agency (EPA) review ha:; nOlldcnlified any potential environmental 

imp~cts requiring substantive changes to th<: proposal. Thl: review may have disclosed opportuni ties for application 
of mitigation measures thaI could be accomplished with no morc than minOJ changes to the proposal 

EC - Emironmentpl Concerns 
EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be ul'aided in order to fully prolect the 

environment. Corrective measures may require changes to thc preferred alternative or application of mitigation 
measures thaI cun n:duce these impacts 

EO - Em'ironment .. 1Objf.c1 ions 
EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide 

adequate prot~ction for the ~nvironment. Corrective measures may require ~lbstantial change~ to the prefem:d 
altcrnativc or considcration of somc other project alternative (including thc no-action alternativc or a new 
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead ag~ncy to r~duce these impIICts. 

EU - Em'ironmenta lly UIlSlltisfactory 
EPA r<:vicw hfl.'> identified adverse cnvironmen!.")l impaet~ th.'1t arc of sufficient mflgllitude thfltthey arc 

unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with 
the lead agency to reduce theSe: impacL,>. Ifth~ polt:ntial unsatisfactory imPllcL~ are not corrected at the final 8S 
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Envi ronmental Quality (CEQ). 

Adequ·ln· of the 1m p'lci Stateme nt 

Category 1 - Adequate 
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative 

and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis of d")!.'1 colle<:tion is 
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or infomlation. 

Category 2 - InsufficientlnfoTlIlation 
The draft EIS docs not con!.'1in sufficient inforn13tion for EPA to fLlly assess environmental impacl~ that 

should be avoided in order to fully protect the env ironment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably 
availflhle ahernillives that are within the spectrum of allt:rnatives flnaly7.ed in the droft [lIS, which could reduce the 
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, a11!llyses or discussion should be 
included in the final £IS 

ClltfgoryJ - Imulctluatc 
EPA docs not believe that the dron EIS adequately a.~s.::s.qes potentially significant environmental impacts 

of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the 
spectrum of alternatives analY1.ed in the dmft E1S, which should he analyzed in order to reduce the potentially 
significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additioJUI information, data. analyses, or 
discussions are of such a m~gnitude th~t they mould have full public review ~t a dmft slage. EPA does not believe 
that thc draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or Section 309 revicw, 
and thus should be f<.mnaJly n:vised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised tlruft E1S. 
On thc ba~is of the potenti~1 significant impacts involvcd, th is propos~ l could he a candidate for refcmlto the CEQ . 

.. From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federnl Actions Impacting the Environment. 
F~bruary, 1987. 
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March 31, 2008 

Public Works 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
Mr. David Kaumheimer, Environmental Programs Manger 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Dear Mr_ Kaumheimer, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Planning Report/Environmental 
Impact Statement (Draft PRIEIS) for the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility 
Study_ 

Comments on the Draft PRfEIS from the Yakima Training Center's staff are attached. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Scott McDonald 
by telephone at 509-577-3789 or e-mail at lohn.mcdonald22@us.army.mii. 

SincerelYftl, 

Enclosure 
Director, YTC Public Works 
S~KrUgerr 
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Consolidated Review Comments on Yakima River Basi n Water Storage Feasibility Study 

C9Rlm(nt 
Num~r 

...,( 
NumMr 

For Yakima Training Center, WA 
SttliolllHg urV tint 

Commtntor O~ Commtn t Rtspon.., By T.bWA!'J~ndi. N~mbtr RtspolLH

Consideration needs 10 be given 10 
poIenlial commutative impacts 
i!l$sodated wilh the Florida Power 
and Ught Wind Farm proposal on 
the ent bordef of YTC. This 
development plus Black Rock 
Reservoir would effectively dose the 
wildlife corridor between ALE and 
YTC for some species. There are 
also studies being done for potential 

, 4-92 
windfarms along what would become 

4.7.2.1 McDonald vrC-ENRO the SOOlh shore of the reservoir. 

Paragraph nOles Ihat WSOOT and 
Black Rock residents have 
e~pressed a preference Ihal SR-24 
be re·rool ed to lhe north rim ollhe 
reservoir. There is no mention Ihat .1 	 alleasl part ollhal roule would be 

• 	 across Yakima Training Genter 
property. The document appean; to 

, 4-231 
eliminate the option of moving SR

4.16.2.3 McDonald vrC-ENRD 24 to \he north. Is that accurate? 

If SR-24Is rooted to \he north. how 
much of thai route would be on whal 
Is currently YTC? The impacts 10 
the mil~ary mission of YTC have not 
been addressed if lhe rOU1e is 

3 4-231 4.16.2.3 McDonald vrC-ENRD moved 10 \he nof1h. 

Elfetts to poIenlial private. 
recreational , and comml!j"dalland 
use needs to be analy.red In relation 

• General 	
to the military training mission al

McDonald YTC-ENRD YTC. 

What steps will Reclamalion take to 

prevenl lrespaSS on surroonding 


5 General McDonald YTC-ENRO rivate and ubllc propertY? . 


Details of !low land ownen;hlp 
surrounding each of the reservoir 
alternatives would be Impacted are 
not detailed In the document. This 

, General 	
will impact land use and land use 

McDonald YTC-ENRO manaOement oppOrtunities. 
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Consolidated Review Comments on Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 
For Yakima Training Center, WA 

Comment 
Numl>er 

h ge 
Number 

Stctionffigu rd 
TablVA ndi ~ 

Line 
Numl>er Co".men!or 0" Comment R esi>On~ Dy Resi>On~

Suggest using another species other 
than elk for the wildlife corridor 
movement llnalysis. It may be more 
appropriate to use a shrub-steppe 
dependent species like sage-grouse 
or more corridor dependenVsensrtive 
species. If big game is to be used, it 
may be more appropriate to use a 
resident species like mule deer 
which are experiencing problems 

, General Leingang 
versus elk. which are not 

YTC·ENRD experienceirIQ a problem at this time. 

A personal communication from Jim 
Stephenson indicates no use by elk 
in the Wymer footprint on YTC. 
However. in recent years, there has 
been consistent use of Lmuma 

8 4_78 4.7.1 .2 l eingang YTC-ENRD Creek on and oft YTC by elk. 

• 
Further analysis should be pursued 
related to the potential recreational 
development and use that will result 
from implementing any of the 
alternatives. Given the amount of 
reCJeational use in the Roza pool 
and the Yakima River Canyon. it 
would seem that this has been 
underestimated in the analys is and 
may pose an issue for those portions 

9 General Leingang YTC-ENRD roPOsed on or ad 'acent to YTC. 

The potential for fire from 

reCJealional use needs to be 


" General Leingang YTC-ENRD disclosed and analyzed further. 
In terms of riparian area and 

salmonid fish habitat on YTC, there 

would be a loss/change associated 

with turning Lmuma Creek into a 


" General Leingang YTC-ENRD reservoir. 
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Consolidated Review Comments on Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 
For Yakima Training Center, WA 

Comm~~1 p-C( S«lioll/Figurei Lin~ 
Commnlor Commtnt RHpIln§t By RltSpIln§t 

" 

Numbrr Numbrr T.tllr/~p~nd i\ Numl>rr 0" 

Proposed pipelines aossing YTC 
need to be more adequately 
addressed. In !he Bladl Rock Water 
Storage Project-Power Benefits 
Review (March 2007), two op\ion$ 
were outlined to Increase the 
Pumped/Generation Capacity. 
Option B proposed 2 reservoirs on 
YTC. Has this configuration been 
eliminated and Is the only surface 
lealure on YTC the 80h .80h 
fenced enclosure lor the surge 

General Leingang YTC-ENRO shah? 
Shrub-steppe Collaborative land 
acqulstions reference is not entirely 
accurate. Although conservation 
easements are being sought. none 

04 -86.87 04 .7.2.2 LeinQanQ YTC-ENRD are (jnallo date. " .1 The document does not address 
how the project would ensure 
compliance with Washington law " 

" 
(SB60401-200(4) to prevent 

incompatible land uses surroonding 


General YTC-ENRO military installations. 
"""" 
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Environmental Resources Section 

Burcau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
ATTN: Mr. David Kaumheimer 
1917 March Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 

Reference: Comments on Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, Draft Planning 
ent Report and Environmental Impact Statem

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

My staffhns reviewed the referenced document which examines alternatives to create 
additional water for the Yakima River basin for benefit of threatened and endangered fish, 
irrigated agriculture, and municipal water supply. In general, the document provides 
comprehensive analysis of the project alternatives. Specific comments follow: 

I. National Economic Dcvelopment (NED) analysis indicates that none of the alternatives 
are economically justified. This key item should be highlighted in the text portion of 
executive summary. 

2. Chapter 2 is intended to describe the joint alternatives. In the review document, it also 
included a great deal of technical analysis and comparison of the different alternatives, 
particularly with regard to geology, alternative accomplisrunents, and economics. To 
ensure that the public and decision-makers weigh all the consequences of the different 
alternatives. my slaffsuggests consolidating the information on the consequences of the 
joint alternatives entirely within Chapter 4 . This would allow Chapter 2 to more closely 
fit the fonnal of Chapter 3 (State AlternativeS), which provides a more concise and 
understandable discussion of alternatives. 

3. Also in Chapter 2, my staff suggests providing a swnmary of evaluation cri teria for the 
different joint altcrnatives. This wou ld ensure clear understanding of the rationale for 
determining which al ternatives would be carried forward for detailed analysis. 

4. Throughout the document, availability o f water from Columbia River is based on 
"seasonal flow targets" as defined by Endangered Species Act (ESA) considerations. My 
staff suggests that the discussion be revised to recognize that the mainstem Columbia 
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River operations consider these as seasonal flow objectives. Water in excess aClhe flow 
objectives may not be mandated by ESA requirements, but should be evaluated in tenns 
of potential incremental additional benefits to listed fish and their habitat (Le., in some 
years, flows that might be diverted to Black Rock Reservoir may have benefits for the 
mainstem even if the remaining Columbia River flow is higher than the flow objective). 

5. My staff suggests that Section 4.2.2.6 should address the impacts of the cumulative water 
withdrawals within the Yakima and Columbia river basins. 

6. My staff suggests that the socioeconomics section of Chapter 4 include the analysis of the 
NED which is currently located in Chapter 2. 

7. My staff suggests that the air quality section of Chapter 4 include an analysis of the 
emissions of carbon d ioxide ami other greenhouse gases for each alternative. 

8. My staff suggests that the public health section in Chapter 4 include discussion orthe 
potential public health impacts of groundwater contamination related to lhe Hanford Site 
(which is discussed in Section 4.3.2.3). 

9. My staff suggests thai the environmental commitments for anadromous and resident fish 
(Section 4.28.5) should include screening of all intakes and oUlfalis per state and federal 
criteria. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact Mr. Evan Lewis, at 206-764-
6922 or evan.r.lewis@usace.army.mil,regardingthesecommentsor for other matters relating to 
Ihis project. 
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Sincerely, 

Ron Kent, Acting Chief 
Environmental Rcsources Section 
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Man:h 27, 2008 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 :Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

ATTENTION, MR. DAVID KAUMHEIMER 

Gentlemen: 

Ref: Letter to Interested Individuals, Organizations and Agencies from Gerald Kelso, Bureau of 
Rcdama.tion and Derek 1 Sandison, Washington Department of Ecology dated January 29, 2008, 
"Yakima River Basin Water StOrdge Feasibility Study, Kittitas, Yakima, And Benton o,unties, 
Washington, Draft Planning Report and Environmental Impact Statement" 

The Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) appreciates the opportunity to review and 
comment on the Draft Planning Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Yakima River 
Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, dated January 2008. The context of our review was on the 
specific work PNNL perlonned for the Bureau of Reclamation and its representation in this Draft 
Planning Report. PNNL recognizes the impoltance of efforts to created sustainable water resoun:es 
future for the Yakima River and lower Columbia Basin, and applaud the Bureau of Reclamation and 
Washington Department of Ecology's efforts in addressing this important regional outcome. 

Specific conunents on the Draft document are as follows: 

1. !be last sentence of the frrst paragraph in Draft PRiEIS page ~35 states: 

"The investigation also incorporated the results of recent geologic drilling and aquifer testing by 
Reclamation at the proposed Black Rock site (pacific Nonhwest National Laboratory [PENN), 
2007 ..... " 

"[PENN)" should be corrected to "[pNNL]" , and the corresponding reference on page R-27 should 
be: "PNNL, 2007. 'The Black Rock Reservoir Srudy. Results of the Borehole Hydrologic Field 
Testing Charactenz.'ltion Program at the Potential Damsite Southern Abutment Location.' PNNL-
16716, Pacific Northwest National Laborntory, Richland, Washington." 

Pacific Northwest 
National laboratory 

Opcraled by lI,luclie for the 
U.S. Depilrlmcnl of Energy 
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2. We also suggest adding to the last sentence of the flIst paragraph in Draft PR/EIS page 4-35 the 
Bureau of Reclamation report that discusses Black Rock damsite abutment srudies ('IS. YSS. 18). The 
revised last part of the last sentence of the fir.;t paragraph on page 4-35 would then read: " ... and 
aquifer testing by Reclamation at the proposed Black Rock site (pacific NonhWt!st National 
Laboratory [pNNL], 2007; Reclamation, 2oo4g and 2007h)." 

The Reclamation (2007h) reference to be added to page R-31 would he: "Reclamation. 2oo7h. 
'Supplemental Report for Appraisal Assessment - Geology and Hydrogeology, Right Abutment, 
Black Rack Damsite.' Technical Series No. 1'5-YSS18, US. Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Technical Service Center, Denver, COlorado." 

Again, thank you for the oppoI'lllllity to comment on this important srudy. Please direct any 
questions to Frank Spane at (509) 371-7087 or frankspane@pni&ovorCllarles Brandt at (509) 375-
2858orcharles.brandt®pnl.gov . 

. ~~ 
chae! Davis 

sociate Laboratory Director 

JMD/CAB/BJW 

cc: Charles A Brandt 
Frank A Spane 
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United States Department of the Interio

BUREAU Of' LAND MANAGEMENT 
Spokane District 

Wenlltchee Pield Office 
915 Walla Walln Avenue 

Wenatchee, Washington 98801 

March 26, 2008 

Mr. David Kmunheimer 
Bureau of RecJamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 9890 1-2058 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft EIS on the Yakima River Basin Water 
Storage Study. Both Black Rock Reservoir and the Wymer Dam Reservoir are large and 
ambitious projects. While we have more questions than answers at this point, we have enclosed 
some initial comments compiled by our natural resource specialists and we would welcome an 
opportunity to meet with yOlL and discuss these alternatives in more dctail. 

The proposed Black Rock Reservoir will have the largest impact upon Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) lands, since several BLM parcels would potentially be inundated by or lie 
immediately adjacenlto the water storage facili ty. If a deternlination is made to proceed with a 
reservoir project, please be aware that either a withdrawal or a BLM right-of-way would be 
needed. The Wymer Dam Reservoir proposed for the Lmumu· Creek area would be located very 
close to some of our mosl heavily visited recreation siles located in the Yakima Canyon. 

If you have an y questions or you would like to discuss these matters in more detail, I can be 
reached at 509-665-2100. We look forward to participating in this process in the future. 

Sincerely, 

Donald Washeo 
Acti ng Field Manager 

Enclosure 

1N RePLY RIW£R TO: 
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Bureau of Land Management Wenatehee Field Offiee 
Comments for Yakima River Bas in Water Storage Feas ibility Study Draft PRJEIS 

Fisberies: The major impact to fisheries resources in both the Yakima River and the 
Columbia River will bD from thD water intake pumping facilities in both rivers. The 
pumping facilities wi ll not be on BLM and will be closely permitted and monitored by 
appropriate agencies ie. WDFW and NOAA Fisheries. Both reservoirs have the potential 
to increase the water temperatures by a large reservoir surface exposed to high ambient 
summer temperatures. This could result in releasing warmer water back into the systems. 
Both the Columbia and the yakima have pretty consistently cool water temperatures. 
All alternatives propose changing the flow rcgime in the Yakima River. It's not clear 
how that might affect anadromous fisheries in the Yakima. Currently the flows are kept 
artifiCially high after spring runoff through the 5 impoundments in the headwaters of the 
Yakima and ele Elum Rivers. It is not clear how the more natural fl ows without the 
input from the Yakima reservoirs will impact anadromous fish habitats. 
The study should consider the cost effectiveness of raising the pool height and volume 
impounded in thc 5 headwater reservoirs of the Yakima River, as an alternative to 
building the two proposed dams and pumping stations. 

Range: Based on a review ofthe draft Black Rock project map, public lands within two 
grazing allotments will be inundated and no longer available for grazing. In accordance 
with the 43 CFR 4110.4-2, the lessee will have to be given two years notice prior to loss 
of grazing use. Access to public lands will also be impacted. 

Cultural Resources : The draft EISNakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibi li ty study 
includes a proposed reservoir cast of Wymer, Washington and a second reservoir in 
Black Rock Valley, east of the Rattlesnake Hills. Another project proposed in the draft 
EIS is the Wymer Dam Plus Yakima River Pump Exchangc Alternative; this project 
requires pipeline conslmetion. There are no BLM-administered lands within the 
proposed Wymer Reservoir; however, the Black Rock Reservoir will inundate roughly 
578 acres ofBLM lands and the proposed pipeline corridors may also impact additional 
BLM lands in Yakima and Benton CowIties (not 100% sure due to the scale of tile EIS 
maps): T 9N R 27E Sections 8 & 10 (Scc. 10 is part of tile Mauglm land exchange), T 9N 
R 28E Sections 18, 26 & 28 (Secs. 18 & 26 are in the Maughn land exchange), T12N R 
21 E Sections 4 & 10, and T 12N R 22E Sec. 18. Until more explicit information is 
available regarding the pi pelines, cultural resource comments only address the Black 
Rock APE. 
Comp liance with Section 106 would be required prior io the implementation orthe water 
storage projects. The process is outlined in thedran EIS in Chapters 4 (4:253-261) and 5 
(5:87-90). Properties having traditional, religious and cultural significance (Trad itional 
Cultural Properties or TCPs) to members of the Tribes would also need to be identified 
and evaluated through consultations with the affected Tribes. 

Black Rock Reservoir: A review of the BLM and DAHP databases and archival records 
indicates that some of the affected BLM parcels in T l2N R 23E Sections 2, 10, and 14 
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have been inventoried for cultural resources in the past. Lands in Sections 2 and 10 were 
selectively surveyed for a land exchange in 1977; in 2002. following wildfire suppression 
eITorts. a portion or Section 14 was surveyed al BLM's C lass III level. The 1977 surveys 
do not meet current survey standards and would require additional cultuntl inventories. 
this wou ld apply to approximately 560 acres ofBLM within the p~oposcd Black Rock 
Reservoir. Thus far, no cultural properties have becn idonlified in the Black Rock Area 
of Potential Effect (APE). The slopes above the proposed reservoir in the YTC contain 
Qlany recorded sites, so the potential for sites on BLM is high. The 1881 cadastral survey 
map ofT l2N R 23E shows one E-W trai l paralleling a dry channellhrough the center or 
Black Rock Valley; no other cullural features were noted in the area at that time. 
TCPs in the Black Rock reservoir area have yet to be identified. but they potentially 
include traditional plant gathering areas in shrub-steppe communities; the draft EIS 
speci fically nOles that the proposed projects would result in a loss of shrub-steppe habitat. 
By extension, traditional native plant gathcring locales may also be lost. 

Wildlife: The analysis of impacts to wildlife populations and habitats is lacking in-depth 
discussion of State Threatened and Federal ESA Candidate greater sage-grouse. 

Sectiou4.7.1.2-Movcmcnt Corridors 
Little mention is made concerning movements of greater sage-grouse between 

known populations in Yakima Training Center (YTC) and Douglas County and to 
potential habitats on adjacent and nearby lands identified by the Washington Slate 
Grealer Sage-grouse Recovery Plan (Stinson et al. 2004) as recovery units. Four 
paragraphs are dedicated to elk movements. A similar discussion would be appropriate 
for greater sage-grol1se because ofil<; State Threatened status and potential fo r federal 
listing. 

Sect ion 4.7.2-Envlrolllllcntal Consequen ces 
Section 4.7.2.1- Methods and AssumptioDs-SIII'ub-Ste ppe Habitat 

HEP analysis lISes Brewer's sparrow to represent sagebmsh obligate 
species. While this is reasonable, using greater sage-grouse as the representative species 
may have been more appropriate because it is the species of greatest concern in the area, 
and would also represent other sagebrush obligates well. Habitat requirements for both 
species are similar, but there are some differences. Altman and Holmes' Conservation 
Strategy for Landbirds in the Colwnbia Plateau of East em Oregon and Washington 
(2000) uses Brewer's sparrow as a focal species for "sagebmsh cover," while using 
greater sage-grouse as a focal species for "expansive arcas of high quality sagebrush 
habitat with a diverse undcrstory of native grasses and .forbs." 

Section 4.7.2.1-Metbods and Assumptions - Movement Corridors 
The analysis focuses completely on movements of Rocky Mountain Elk. 

While elk arc a major management issue in the arca, greater sage-grouse is a Federal 
Candidate species of great concern and should also be analyzed fer impacts to 
movements. Genetic exchange is essential to recovery of species with small populations, 
and impacts to movement and dispersal can have direct consequences to the species and 
recovery efrorts. 
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Sections 4.7.2.3 and 4.7.2.4-Blackrock Altern ative and Wymcr Dam and 
Reservoir Altern ative--Constrnctioll Impacts 

Analysis should discuss potential for disturbance of greater sage--grouse, 
especially during the breeding season. The State RecO\'ery Plan (Stinson et al. 2004) 
recommends preventing disturbance such as development, blasting and recreation in 
sage-grouse nesting and brood rearing habitat from March I to June 15. Discussion 
should include distances to known leks and subsequcnt potcntial for disturbance. 

Settleos 4.7.2.3 and 4.7.2.4-Bl:lckrock Alternative aod Wymer Dam and 
Reservoir Alternative-Long~Term Impacts--Shrub~Steppe Habitat 

HEP analysis of the Blaekrock Alternative fi rst uses the entire site to 
estimate habi'tatunits, including shrub~steppe, grassland, CRr land, agricultural 
croplands and developed lands, and then omits agricultural and dcveloped lands. It docs 
not indicate ifCRP lands were considered agricultural, as they should be un less they are 
pennanently protected. It then states that the analysis "ind icates that the lands wi thin the 
reservoir and dam footp rint are of relatively low value fo r shrub·steppe species. This 
may be largely due to the fact that less than hal (of the site is actually in shrub-steppe." 
The Wymer Dam and Reservoir Alternative first uses the entire site to estimate habitat 
uni ts. including shrub~steppe, grassland , barren land, riparian, cliff/canyon, agricultural 
cropland, developed land, (orest and wetlands, and then omi ts "Iands not suitable for 
Brewer's sparrow:· It does not indicate which lands were considered su itable for 
Brewer' s spnrrow. 

The analysis is of shrub-steppe habitat, and Brewer's sparrow was chosen 
to represent sagebrush obligate species. Therefore, using lands that aren' l shrub-steppe 
while calculating the value of shrub-steppe is not appropriate because is "waters down" 
the analysis, giving the appearance of marginal shrub-steppe quality when in reality, the 
shrub-steppe habitat that is present may be of very high quali ty. Quality of other habitat 
types within the site footpri nt should be evaluated using different standards that are more 
appropriate for the species that use them. 

Sections 4.7.2.3 and 4.7.2.4-BlackreckAlternative nnd Wymer Dnm and 
Reservoir Alternative-Long-Term Impacts- Movement Corridors 

There is no section fo r Movement Corridors for either alternative, only a 
paragraph dedicated to impacts to elk movements. To be consistent with the structure of 
the rest of the analysis. a separate section heading fo r Movement Corridors should be 
added. Within this section there shou ld also be discussion of impacts to greater sage
grouse movements. 

SectieD 4.7 .2.6-Mitigation 
Potential mitigation measures arc very general, more specific measures 

should be identified. Concerning sage~grouse, the idea of"no nel loss of sagebOish 
habitat" has been suggested by many agencies and groups, including BLM, the Western 
Association ofFish and Wildli fe Agencies, and Partners in Flight Western Working 
Group for other areas in the west. A similar approach would be appropriate fo r this area. 
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Section 4.7.2.7-Cumulntive Impacts-8hrub-Steppe Hnbitat and Wildlife 
Movement Corridors 

The cumulative effects analysis for this section is brief and quite general. 
More specific, quantitative analysis orthe rates and types of development and potential 
impacts would be appropriate. 

Recreation: The Black Rock altemative would directly affect BLM-managed lands, due 
to some BLM lands being inundated with water, and other nearby BLM lands being 
adjacent to the new reservoir. The Feasibility Study and EIS assumes that there will be 
great public demand for recreation use afthe reservoir and its shoreline, and that future 
shoreline improvements for recreation will occur (pagc4-177 projects annual Black Rock 
visitation during the first 5 years after reservoir construction at 250-304,000 people). The 
proximity ofBLM lands to the new reservoir and any recreation improvements which 
wi ll occur indicates that visitor use will likely spill over onto BLM land. This could tead 
to management issues with litter, dispersed camping, weeds and possibly OHV use along 
the shoreline when the reservoir is drawn down. BLM might eventually need to monitor 
and provide staffing for site upkeep to areas where we currently have little on the ground 
presence. This could potentially lead to the need for site improvements on BLM land 
along or near the reservoir. 

The Wymer reservoir and Wymer Reservoir/Pump Exchange altematives would 
indirectly affect BLM due to the proximity or the Wymer reservoir to Spokane District',s 
most heavily visited recreation sites in the Yakima Canyon. The reservoir pump station 
and head of the dam are adjacent to BLM's Lnmma Creek recreation site, which receives 
approximately 12,000 visitors each year (BLM use figures). Pagc 4-175 of the 
Feasibility Study/EIS lists "Estimated 2006 Annual Visitation to the Yakima River" as 
being 18,000 people. These figures are much too low, as BLM manages 4 river access 
sites along the Yakima Canyon, and estimates annual ust! at these sites at approximately 
120,000 visitors. 

The Feasib ility Study and EIS notes that the Wymer reservoir would be popular with 
local residents. The reservoir would also draw in many visitors from out of town, as most 
o f the high summer use in the Yakima Canyon is from outside the Kittitas County area. 
lncreased visitor use of the Wymer Reservoir (Table 4.39 on page 4-180 projects annual 
Wymer reservoir visitation during the first five years aner reservoir constmction at 
40,000-45,300 people) and any future recreation improvements along the shoreline which 
will occur, will likely result in increased use of the nearby BLM recreation sites. It will 
also increase traffic on busy Highway 821, as this highway will be the gateway to the 
reservoir. The fluctuating water line of tile reservoir might make OHV access possible 
when the water levels are low. This OHV use could spill ovcr onto private and nearby 
BLM land. 

The pumping plant and switchyard which would be built where Lmuma Creek enters the 
Yakima, will greatly change the appearance orthe area. Currently, views orthe future 
pumping plant/switchyard area from the rivcr, highway and adjacent BLM recreation site, 
are of irrigated fields, a fannhotlse, and relatively low development. The switchyard with 
its' 80-ft towers, pumping plant bui lding, transmission line and associated roads, will add 
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a much higher level of development and visual resource impacts to the area which will be 
difficult to mitigate_ 

The Bl<;lck Rock reservoir, Wymer reservoir and Wymer reservoirfPump Exchange 
alternatives al! change river flows in the Yakima Rivcl'. The alternatives estimate higher 
winter/spring flows and lower summer flows on the upper Yakima. Higher winter/spring 
flows could result in additional flooding and/or ice damage to nearby BLM recreation 
sites and other properties. Lower summer flows might result in more difficulty by 
recreationists in navigating the shal!ow places in the river and avoiding rock barb 
fisheries improvements along the shoreline. 
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From: <Rick_Donaldson@fws.gov> 
To: <kimccartney@pn.usbr.gov>
Date: Wed, Apr 2, 2008 10:56 AM
Subject: Fw: comments on the Yakima DEIS 

Kim, 

See attached document, with draft FWS comments pertaining to
wildlife issues in the subject DEIS. Please note, due to other
work priorities, we were unable to provide comments on fisheries
issues in the DEIS. We intend to send you a signed PAM with
attached comments on Friday. I don't anticipate any changes in
our comments from what is shown in the attached document (in this
email). 

Rick 

Rick Donaldson 
Manager, Habitat Conservation Branch
Upper Columbia Fish & Wildlife Office
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - Spokane
Phone: 509-893-8009 
FAX : 509-891-6748 
email: : rick_donaldson@fws.gov
----- Forwarded by Rick Donaldson/UCRB/R1/FWS/DOI on 04/02/2008
10:47 AM 

Mark Snyder/UCRB/R1/FWS/DOI
To Rick Donaldson/UCRB/R1/FWS/DOI@FWS 04/02/2008 10:28
cc AM Dan Trochta/UCRB/R1/FWS/DOI@FWS
Subject comments on the Yakima DEIS 

Rick -

Here are the revised comments on the Yakima River Basin Water 
Storage Feasibility Study DEIS. See attached file:
BOR-Yakima_DEIS4208.doc) 

Mark R. Snyder
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
Upper Columbia Fish and Wildlife Office
11103 E. Montgomery Dr.
Spokane Wa. 99206
509)893-8019 

CC: <Mark_Snyder@fws.gov>, <Dan_Trochta@fws.gov>, 
<Mark_Miller@fws.gov>, <Greg_VanStralen@fws.gov>, 
<Stephen_Lewis@fws.gov>, Jessica_Gonzales@fws.gov 
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Comments and Responses

Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 

Draft Planning Report and Environmental Impact Study 


USFWS (Service) COMMENTS 

04/02/08 


Executive Summary 

1) Page xxix – Wymer Dam and Reservoir Alternative: The Service disagrees 
that this alternative would have a negligible or slight effect on shrub-steppe 
habitat and movement corridors.  Given the historic and continuing losses of 
shrub-steppe habitats, actions related to any alternative that would eliminate 
shrub-steppe habitat should be considered significant in nature.  Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife(WDFW) has identified the area in the vicinity of 
the Wymer Reservoir site as wintering core habitat for bighorn sheep and core 
habitat for mule deer. Based on this, the Service believes that implementation of 
the Wymer Dam and Reservoir alternative would have a significant effect on 
wildlife movement corridors. 

2) Page xxxviii – Table ES.6 Comparative analysis of Joint Alternatives by 
indicator. Disturbance- number of places animal corridors are disturbed: 
Based on the reasons described in comment No. 1 above, the Service disagrees 
with the Bureau of Reclamation’s (Reclamation) negligible determinations for the 
Wymer alternatives. 

Main Report 

3) Page 4-87- Black Rock Alternative, Construction Impact:  Many species of 
migratory and resident birds would be affected when the reservoir is filled, 
especially during the nesting season. Nests and eggs on the ground and in shrubs 
would be destroyed by reservoir inundation. 

4) Pages 4-88 (1st paragraph) and 4-90 ( 3rd paragraph) HEP Analysis 
discussion:  Although the Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) results for 
Brewers sparrow did not indicate that the shrub-steppe habitats in the affected 
areas of both reservoir alternatives were of high value, the Service believes that 
these habitats are still important for shrub-steppe dependent species of wildlife.  
These habitats provide connectivity to adjacent shrub-steppe habitats, and if 
eliminated (by the creation of the reservoirs), would further fragment the 
remaining shrub-steppe communities that exist in this area.  

5) Page 4-88 – Movement corridors (3rd paragraph):  The Service recommends 
that the movement corridors expected to be utilized by elk after creation of the 
Black Rock reservoir be identified in an effort to determine any significant 
negative effects that might occur.  A large block of agricultural or developed land 
falling within the expected movement corridor may increase landowner conflicts, 
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and potential negative secondary or indirect effects that could be attributed to the 
alternative. 
 
6) Page 4-89 -Wetlands (2nd paragraph) Fluctuations in the water level in 
Black Rock Reservoir…:We agree that fluctuations in the water level in Black 
Rock reservoir would not be conducive to growth of a water-dependent shoreline 
plant community. However, there are wetland habitat enhancement techniques 
available to regulate water levels and possibly create and maintain productive 
wetland habitats in some areas.  For example, dike construction that would hold 
water behind the dike for longer periods during reservoir drawdown, creating 
shallow wetland areas. 
 
7) Page 4-89 - Wymer Dam  and Reservoir Alternative, Construction Impacts:  
Many species of migratory and resident birds would be affected when the 
reservoir is filled during the nesting season.  Not to mention foraging habitat that 
would also be lost. Nests and eggs on the ground and in shrubs may be destroyed 
by reservoir inundation. 
 
8) Page 4-90 – Movement corridors (5th paragraph): Bighorn sheep and mule 
deer should be addressed in this section.   WDFW has identified the Wymer 
Reservoir site  as wintering core habitat for bighorn sheep and core habitat for 
mule deer. Based on this, the Service believes that the Wymer Dam and 
Reservoir would have a significant effect on movement corridors for these species 
of wildlife and should be addressed. 
 
9) Page 4-165 – Greater Sage Grouse:  We expect that implementation of the 
Black Rock Alternative would result in the loss of nests and eggs from reservoir 
inundation, depending on the timing of implementation.  
 
10) Page 4-166 and 4-169 – Sage Grouse Movement Corridors: The Service 
recommends that Reclamation identify and delineate potential movement 
corridors that would be available to sage grouse, after implementation of either 
reservoir alternative. Developed lands and/or certain agricultural practices may 
hinder sage grouse movement, and could lead to secondary or indirect negative 
effects that could be attributed to the alternative.   
 



 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 












Comment WAS-0001 


Region 3 Headquarters 

1701 South 24th Ave., Yakima, Washington 98902 


Phone: (509) 457-9330, Fax: 575-2474, e-mail: eastejae@dfw.wa.gov 


March 31, 2008 

David Kaumheimer 
Environmental Program Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Rd. 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

SUBJECT: Review of Draft Planning Report/EIS – Yakima Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

The Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife has reviewed the Draft PR/EIS for 
the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study (SFS) and provides the 
following assessment and comments. Our comments reflect our mandate to “… 
preserve, protect, perpetuate, and manage the wildlife and food fish, game fish, and 
shellfish in state waters and offshore waters” (RCW 77.04.012). 

We would like to reiterate the importance of providing instream flows for fish in the 
Yakima Basin as well as the other watersheds in the Columbia Basin.  We support 
opportunities to increase flows in the Yakima Basin that benefit the species we are 
mandated to protect, perpetuate and manage.  In addition it is important for the 
DPR/EIS to recognize the benefits of increased flows for fish in the Yakima Basin.  
Our comments follow. 
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Technical Reports 

The purpose of the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study is to improve 
instream f lows and out-of -stream water availability in the Yakim a River. The 
DPR/EIS does a reasonable job of  covering the general topics of concern for instream 
flows for fish, but it relies on inform ation from other documents and models to form 
conclusions. The inform ation is referenced  but not available within the DPR/EIS. 
One must read and review all technical repor ts to be able to adequately com ment on 
the findings and conclusions of the DPR/EIS.  In addition, there were other technical 
reports, more specifically the U.S. Department of Energy analysis of seepage from the 
Black Rock alternative that will not be ava ilable until the f inal version of the PR/EIS 
is released. W e would like to propose an extended com ment period for the final 
PR/EIS so that the public has an opportunity to provide com ments on all the relevant 
documentation. 

Executive Summary 

Table ES.1 

The April target flow for the Wapato Reach (Parker Gage) appears to be erroneous.  
April is the primary month for spring chinook, coho and steelhead smolt downstream 
migration and mean monthly flow should be significantly higher than in March---not 
300 cfs lower. This is the case for all the other reaches, but not the Wapato Reach---
the key reach that the System Operations Advisory Committee (SOAC) monitors 
during smolt migration to determine if migration pulse flow releases from storage are 
required. Under-estimating the April flow objective for the Wapato Reach would 
likely affect the anadromous fish benefit analysis and comparisons between each of 
the “Joint Alternatives”. 

Page xix. Accomplishments. - The Wapato Reach does not represent the lower 40 
miles of the river.  It does not compare fish use, fish stocks, channel morphology, 
island habitat, bedload material, velocity, and in many areas, volume (flow 
volume varies because of gage placement and return flows).  It’s functions and 
values are much more dynamic and complex, especially because of its proximity 
to the free flowing portion of the mainstem Columbia River.   

Table ES.2 

The entire analysis of anadromous and resident fish benefits in the SFS is based on the 
“seasonal volume objectives” in Table ES.2, which are derived from the monthly flow 
objectives in Table 
ES.1. There is a very significant error in the calculation of the volume objectives for 
both the Ellensburg and Wapato reaches during the “spring” and “winter” seasons 
(see Excel spreadsheet attachment).  WDFW staff used this spreadsheet to check the 
volume objectives and found significant discrepancies.  Oddly, the “summer” season 
volume objectives were correct, but all the spring and winter objectives in Table ES.2 
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over-estimate the true volumes required to achieve the monthly flow targets in Table 
ES. 1. The discrepancies ranged from a low of 51,079 acre-feet (Spring, Wapato) to a 
high of 411,395 acre-feet (Winter, Wapato).  Since the “No Action” alternative is 
compared to the volumetric seasonal flow objectives and the “Joint Alternatives” are 
compared to the “No Action” alternative to measure relative accomplishments, a 
significant mathematical error in establishing the volumetric flow objectives at the 
very beginning casts doubt over the validity of the entire comparative benefit analysis. 
 The entire benefit-to-cost analysis (BCA) must be run again using the correct 
volumetric seasonal flow objectives before the Final PR/EIS can be issued. 

Page xx and Table ES.2 – It would be helpful to put the cubic feet per second 
(cfs) conversion for acre-feet (af) in parentheses. Although af is the unit for 
storage, cfs is the unit for flow. Other areas of the DPR/EIS compare seepage and 
volume using different units.  Please consider utilizing one unit or putting the 
second unit in parentheses so that comparisons are transparent and easily 
understood. 

Page xxi – Black Rock Alternative - “Water from the Columbia River would be 
pumped from the Priest Rapids Lake any time Columbia River water is available 
in excess of current instream target flows and storage space is available in a Black 
Rock reservoir, with the exception of July and August, when no Columbia River 
withdrawals would occur.” Instream flows were set in the 1980s with limited 
information before ESA listings.  It is questionable to assume that those instream 
flows are a threshold for no impact at higher flows.In addition, spring water 
withdrawals could potentially modify flows to the degree that some bird nesting 
islands would be connected to the shore and would allow access for predators 
such as coyotes and foxes. Terminology for instream target flows elsewhere in 
the DPR/EIS suggest that the Columbia River instream target flows refer to the 
2004 BiOp flows, but the terminology should be clarified, at a minimum, and if 
the BiOp flows are not what is meant, then clarifications should be made. 

Page xxx - Anadromous Fish; No Action Alternative - Under current conditions 
an ongoing decline in fish population is evident (wild or natural stock) and under 
drought conditions population impacts are probably severe.  In the same 
paragraph that a “no effect” is noted, the authors state that “the greater spring 
flows downstream of Parker are considered beneficial to improve anadromous 
salmon smolt outmigration through the middle and lower Yakima River.  Please 
clarify this contradiction. Also clarify how increases in velocity influence 
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitats. 

Page xxxi - Anadromous Fish - Please clarify the rationale regarding how higher 
flows result in reduced summer rearing habitat in the lower Yakima River  

Page xxxi - Anadromous Fish -The Joint Alternatives may also provide 
opportunity to affect access to habitat and habitat conditions in the tributaries. 
See more comments on this subject below.   

Resource Analysis – Water Resources/Anadromous Fish: 
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	No Action Alternative
	

This discussion fails to recognize the benefits to fish resources that will occur if water 
conserved under the existing YRBWEP Basin Conservation Program (BCP) can be 
“blocked up”, stored in the existing reservoirs and called on for release by SOAC to 
meet highest priority fish needs.  The fish managers need the flexibility to use 
“conserved fish water” to maximize benefits.  Incremental increases in summer flows 
in the Wapato Reach (below Parker Dam) may not be the highest priority use of this 
water. Flow objectives within various reaches would expect to vary with varying 
storage options. 

Anadromous Fish 

Ignoring, for the moment, the flaws with the comparative benefit analysis described 
above, the Black Rock Reservoir (BRR) alternative appears to provide the highest 
level of benefits for anadromous fish.  However, the $8.7 million over the 100-year 
benefit stream (i.e. approximately $87,000 annual increase relative to the “no action 
alternative”) seems ridiculously low relative to $602 million for recreation and $287 
million for M&I water use.  The benefit analysis is too narrowly focused and does not 
quantify the synergistic benefits to on-going habitat protection and restoration projects 
funded by USBR’s YRBWEP program, the Salmon Recovery Funding Board 
(SRFB), Yakima Tributary Access and Habitat Program, Water Acquisition 
Programs, Regional Fisheries Enhancement Group, BPA’s Fish & Wildlife Program, 
and others. Significant improvements in anadromous fish abundance (particularly 
spring chinook and coho salmon) have already occurred because of habitat projects 
without the benefit of more water that can be stored, “shaped” and released at the 
discretion of the fish managers.  The SFS Team needs to estimate how SOAC-
managed flow releases using 500-800 KAF annually from the BRFR can leverage 
habitat protection/restoration projects to increase fish production at much higher 
levels than currently modeled.   

The benefit analysis of the Joint Alternatives also ignores the opportunity and value of 
storage in improving flows (and leveraging habitat improvements) in key tributaries 
for the benefit of steelhead, coho, spring chinook, rainbow/cutthroat trout and bull 
trout. SOAC would not limit use of stored blocks of “fish water” solely to increase 
mainstem flows below the existing USBR reservoirs.  The Study Team should show 
how stored “fish water” under the three joint alternatives would typically be 
distributed between the reservoirs (i.e. where and how much).  Then the Study Team 
should work with the SSTWG to identify creative ways using existing irrigation 
system infrastructure (or improvements) to deliver fish water released from reservoirs 
to tributaries and other off-channel habitats as recommended by the authors of the 
“Reaches Project” (Stanford et al., 2002) and discussed in the PR on Page 1-21. 

The six indicators for evaluation of fish benefits: Summer Rearing Habitat in the 
Easton and Ellensburg Reaches for Spring Chinook and Steelhead Fry and 
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Yearlings; Flip-Flop in Both the Upper Yakima and Naches Rivers for Yearling 
Steelhead and Spring Chinook; Spring Flow Downstream from the Parker Gage; 
July-September Flow Downstream from the Parker Gage; Estimated Anadromous 
Fish Population Size; and False Attraction, are reasonable, but two others, Side 
Channel Connectivity and Winter Habitat Conditions in the Yakima River basin, 
should also be considered. Interaction of water quality and physical habitat 
(modeled in instream flow studies) is not addressed, but could be significant. Side 
Channel Connectivity - A specific concern is connectivity of off-channel or 
lateral habitat with the Yakima River.  There is some discussion of floodplain 
processes, including cottonwood recruitment, and there is recognition that 
floodplain and river have become disconnected to a large degree (e.g., see 1.2.2.1; 
1.7.2.3; 1.7.2.4; 4.8). Lateral or off-channel habitat is connected to the main 
channel at high flow. As flow drops, lateral habitat disconnects from the main 
channel. Fish, usually juveniles that are in the lateral habitats when they become 
disconnected, are forced to stay in the lateral habitats until they are reconnected. 
Once disconnected, usually in late spring or early summer, the lateral habitats 
may warm more than water in the main channel, often to temperatures that are not 
favorable or even lethal to young salmonids (in the absence of groundwater 
connectivity). If, on the other hand, connectivity persists into the warming 
period, a temperature gradient may develop that leads young fish to leave the 
lateral habitats at the time when favorable habitat shifts from the lateral habitats 
towards the main channel.  This timing and temperature and rate of flow change 
(ramping) aspect of connectivity are not addressed, yet it has great potential to 
affect survival and production of salmonids, particularly coho and spring Chinook 
salmon.  

Winter Habitat Conditions in the Yakima River Basin - Winter conditions get relatively 
little attention in this document.  Most concern has been focused on spring, summer, and 
fall, but winter water is stored and flow management practices do influence fish habitat and 
survival. Flow stability is generally favorable to winter salmonid survival and storing any 
winter flow pulses buffers downstream reaches from such pulses.  On the other hand, 
keeping flows low in winter increases risk of freezing of young fish and eggs.  Some flow 
fluctuations in winter is often desirable to moderate very cold water temperatures. 

Fish that spawn below Prosser are impacted significantly by river operations and flow 
management.  In many years, there is a significant difference in spawning (both fall 
Chinook and coho) between the lower reach and the Wapato reach.  The lower reach 
had over 3,000 fall Chinook adults that never passed over the Prosser fish passage 
facilities and spawned in the Yakima River in the late 1990’s (See Watson’s PSMFC 
reports on lower Yakima River spawning estimates to supplement Table 4.24).  Since 
then, the redd counts below Prosser have declined with the loss of spawning habitat 
attributed to star grass colonies. Those habitat functions remain and could be 
manifested if the river conditions (flow and water quality) change within this reach.     

The proposed Black Rock management emphasizes minimum Columbia River 
diversions at the expense of more normative flows.  In wet years, more water 
would be diverted from the Yakima River rather than from Black Rock, missing 
the opportunity to provide more normative flows and flow variability with higher 
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flows in wetter years.  On p. 2-4, the DPR/EIS refers to: “Title XII target flows do 
not necessarily provide for a natural (unregulated) ecosystem function. Title XII 
target flows at the two control points do not address fish habitat and food web 
needs at the basin level and thus, by themselves, cannot be expected to lead to 
restoration of anadromous fish runs (SOAC, 1999).” 

Chapter 2 - Joint Alternative 

The proposed Black Rock management emphasizes minimum flows at the 
expense of normative flows.  In wet years irrigators would get more water and 
would get it from the Yakima River rather than from Black Rock, leaving Black 
Rock more full and missing the opportunity to provide more normative flows and 
flow variability with higher flows in wetter years.  On p. 2-4, the DPR/EIS refers 
to: “Title XII target flows do not necessarily provide for a natural (unregulated) 
ecosystem function. Title XII target flows at the two control points do not address 
fish habitat and food web needs at the basin level and thus, by themselves, cannot 
be expected to lead to restoration of anadromous fish runs (SOAC, 1999).” 

Page 2-4, Table 2.2  - The seasonal volumetric flow objectives in Table 2.2 for the 
Ellensburg and Wapato reaches do not match the values shown in Table ES.2 (and 
Table 2.10). The objectives shown in Table 2.2 are closer to the actual objectives 
shown in WDFW’s attached Excel spreadsheet, but are still erroneous.  WDFW has 
not checked the volumetric flow objectives for the Easton, Cle Elum or Lower Naches 
River, but we suspect they may also be incorrect.  The Study Team needs to check 
your math calculations to make sure your flow objectives are correct and are 
displayed the same in all tables throughout the document.  Otherwise, comparison of 
goal attainment and monetary benefits between the “no action” and “joint 
alternatives” will be erroneous and invalid. Simple math errors in calculating 
volumetric flow objectives do not “inspire confidence” that more complex fish benefit 
model outputs (e.g. DSS, AHA and EDT) can be trusted to be accurate. 

Page 2-31, Tables 2.10 and 2.11; Page 2-35, Table 2.12 - The flow objective values in 
Table 2.10 are the same erroneous values shown in ES.2.  Consequently, the 
differences between the “no action” alternative flows and the volumetric flow 
objectives shown in Table 2.11 are incorrect. For example, the difference for 
Umtanum – Spring is not -9%, but is actually +6% when compared to the true 
objective of 646,355 ac-ft (not the erroneous 741,915 ac-ft shown in ES.2 and Table 
2.10). There is no way to tell if the flow comparisons (percent differences) between 
the joint alternatives and “no action” in Table 2.12 are accurate because only model 
result totals are shown in Table 2.10. The flow objective totals are incorrect in Table 
2.10; hence the volume totals for the various alternatives may also be incorrect. 

Page 2-48 and Table 2.21 - The lowest proposed level for Black Rock Reservoir 
is 80 percent in July and September, respectively. Please clarify why Black Rock 
Reservoir volumes are maintained at 80 percent or greater year round.  Holding 
the reservoir at lower levels may benefit migrating fish in the Columbia River 
during September.  
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Page 2-55; Page 2-57, Table 2.30 

The Wymer pump station has to lift (i.e. push) water to elevation 1,730’ (not elev. 
1,610’) in order to fill the reservoir to full pool. The pipeline discharge into the 
reservoir may be at elev. 1,610’, but full pool elevation is 120’ higher.  The “top of 
inactive (dead) storage” elevation in Wymer Reservoir is incorrect…it should read 
1,375’ to coincide with the low-level outlet elevation. 

Page 2-70 Operations - Does the proposed pipeline for the Wymer Reservoir and 
pump exchange alternative go across Amon Creek in Yakima River delta?  Amon 
Creek is completely absent from the impact analysis.   

Page 2-70 Operations - The amount of water delivered through the pipeline for the 
Wymer Reservoir and pump exchange alternative is less in a wet year than a dry year. 
 Please evaluate the value of high flows for fish life and consider maintaining dry year 
pump exchange totals in a wet year as well.  Evaluation should include floodplain 
analysis, hydro-geo analysis, bedload movement, increased values for rearing, etc.  To 
provide for the maximum extent (benefit) of improved stream flows, this extra water 
should stay in the river. In order to achieve fish stock restoration, the habitats and 
river channel need high flows to restore instream, riparian, and floodplain diversity.  
Diversity and complexity contribute to a healthy river ecosystem. 

Page 2-71/72 

The irrigation season flow objective (and equivalent volume) at the Parker Gage 
(Wapato Reach) for the Wymer + Pump Exchange alternative is stated to be 1,500 cfs, 
less the YRBWEP Title XII flows and water conservation gains. Establishing a 1,500 
cfs flow objective is a substantial improvement relative to the “no action” alternative, 
particularly during the summer period (July-Oct.), and should not be minimized. This 
flow objective provides an additional 48,708 ac-ft for Wapato Reach summer flow 
relative to the 1,300 cfs target flow used to evaluate the BRR and 

“Wymer Only” alternatives.  However, during the spring period, operating the pump 
exchange to supplement YRBWEP flows up to 1,500 cfs only provides a combined 
total volume of 362,340 ac-ft, as opposed to the target for BRR and “Wymer Only” of 
729,331 ac-ft from Table ES.2, 2.2 and 2.10 (using the WDFW corrected volumetric 
objective from the attachment).  The difference of 366,991 ac-ft represents an unfair 
comparison---a much lower target that makes a straight benefits comparison with the 
other two joint alternatives difficult to impossible (an “apples vs. oranges” 
comparison).  All three joint alternatives should be evaluated against the same 
volumetric flow objectives. 

Page 2-76 - 2.7 Economics, Fisheries Benefits - Please provide an analysis of 
population structure. In order to produce harvestable fish that are valued, some 
percentage of each generation must spawn successfully and the relationship 
between spawners and harvestable surplus may not be linear.  In addition, 
extensive recent literature has pointed to the role of carcasses of adult spawners to 
contribute to subsequent generation’s growth and productivity; this is also likely 
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to be a non-linear relationship. 

Page 2-95, Fisheries Benefits 

There are a number of problems with the anadromous and resident fish benefits 
analysis that reduce or ignore benefits that can be expected to accrue during the 100-
year benefit stream used in the analysis: 

1) The analysis does not include sockeye salmon, which are proposed for 
reintroduction into Cle Elum and Bumping Reservoirs under the USBR 
storage dam fish passage program, and which is currently in the feasibility 
phase. Considering the long-term benefit period for the storage study, it is 
reasonable to assume that permanent upstream and downstream fish passage 
facilities can and will be constructed and sockeye re-established.  The “use 
values” of a Yakima Basin sockeye run should be estimated and included in 
the benefits analysis. 

2)		 Yakima steelhead are harvested in Columbia R. tribal commercial and 
subsistence fisheries (Zone 6) and Yakima R. tribal subsistence fisheries.  
Unlike the non-treaty commercial and sport fishery, the treaty tribes harvest 
wild steelhead as well as hatchery fish. The statement that wild Yakima 
steelhead (there are no hatchery steelhead in the Yakima Basin) have little to 
no “fishery use value” is incorrect. Use values for these two harvest 
categories need to be computed for steelhead and included in the benefit 
analysis. Table 4.26 (Page 4-115) does show tribal harvest of steelhead, but 
no benefit is calculated in the economic analysis.  

3) Use values for non-listed resident fish species (e.g. kokanee in reservoirs; 
rainbow and cutthroat trout in streams) are not calculated.  These species will 
benefit to varying degrees from fish-oriented water management under the 
joint alternatives like anadromous species.  Resident trout in rivers currently 
support an important sport fishing commercial guide industry that contributes 
to the local economy, as well as non-commercial recreational fishing that has 
measurable economic value. 

4) “Non-use” (non-consumptive) values for both anadromous and resident fish 
are excluded from the benefit analysis.  Significant increases in abundance, 
productivity, distribution and life history diversity of ESA-listed steelhead and 
bull trout should accrue from creatively managing as much as 500-800 MAF 
of stored “fish water blocks” (i.e. BRR alternative). Even though no harvest of 
bull trout currently occurs and steelhead harvest is limited to tribal 
commercial (Zone 6) and subsistence fisheries, the benefits analysis ignores 
the very real costs to society required to recover these ESA “threatened” 
species. If any of the joint alternatives can produce demographic benefits 
leading to the de-listing of steelhead and/or bull trout, these societal costs can 
be avoided and recovered populations can begin to provide fishery “use 
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values”. “Avoided costs” of T&E species recovery that can be directly 
attributed to storage study alternative accomplishments should be used in the 
fish benefit analysis. 

Page 2-101 - Economics – The watchable wildlife public expenditure 
component(s) is underestimated.  There is a lack of analysis indicating how 
restoration efforts will lead to increased nonuse value benefits by the public. 

Page 2-106; Table 2.66 

Not much significance is given to T&E species in the Environmental Quality (EQ) 
Evaluation (only a combined weight of 4%).  This is probably because steelhead and 
bull trout are considered “non-use” species and currently do not contribute economic 
benefits to the Benefit: Cost Analysis (BCA) because “avoided costs” of ESA species 
recovery are not counted as economic benefits.  Table 2.66 shows “zero” significance 
(no effect) for bull trout for any of the joint alternatives and only minor positive 
effects for steelhead. WDFW believes that creative use of 500-800 MAF of stored 
“fish water” that can be managed by the SOAC fish managers annually to enhance 
flow and leverage habitat protection/restoration in the mainstem, tributaries and 
reservoirs, has the best chance of leading to the recovery of steelhead and bull trout. 

Page 2-115 - Various reaches of the Columbia River are also designated as a Wild and 
Scenic River reach and this information should be included.   

Page 2-115 and Table 2.69 (also Table 4.25) - Tables 2.69 (also Table 4.25) list 
expected quantified effects of the different proposals. For fish, the benefits are 
modest, although the Black Rock alternative appears to provide the greatest 
benefits to salmonid habitat identified in this chapter, based on the indicators in 
4.8.2.1; however, Side Channel Connectivity and Winter Habitat Conditions in 
the Yakima River basin should also be considered.   

Page 2-115 and Table 2.69 - Aquatic Invertebrates benefits are understated. The 
analysis does not include the potential production of the reservoir habitat. There are 
also tributary aquatic invertebrate benefits that would add to the quantitative, as well 
as qualitative measures if tributary habitats were included in the studies. 
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Instream Flows 

• Columbia River flows  

The rate of withdrawal from the Columbia River mainstem is discussed as a 
proportion of daily pool and flow fluctuation (see 4.8.2.2).  The withdrawal from 
the Columbia is treated as very small, yet fish interests have emphasized the 
importance of flow and the potential for cumulative impacts.  Work by Anglin (see 
4.8.2.1) is the best analysis available of fish habitat response to flow.   

Instream flow constraints on withdrawals from the Columbia are referenced (e.g., 
see 2.4.2.1, Table 2.17), but there are several different possible instream flow 
constraints, and it is not always clear which instream flows take precedence.  
Ecology adopted instream flows as WAC 173-563 in the 1980s, based on limited 
study of instream flow needs and before most listings of Columbia River 
salmonids under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).  The 2004 Biological 
Opinion flows developed by federal fish researchers and managers addressed 
instream flows needed for outmigration of smolts of ESA-listed salmonids through 
the Columbia River hydropower system.  Seasonal constraints were developed for 
the Columbia River Basin Water Management Program as a result of state 
legislation. The document does not address these different criteria and does not 
indicate which of these constraints will be met.   

The DPR/EIS implies that no flow requirements constrain withdrawal from the 
Columbia River in the fall, yet upstream migration, spawning, and incubation take 
place then for salmon. 

• Yakima River flows 

The driving instream flow targets are addressed (e.g., Tables 2.1, 4.1) in 
the DPR/EIS for the Yakima River.  Given there are several sets of 
instream flows (Title XII, SOAC, SSTWG; see Tables 2.1, 2.2), it would 
be helpful to compare the instream flow targets in one table. 

Chapter 3 - State Alternative 

Page. 3-5 - Please note error in a-f Total column of Table 3.1 for Cascade 
Irrigation District (288 should be 2088). Kiona Irrigation is also confusing 
between a-f columns. 

Page 3-5 - Table 3.1 notes various amounts of trust water.  Please provide a 
discussion on the intended use of the saved water. 

Page 3-23 and Table 3.3 - Please elaborate on the potential impacts in the 
anadromous fish section.  

Chapter 4 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Page 4-2 - 4.2.1.1 River Regulation - Early in the document Reclamation notes how 
important Stanford et al 2002 recommendations are for restoration of normative flow. 
 Stanford et al 2002 is rarely referenced again in the entire document.  This is an 
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important reference for noting deficiencies and how to achieve potential biological 
gains. The DPR/EIS should compare the various alternatives and their ability to meet 
Stanford et al 2002 recommendations.  This section provides an opportunity to 
incorporate and discuss the Stanford et al 2002 recommendations. 

Page 4-29 - Groundwater Resources -. It is noted that since predevelopment, a 31 
percent mean annual increase in basin recharge has occurred due to application of 
irrigation water to croplands. Has this stabilized or will this continue to increase? 

Page 4-33 - Irrigation return flows to the lower Yakima River account for about 
75 percent of the streamflow downstream of the Parker gage.  Please identify the 
time period for those return flows.  Also, please explain how the data was 
analyzed (where, when, frequency, etc.). 

Page 4-51 - Figure 4.10 is a reasonable itemization of elements of stream fish 
habitat, but it doesn’t explain relationships. Please identify relationships. 

Page 4-54 - 4.5.2.2. No Action Alternative - The volume of sand (fines) is 
important to fish survival.  Excessive amounts can injure fish and cover the redds. 
 Under any of the alternatives, sand volumes would have a direct relationship to 
habitat conditions and fish survival. This relationship should be considered in 
more detail.   

Page 4-68, 69, and -112 (Indicator 4) - Additional information is necessary to 
validate the model used (Carroll and Joy 2001).  Please provide how the data 
were analyzed, and methods of collection (when, where, frequency, etc.).  The 
model may/could apply to a specific reach; specific time period.  When flows 
increase 352 cfs, and 666 cfs, respectively, anywhere on the river, much less in 
the lower river during the summer period, the aquatic habitat is going to respond 
in several beneficial ways and yet temperature, DO, sediment load, and other 
water quality parameters are noted to experience “virtually no change”.    

Page 4-95 – Affected Environment - Please adjust fall Chinook adult upstream 
migration timing in table 4.23.  Fall Chinook peak migration occurs at Bonneville 
about September 1 rather mid August is the onset of the fall Chinook upstream 
migration.  Peak migration in 2007 at McNary Dam was September 25. 

Page 4-95 – Affected Environment and Table 4.23 - Adjust the juvenile fall 
Chinook and summer Chinook outmigration window to be from April through 
August. 

Page 4-95 – Affected Environment - Under status and distribution, include the 
upper Columbia River fall Chinook stocks.  The DPR/EIS states, “to some extent, 
in Priest Rapids Lake..”, but does not describe any further spawning or dam 
counts further up the river. The Wenatchee River is well known for fall Chinook 
stocks. 
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 Page 4-98/99, Habitat Conditions for Anadromous Fish; Page 4-125, Cumulative 
Impacts 

If unregulated flow with natural variability and the “interaction of these habitat 
elements, combined with streamflow” is so important in producing “a complex 
mosaic under which native aquatic species assemblages evolved and live”, then why 
does the Planning Report ignore the fish benefits that could accrue from the joint 
alternatives from being able to creatively manage significant amounts of stored fish 
water (especially BRR)?  The fish managers will continue to use SRFB, RFEG, BPA 
and other funding to implement prioritized habitat access, protection and restoration 
projects that could work synergistically with SOAC-recommended management of 
“new fish water” from the joint alternatives to provide significantly higher benefits 
than presently shown in the PR. The Study Team should attempt to factor “flow 
leverage of habitat projects” into the BCA to maximize productivity. 

Page 4-103, Methods and Assumptions 

Temperature 

It was not indicated what model was used for temperature. The DEIS indicates 
that there was no difference between the Joint Alternatives and the No Action 
Alternative. However, no data or variances regarding temperatures were shown 
within the various index reaches and the parameters that were included in the 
model were not described.  It was not indicated if only differences in the means 
temperatures were modeled or is changes would occur based on water year.  For 
example, the Black Rock alternative may have resulted in notable differences in 
temperatures within some reaches during drought or very wet years.  

The DEIS recognized the altered nature of the hydrograph including truncation of 
runoff peaks and duration and the associated effects on quality, quantity, and 
temporal duration of groundwater discharge to the river. However, no attempt was
made to “game the model” to assess if water saved through reductions in late 
summer flows in the lower Yakima River might be used to increase groundwater 
storage through providing higher peak flows in the spring. Thus, returning 
groundwater might moderate temperatures in the lower river and/or associated 
side channels later into the summer months.  If temperature modeling indicated no 
fish benefit associated with increased flows in the lower river due to excessive 
temperatures, the flow objectives should have been adjusted to use the water 
elsewhere and/or at different times in an attempt to maximum fish productivity.  

For example, reducing flow objectives in the lower river for a 70day period by 
600 or 900 cfs would provide about 83,000 to 125,000 acre-feet of flow 
respectively. If this water were to be used during the April-early May out-
migration period during natural spring runoff flows, increased hyporheic storage 
of cold water within the floodplain of the Wapato reach would occur. This may 
reduce temperatures in the lower river over an extended, critical time period. 
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Predation might be moderated as well due to increased flow volumes and colder 
water. 

We realize that there could be an infinite number of output flow objective 
scenarios that could be reviewed with the DSS model.  The DEIS used only one 
flow objectives for each stream reach assuming it would be optimal for 
production and/or survival of salmonids.  It was apparently assumed that a flow 
objective roughly reflecting the natural hydrograph would be a reasonable 
template to use with greater weighting of importance towards some stream 
reaches than others. However, it was also discussed that if 650,000 acre-feet were 
provided to SOAC through a Black Rock alternative for fish management the 
water would likely be managed very differently between good water years and 
drought. It would be expected that flows within certain reaches would be 
weighted of much greater priority than in others during droughts, while other flow 
scenarios might be used during years with heavy snow pack.  Within year 
adjustments would likely be necessary as well to ensure optimal use of water for 
fish production. An algorithm tied to Riverware and EDT models could be 
developed to optimize fish benefit under various scenarios. 

Page 4-104 - Two-dimensional Hydraulic Model 

 While we have confidence in the model we have concerns with the sensitivity of the 
data collection methods for the data used in the model as it may have underestimated 
channel complexity and juvenile salmonids rearing habitat in some reaches.  Thre 
floodplain habitat in ythe upper Easton reach and Wapato reach are very complex and 
difficult to accurately survey with any method. Ken Bovee indicated that LIDAR was 
effective to within 1 meter and didn’t penetrate dense canopy areas.  It would be 
preferable to truth some of the LIDAR data with more traditional methods such as 
sonar or cross sectional measurements of the floodplain and associated side-channel 
habitat to ensure that an acceptable degree of precision occurred. 

During the presentation of the DSS model it was indicated that LIDAR were 
sensitive to within 1 meter which may have excluded many small habitat features 
including shallow off channel/side channel habitats especially areas where 
extensive complexity exists. We much prefer sonar or transects at a subset of 
location to ground truth the changes in the DSS model. 

The model apparently used habitat preference data for various life history stages of 
salmonids that was a collective opinion of various experts rather than empirical data. 
It was not indicated regarding whether or not this data was compared to empirical data 
and preference curves that are available. 

Evaluation of Fish Benefits - Modeling 

The areas of interest for anadromous fish incorporate the existing and proposed 
reservoirs within the basin, and the mainstem Yakima, Naches and Tieton Rivers 
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from the headwater reservoirs to the confluence of the Yakima River with the 
Columbia River.  The areas of interest for resident fish include the existing and 
proposed reservoirs within the basin, and the mainstem Yakima, Cle Elum, 
Naches, Tieton, and Bumping Lakes Rivers from the headwater reservoirs to the 
confluence of the Yakima River with the Columbia River. 

•	 Modeling efforts are limited by available data to five stream reaches, 
hence it is assumed that because fish benefits created by additional flows 
in the lower Yakima reach were not evaluated, the data does not exist or 
was not provided to the modeler.  Was it assumed that excessive 
temperatures alone during the rearing period eliminated this reach from 
consideration? It is our professional opinion that with increased flows and 
river rejuvenations that significant habitat may be established within the 
lower Yakima reach.  Alternatives flow scenarios that change flow 
objectives within this reach may result in temperature moderation. 

•	 The lower reach (Prosser to Columbia River confluence) is absent from 
most of the modeling efforts.  We question the relationship between flows 
and habitat that indicates a decrease in habitat, even when there is a 
potential to increase flow by as much as 50 percent.  Were only direct 
flow increases considered and not flow increases realized through 
hyporheic exchange within this reach? As velocity increases, especially in 
the lower gradient stream reaches, the juveniles seek out the low energy 
zones created by the horizontal and vertical increases upon the floodplain. 
 There is a significant amount of floodplain habitat (as noted in the 
document) in the lower river for fish to utilize if wetted up.  Please 
provide where and under what flow regimes the flow measurements and 
channel configuration data were taken. This would affect the data 
analysis. Also, indicate if the temperature model addressed side-channel 
habitat independently from the mainstem , as groundwater influence 
would be different. 

•	 The document focuses on the mainstem Yakima River habitat functions 
and values. It seems that the models or estimates do not include any of the 
tributary values. Most of the middle to lower Yakima Basin tributaries is 
influenced by irrigation practices, and most of them carry irrigation return 
flows, including Satus and Toppenish Creek on the Yakama Reservation.  
A major omission in the DPR/EIS is the analysis of tributary habitat 
function and values, fish life and their relationship to mainstem Yakima 
River Reclamation operations.  Increased storage in conjunction with 
other habitat restoration efforts would provide significantly opportunities 
for improving instream flow within tributaries that wouldn’t otherwise be 
possible. 

•	 The flow models used to predict habitat suitability appear to be flawed 
regarding flow and habitat relationships. Deprivation of and beneficial 
lateral connectivity is overlooked or somehow miscalculated in the five 
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index areas (perhaps due to the math errors noted above).  Please review 
these calculations. 

•	 The coho and fall Chinook life history functions were not 
comprehensively addressed by the EDT analysis for the lower 40 miles of 
the Yakima River.  Surrogate reaches were used instead. Applying 
traditional assessment methods within these reaches would be preferred to 
assess model precision. 

•	 It is not clear how accurate the assessments of the resource indicator 
measurements are (Table 2.69).  Flow-habitat modeling was used, but 
models are only our simplifications of our incomplete understanding of 
fish ecology. Benefits of the proposed projects (see 4.8.2.7) are greater 
for older year classes rather than the year classes measured.   

•	 Please explain why the models indicate a reduction of flow in the lowest 
reach. Municipal sources appear not to be clearly delineated. 

•	 The use of DSS to model coho rearing habitat is problematic (Beecher, 
WDFW; Brad Caldwell, Ecology). In many streams the models apparently 
indicate that the lowest stream flows produce the best habitat for coho 
based on weighted usable area and preference curves. However, much 
empirical data from smolt trapping by WDFW has found that increased 
stream flows result in successively increased coho productivity. Ecology 
and WDFW have typically disregarded the WUA results because of the 
conflict with what we know about stream flow for coho juveniles. Smolt 
trapping data indicates a strong correlation between higher summer/fall 
stream flow and resultant increased adult coho returns.  Empirical data 
suggests that a one-percent increase in stream flow in Aug/Sept will result 
in a one percent increase in the adult coho population two years later. 

Page 4-115, Steelhead 

A 51 percent increase in steelhead adult abundance resulting from the Black Rock 
Alternative is not a “minor effect” (from the EQ Evaluation), especially when the 
benefit analysis did not use any of the new fish water to improve habitat and 
production in tributaries. The actual improvement should be higher if the means to 
direct some of the 500-800 MAF to tributaries can be identified and implemented.  
This is probably our best chance to recover Yakima steelhead to the level that they can 
be de-listed and support a sustainable tribal subsistence and terminal sport fishery. 

Page 4-118, juvenile salmonid productivity 

On page 4-118, it is noted in the DSS that the model assumed no changes in the 
existing channel configuration, just changes in flow. The limited changes in 
salmon and steelhead productivity for each alternative appeared linked to the 
altered nature of the floodplain and changes in the cross-sectional channel 
configuration. The incised and simplified nature of the existing channels 
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reflected minimal gain in habitat quantity until flow stages were quite high or 
low. Over bank flows provided significant access to perched side channel 
habitats and backwater areas. The DSS model could be used as a tool to refine 
and prioritize where floodplain connectivity would result in the greatest fish 
benefit or incorporate modifications to the bed that are proposed.  Gaming the 
model would highlight which restoration alternatives resulted in greatest 
production. 

The various alternative also assumed that other restoration programs and alternatives 
would not provide synergistic fish benefits. Yakima river Basin Water enhancement 
Program, and Salmon recovery funds could be used to later exist water delivery 
systems to convey and wheel water from the Yakima River to water users current 
diverting from the small tributaries.  Resolving instream flow fish passage barriers 
within the lower reaches from flow exchanges could provide better anadromous 
access many miles of habitat. 

These exchange benefits are not reflected in the fish benefit calculations within 
the model.   

Page 4-132, Table 4.31 

The summary of impacts of the joint alternatives on rainbow trout and bull trout does 
not include any estimates of improved adult production…why?  Why no attempt to 
estimate economic “use  
values” for river-dwelling rainbow and cutthroat trout or ESA “avoided cost” values 
from improvement in viable salmonid population (VSP) parameters for bull trout 
leading to de-listing? 

Additional Comments 

•	 WDFW and PSMFC found that the lower Yakima River fall Chinook 
stock was genetically different from the Hanford Reach, Snake River, and 
Marion Drain Up River Brights (See 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001 PSMFC 
reports). This stock warrants greater consideration regarding habitat 
values, habitat association and use, and identifying potential benefit from 
the Yakima River Storage EIS alternatives.  We suggest identifying some 
index areas within this reach as well. 

•	 Please elaborate on increased water use and the potential locations of 
future withdrawals for municipalities with regard to ground water sources 
and surface water from the Yakima River.   

•	 Please consider a pipeline be built to direct flows from the outlet of 
Wymer Reservoir to the Yakima River rather than realigning the existing 
channel. Lower Lmuma Creek (below SR-821 bridge) is valuable coho 
and steelhead rearing habitat. 

84



 

 

 
 

 

 
 

67

68 

	 

	 

•	 There was no mention of the positive relationship between nutrients and 
salmonid production. There is significant literature regarding the benefit 
of additional marine derived nutrients on salmonid productivity.  Although 
the DEIS assumed to channel in the existing habitat increased escape of 
some species, particularly fall Chinook and perhaps coho, might 
measurably increase productivity of existing habitats.  The enhancement 
effects of spawning pink salmon on stream rearing juvenile coho salmon 
are well documented. 

•	 The proposed Black Rock Reservoir could affect the existing groundwater 
contamination at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation.  Seepage from the 
proposed reservoir would increase the ground water flow in the aquifer 
under the reservoir. This has potential to increase the movement of 
contaminants from the central part of the site.  Such an increase in 
groundwater flow has the potential to change containment plume shapes, 
travel times, and peak concentrations.  The seepage from the proposed 
reservoir also has the potential to raise the water table level beneath the 
Hanford site and mobilizing the contaminants currently in the soil. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Tayer 
Regional Director 

Attachment (Table 1 – Storage Study Flow Objective 
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Comments and Responses

Region 3 Headquarters 

1701 South 24th Ave., Yakima, Washington 98902 


Phone: (509) 457-9330, Fax: 575-2474, e-mail: eastejae@dfw.wa.gov 


March 31, 2008 

David Kaumheimer 
Environmental Program Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Rd. 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

SUBJECT: Review of Draft Planning Report/EIS – Yakima Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

The Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife has reviewed the Draft PR/EIS for 
the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study (SFS) and provides the 
following assessment and comments. Our comments reflect our mandate to “… 
preserve, protect, perpetuate, and manage the wildlife and food fish, game fish, and 
shellfish in state waters and offshore waters” (RCW 77.04.012). 

We would like to reiterate the importance of providing instream flows for fish in the 
Yakima Basin as well as the other watersheds in the Columbia Basin.  We support 
opportunities to increase flows in the Yakima Basin that benefit the species we are 
mandated to protect, perpetuate and manage.  In addition it is important for the 
DPR/EIS to recognize the benefits of increased flows for fish in the Yakima Basin.  
Our comments follow. 
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Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Technical Reports 

The purpose of the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study is to improve 
instream f lows and out-of -stream water availability in the Yakim a River. The 
DPR/EIS does a reasonable job of  covering the general topics of concern for instream 
flows for fish, but it relies on inform ation from other documents and models to form 
conclusions. The inform ation is referenced  but not available within the DPR/EIS. 
One must read and review all technical repor ts to be able to adequately com ment on 
the findings and conclusions of the DPR/EIS.  In addition, there were other technical 
reports, more specifically the U.S. Department of Energy analysis of seepage from the 
Black Rock alternative that will not be ava ilable until the f inal version of the PR/EIS 
is released. W e would like to propose an extended com ment period for the final 
PR/EIS so that the public has an opportunity to provide com ments on all the relevant 
documentation. 

Executive Summary 

Table ES.1 

The April target flow for the Wapato Reach (Parker Gage) appears to be erroneous.  
April is the primary month for spring chinook, coho and steelhead smolt downstream 
migration and mean monthly flow should be significantly higher than in March---not 
300 cfs lower. This is the case for all the other reaches, but not the Wapato Reach---
the key reach that the System Operations Advisory Committee (SOAC) monitors 
during smolt migration to determine if migration pulse flow releases from storage are 
required. Under-estimating the April flow objective for the Wapato Reach would 
likely affect the anadromous fish benefit analysis and comparisons between each of 
the “Joint Alternatives”. 

Page xix. Accomplishments. - The Wapato Reach does not represent the lower 40 
miles of the river.  It does not compare fish use, fish stocks, channel morphology, 
island habitat, bedload material, velocity, and in many areas, volume (flow 
volume varies because of gage placement and return flows).  It’s functions and 
values are much more dynamic and complex, especially because of its proximity 
to the free flowing portion of the mainstem Columbia River.   

Table ES.2 

The entire analysis of anadromous and resident fish benefits in the SFS is based on the 
“seasonal volume objectives” in Table ES.2, which are derived from the monthly flow 
objectives in Table 
ES.1. There is a very significant error in the calculation of the volume objectives for 
both the Ellensburg and Wapato reaches during the “spring” and “winter” seasons 
(see Excel spreadsheet attachment).  WDFW staff used this spreadsheet to check the 
volume objectives and found significant discrepancies.  Oddly, the “summer” season 
volume objectives were correct, but all the spring and winter objectives in Table ES.2 
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over-estimate the true volumes required to achieve the monthly flow targets in Table 
ES. 1. The discrepancies ranged from a low of 51,079 acre-feet (Spring, Wapato) to a 
high of 411,395 acre-feet (Winter, Wapato).  Since the “No Action” alternative is 
compared to the volumetric seasonal flow objectives and the “Joint Alternatives” are 
compared to the “No Action” alternative to measure relative accomplishments, a 
significant mathematical error in establishing the volumetric flow objectives at the 
very beginning casts doubt over the validity of the entire comparative benefit analysis. 
 The entire benefit-to-cost analysis (BCA) must be run again using the correct 
volumetric seasonal flow objectives before the Final PR/EIS can be issued. 

Page xx and Table ES.2 – It would be helpful to put the cubic feet per second 
(cfs) conversion for acre-feet (af) in parentheses. Although af is the unit for 
storage, cfs is the unit for flow. Other areas of the DPR/EIS compare seepage and 
volume using different units.  Please consider utilizing one unit or putting the 
second unit in parentheses so that comparisons are transparent and easily 
understood. 

Page xxi – Black Rock Alternative - “Water from the Columbia River would be 
pumped from the Priest Rapids Lake any time Columbia River water is available 
in excess of current instream target flows and storage space is available in a Black 
Rock reservoir, with the exception of July and August, when no Columbia River 
withdrawals would occur.” Instream flows were set in the 1980s with limited 
information before ESA listings.  It is questionable to assume that those instream 
flows are a threshold for no impact at higher flows.In addition, spring water 
withdrawals could potentially modify flows to the degree that some bird nesting 
islands would be connected to the shore and would allow access for predators 
such as coyotes and foxes. Terminology for instream target flows elsewhere in 
the DPR/EIS suggest that the Columbia River instream target flows refer to the 
2004 BiOp flows, but the terminology should be clarified, at a minimum, and if 
the BiOp flows are not what is meant, then clarifications should be made. 

Page xxx - Anadromous Fish; No Action Alternative - Under current conditions 
an ongoing decline in fish population is evident (wild or natural stock) and under 
drought conditions population impacts are probably severe.  In the same 
paragraph that a “no effect” is noted, the authors state that “the greater spring 
flows downstream of Parker are considered beneficial to improve anadromous 
salmon smolt outmigration through the middle and lower Yakima River.  Please 
clarify this contradiction. Also clarify how increases in velocity influence 
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitats. 

Page xxxi - Anadromous Fish - Please clarify the rationale regarding how higher 
flows result in reduced summer rearing habitat in the lower Yakima River  

Page xxxi - Anadromous Fish -The Joint Alternatives may also provide 
opportunity to affect access to habitat and habitat conditions in the tributaries. 
See more comments on this subject below.   

Resource Analysis – Water Resources/Anadromous Fish: 
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Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

No Action Alternative
	

This discussion fails to recognize the benefits to fish resources that will occur if water 
conserved under the existing YRBWEP Basin Conservation Program (BCP) can be 
“blocked up”, stored in the existing reservoirs and called on for release by SOAC to 
meet highest priority fish needs.  The fish managers need the flexibility to use 
“conserved fish water” to maximize benefits.  Incremental increases in summer flows 
in the Wapato Reach (below Parker Dam) may not be the highest priority use of this 
water. Flow objectives within various reaches would expect to vary with varying 
storage options. 

Anadromous Fish 

Ignoring, for the moment, the flaws with the comparative benefit analysis described 
above, the Black Rock Reservoir (BRR) alternative appears to provide the highest 
level of benefits for anadromous fish.  However, the $8.7 million over the 100-year 
benefit stream (i.e. approximately $87,000 annual increase relative to the “no action 
alternative”) seems ridiculously low relative to $602 million for recreation and $287 
million for M&I water use.  The benefit analysis is too narrowly focused and does not 
quantify the synergistic benefits to on-going habitat protection and restoration projects 
funded by USBR’s YRBWEP program, the Salmon Recovery Funding Board 
(SRFB), Yakima Tributary Access and Habitat Program, Water Acquisition 
Programs, Regional Fisheries Enhancement Group, BPA’s Fish & Wildlife Program, 
and others. Significant improvements in anadromous fish abundance (particularly 
spring chinook and coho salmon) have already occurred because of habitat projects 
without the benefit of more water that can be stored, “shaped” and released at the 
discretion of the fish managers.  The SFS Team needs to estimate how SOAC-
managed flow releases using 500-800 KAF annually from the BRFR can leverage 
habitat protection/restoration projects to increase fish production at much higher 
levels than currently modeled.   

The benefit analysis of the Joint Alternatives also ignores the opportunity and value of 
storage in improving flows (and leveraging habitat improvements) in key tributaries 
for the benefit of steelhead, coho, spring chinook, rainbow/cutthroat trout and bull 
trout. SOAC would not limit use of stored blocks of “fish water” solely to increase 
mainstem flows below the existing USBR reservoirs.  The Study Team should show 
how stored “fish water” under the three joint alternatives would typically be 
distributed between the reservoirs (i.e. where and how much).  Then the Study Team 
should work with the SSTWG to identify creative ways using existing irrigation 
system infrastructure (or improvements) to deliver fish water released from reservoirs 
to tributaries and other off-channel habitats as recommended by the authors of the 
“Reaches Project” (Stanford et al., 2002) and discussed in the PR on Page 1-21. 

The six indicators for evaluation of fish benefits: Summer Rearing Habitat in the 
Easton and Ellensburg Reaches for Spring Chinook and Steelhead Fry and 
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13
Yearlings; Flip-Flop in Both the Upper Yakima and Naches Rivers for Yearling 
Steelhead and Spring Chinook; Spring Flow Downstream from the Parker Gage; 
July-September Flow Downstream from the Parker Gage; Estimated Anadromous 
Fish Population Size; and False Attraction, are reasonable, but two others, Side 
Channel Connectivity and Winter Habitat Conditions in the Yakima River basin, 
should also be considered. Interaction of water quality and physical habitat 
(modeled in instream flow studies) is not addressed, but could be significant. Side 
Channel Connectivity - A specific concern is connectivity of off-channel or 
lateral habitat with the Yakima River.  There is some discussion of floodplain 
processes, including cottonwood recruitment, and there is recognition that 
floodplain and river have become disconnected to a large degree (e.g., see 1.2.2.1; 
1.7.2.3; 1.7.2.4; 4.8). Lateral or off-channel habitat is connected to the main 
channel at high flow. As flow drops, lateral habitat disconnects from the main 
channel. Fish, usually juveniles that are in the lateral habitats when they become 
disconnected, are forced to stay in the lateral habitats until they are reconnected. 
Once disconnected, usually in late spring or early summer, the lateral habitats 
may warm more than water in the main channel, often to temperatures that are not 
favorable or even lethal to young salmonids (in the absence of groundwater 
connectivity). If, on the other hand, connectivity persists into the warming 
period, a temperature gradient may develop that leads young fish to leave the 
lateral habitats at the time when favorable habitat shifts from the lateral habitats 
towards the main channel.  This timing and temperature and rate of flow change 
(ramping) aspect of connectivity are not addressed, yet it has great potential to 
affect survival and production of salmonids, particularly coho and spring Chinook 
salmon.  

Winter Habitat Conditions in the Yakima River Basin - Winter conditions get relatively 
little attention in this document.  Most concern has been focused on spring, summer, and 
fall, but winter water is stored and flow management practices do influence fish habitat and 
survival. Flow stability is generally favorable to winter salmonid survival and storing any 
winter flow pulses buffers downstream reaches from such pulses.  On the other hand, 
keeping flows low in winter increases risk of freezing of young fish and eggs.  Some flow 
fluctuations in winter is often desirable to moderate very cold water temperatures. 

Fish that spawn below Prosser are impacted significantly by river operations and flow 
management.  In many years, there is a significant difference in spawning (both fall 
Chinook and coho) between the lower reach and the Wapato reach.  The lower reach 
had over 3,000 fall Chinook adults that never passed over the Prosser fish passage 
facilities and spawned in the Yakima River in the late 1990’s (See Watson’s PSMFC 
reports on lower Yakima River spawning estimates to supplement Table 4.24).  Since 
then, the redd counts below Prosser have declined with the loss of spawning habitat 
attributed to star grass colonies. Those habitat functions remain and could be 
manifested if the river conditions (flow and water quality) change within this reach.     

The proposed Black Rock management emphasizes minimum Columbia River 
diversions at the expense of more normative flows.  In wet years, more water 
would be diverted from the Yakima River rather than from Black Rock, missing 
the opportunity to provide more normative flows and flow variability with higher 
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flows in wetter years.  On p. 2-4, the DPR/EIS refers to: “Title XII target flows do 
not necessarily provide for a natural (unregulated) ecosystem function. Title XII 
target flows at the two control points do not address fish habitat and food web 
needs at the basin level and thus, by themselves, cannot be expected to lead to 
restoration of anadromous fish runs (SOAC, 1999).” 

Chapter 2 - Joint Alternative 

The proposed Black Rock management emphasizes minimum flows at the 
expense of normative flows.  In wet years irrigators would get more water and 
would get it from the Yakima River rather than from Black Rock, leaving Black 
Rock more full and missing the opportunity to provide more normative flows and 
flow variability with higher flows in wetter years.  On p. 2-4, the DPR/EIS refers 
to: “Title XII target flows do not necessarily provide for a natural (unregulated) 
ecosystem function. Title XII target flows at the two control points do not address 
fish habitat and food web needs at the basin level and thus, by themselves, cannot 
be expected to lead to restoration of anadromous fish runs (SOAC, 1999).” 

Page 2-4, Table 2.2  - The seasonal volumetric flow objectives in Table 2.2 for the 
Ellensburg and Wapato reaches do not match the values shown in Table ES.2 (and 
Table 2.10). The objectives shown in Table 2.2 are closer to the actual objectives 
shown in WDFW’s attached Excel spreadsheet, but are still erroneous.  WDFW has 
not checked the volumetric flow objectives for the Easton, Cle Elum or Lower Naches 
River, but we suspect they may also be incorrect.  The Study Team needs to check 
your math calculations to make sure your flow objectives are correct and are 
displayed the same in all tables throughout the document.  Otherwise, comparison of 
goal attainment and monetary benefits between the “no action” and “joint 
alternatives” will be erroneous and invalid. Simple math errors in calculating 
volumetric flow objectives do not “inspire confidence” that more complex fish benefit 
model outputs (e.g. DSS, AHA and EDT) can be trusted to be accurate. 

Page 2-31, Tables 2.10 and 2.11; Page 2-35, Table 2.12 - The flow objective values in 
Table 2.10 are the same erroneous values shown in ES.2.  Consequently, the 
differences between the “no action” alternative flows and the volumetric flow 
objectives shown in Table 2.11 are incorrect. For example, the difference for 
Umtanum – Spring is not -9%, but is actually +6% when compared to the true 
objective of 646,355 ac-ft (not the erroneous 741,915 ac-ft shown in ES.2 and Table 
2.10). There is no way to tell if the flow comparisons (percent differences) between 
the joint alternatives and “no action” in Table 2.12 are accurate because only model 
result totals are shown in Table 2.10. The flow objective totals are incorrect in Table 
2.10; hence the volume totals for the various alternatives may also be incorrect. 

Page 2-48 and Table 2.21 - The lowest proposed level for Black Rock Reservoir 
is 80 percent in July and September, respectively. Please clarify why Black Rock 
Reservoir volumes are maintained at 80 percent or greater year round.  Holding 
the reservoir at lower levels may benefit migrating fish in the Columbia River 
during September.  
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Page 2-55; Page 2-57, Table 2.30 

The Wymer pump station has to lift (i.e. push) water to elevation 1,730’ (not elev. 
1,610’) in order to fill the reservoir to full pool. The pipeline discharge into the 
reservoir may be at elev. 1,610’, but full pool elevation is 120’ higher.  The “top of 
inactive (dead) storage” elevation in Wymer Reservoir is incorrect…it should read 
1,375’ to coincide with the low-level outlet elevation. 

Page 2-70 Operations - Does the proposed pipeline for the Wymer Reservoir and 
pump exchange alternative go across Amon Creek in Yakima River delta?  Amon 
Creek is completely absent from the impact analysis.   

Page 2-70 Operations - The amount of water delivered through the pipeline for the 
Wymer Reservoir and pump exchange alternative is less in a wet year than a dry year. 
 Please evaluate the value of high flows for fish life and consider maintaining dry year 
pump exchange totals in a wet year as well.  Evaluation should include floodplain 
analysis, hydro-geo analysis, bedload movement, increased values for rearing, etc.  To 
provide for the maximum extent (benefit) of improved stream flows, this extra water 
should stay in the river. In order to achieve fish stock restoration, the habitats and 
river channel need high flows to restore instream, riparian, and floodplain diversity.  
Diversity and complexity contribute to a healthy river ecosystem. 

Page 2-71/72 

The irrigation season flow objective (and equivalent volume) at the Parker Gage 
(Wapato Reach) for the Wymer + Pump Exchange alternative is stated to be 1,500 cfs, 
less the YRBWEP Title XII flows and water conservation gains. Establishing a 1,500 
cfs flow objective is a substantial improvement relative to the “no action” alternative, 
particularly during the summer period (July-Oct.), and should not be minimized. This 
flow objective provides an additional 48,708 ac-ft for Wapato Reach summer flow 
relative to the 1,300 cfs target flow used to evaluate the BRR and 

“Wymer Only” alternatives.  However, during the spring period, operating the pump 
exchange to supplement YRBWEP flows up to 1,500 cfs only provides a combined 
total volume of 362,340 ac-ft, as opposed to the target for BRR and “Wymer Only” of 
729,331 ac-ft from Table ES.2, 2.2 and 2.10 (using the WDFW corrected volumetric 
objective from the attachment).  The difference of 366,991 ac-ft represents an unfair 
comparison---a much lower target that makes a straight benefits comparison with the 
other two joint alternatives difficult to impossible (an “apples vs. oranges” 
comparison).  All three joint alternatives should be evaluated against the same 
volumetric flow objectives. 

Page 2-76 - 2.7 Economics, Fisheries Benefits - Please provide an analysis of 
population structure. In order to produce harvestable fish that are valued, some 
percentage of each generation must spawn successfully and the relationship 
between spawners and harvestable surplus may not be linear.  In addition, 
extensive recent literature has pointed to the role of carcasses of adult spawners to 
contribute to subsequent generation’s growth and productivity; this is also likely 
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to be a non-linear relationship. 

Page 2-95, Fisheries Benefits 

There are a number of problems with the anadromous and resident fish benefits 
analysis that reduce or ignore benefits that can be expected to accrue during the 100-
year benefit stream used in the analysis: 

1) The analysis does not include sockeye salmon, which are proposed for 
reintroduction into Cle Elum and Bumping Reservoirs under the USBR 
storage dam fish passage program, and which is currently in the feasibility 
phase. Considering the long-term benefit period for the storage study, it is 
reasonable to assume that permanent upstream and downstream fish passage 
facilities can and will be constructed and sockeye re-established.  The “use 
values” of a Yakima Basin sockeye run should be estimated and included in 
the benefits analysis. 

2)		 Yakima steelhead are harvested in Columbia R. tribal commercial and 
subsistence fisheries (Zone 6) and Yakima R. tribal subsistence fisheries.  
Unlike the non-treaty commercial and sport fishery, the treaty tribes harvest 
wild steelhead as well as hatchery fish. The statement that wild Yakima 
steelhead (there are no hatchery steelhead in the Yakima Basin) have little to 
no “fishery use value” is incorrect. Use values for these two harvest 
categories need to be computed for steelhead and included in the benefit 
analysis. Table 4.26 (Page 4-115) does show tribal harvest of steelhead, but 
no benefit is calculated in the economic analysis.  

3) Use values for non-listed resident fish species (e.g. kokanee in reservoirs; 
rainbow and cutthroat trout in streams) are not calculated.  These species will 
benefit to varying degrees from fish-oriented water management under the 
joint alternatives like anadromous species.  Resident trout in rivers currently 
support an important sport fishing commercial guide industry that contributes 
to the local economy, as well as non-commercial recreational fishing that has 
measurable economic value. 

4) “Non-use” (non-consumptive) values for both anadromous and resident fish 
are excluded from the benefit analysis.  Significant increases in abundance, 
productivity, distribution and life history diversity of ESA-listed steelhead and 
bull trout should accrue from creatively managing as much as 500-800 MAF 
of stored “fish water blocks” (i.e. BRR alternative). Even though no harvest of 
bull trout currently occurs and steelhead harvest is limited to tribal 
commercial (Zone 6) and subsistence fisheries, the benefits analysis ignores 
the very real costs to society required to recover these ESA “threatened” 
species. If any of the joint alternatives can produce demographic benefits 
leading to the de-listing of steelhead and/or bull trout, these societal costs can 
be avoided and recovered populations can begin to provide fishery “use 
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values”. “Avoided costs” of T&E species recovery that can be directly 
attributed to storage study alternative accomplishments should be used in the 
fish benefit analysis. 

Page 2-101 - Economics – The watchable wildlife public expenditure 
component(s) is underestimated.  There is a lack of analysis indicating how 
restoration efforts will lead to increased nonuse value benefits by the public. 

Page 2-106; Table 2.66  
 
Not much significance is given to T&E species in the Environmental Quality (EQ) 
Evaluation (only a combined weight of 4%).  This is probably because steelhead and 
bull trout are considered “non-use” species and currently do not contribute economic 
benefits to the Benefit: Cost Analysis (BCA) because “avoided costs” of ESA species 
recovery are not counted as economic benefits.  Table 2.66 shows “zero” significance 
(no effect) for bull trout for any of the joint alternatives and only minor positive 
effects for steelhead. WDFW believes that creative use of 500-800 MAF of stored 
“fish water” that can be managed by the SOAC fish managers annually to enhance 
flow and leverage habitat protection/restoration in the mainstem, tributaries and 
reservoirs, has the best chance of leading to the recovery of steelhead and bull trout. 

Page 2-115 - Various reaches of the Columbia River are also designated as a Wild and
Scenic River reach and this information should be included.   

Page 2-115 and Table 2.69 (also Table 4.25) - Tables 2.69 (also Table 4.25) list 
expected quantified effects of the different proposals. For fish, the benefits are 
modest, although the Black Rock alternative appears to provide the greatest 
benefits to salmonid habitat identified in this chapter, based on the indicators in 
4.8.2.1; however, Side Channel Connectivity and Winter Habitat Conditions in 
the Yakima River basin should also be considered.   

Page 2-115 and Table 2.69 - Aquatic Invertebrates benefits are understated. The 
analysis does not include the potential production of the reservoir habitat. There are 
also tributary aquatic invertebrate benefits that would add to the quantitative, as well 
as qualitative measures if tributary habitats were included in the studies. 
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Instream Flows 

• Columbia River flows  

The rate of withdrawal from the Columbia River mainstem is discussed as a 
proportion of daily pool and flow fluctuation (see 4.8.2.2).  The withdrawal from 
the Columbia is treated as very small, yet fish interests have emphasized the 
importance of flow and the potential for cumulative impacts.  Work by Anglin (see 
4.8.2.1) is the best analysis available of fish habitat response to flow.   

Instream flow constraints on withdrawals from the Columbia are referenced (e.g., 
see 2.4.2.1, Table 2.17), but there are several different possible instream flow 
constraints, and it is not always clear which instream flows take precedence.  
Ecology adopted instream flows as WAC 173-563 in the 1980s, based on limited 
study of instream flow needs and before most listings of Columbia River 
salmonids under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).  The 2004 Biological 
Opinion flows developed by federal fish researchers and managers addressed 
instream flows needed for outmigration of smolts of ESA-listed salmonids through 
the Columbia River hydropower system.  Seasonal constraints were developed for 
the Columbia River Basin Water Management Program as a result of state 
legislation. The document does not address these different criteria and does not 
indicate which of these constraints will be met.   

The DPR/EIS implies that no flow requirements constrain withdrawal from the 
Columbia River in the fall, yet upstream migration, spawning, and incubation take 
place then for salmon. 

• Yakima River flows 

The driving instream flow targets are addressed (e.g., Tables 2.1, 4.1) in 
the DPR/EIS for the Yakima River.  Given there are several sets of 
instream flows (Title XII, SOAC, SSTWG; see Tables 2.1, 2.2), it would 
be helpful to compare the instream flow targets in one table. 

Chapter 3 - State Alternative 

Page. 3-5 - Please note error in a-f Total column of Table 3.1 for Cascade 
Irrigation District (288 should be 2088). Kiona Irrigation is also confusing 
between a-f columns. 

Page 3-5 - Table 3.1 notes various amounts of trust water.  Please provide a 
discussion on the intended use of the saved water. 

Page 3-23 and Table 3.3 - Please elaborate on the potential impacts in the 
anadromous fish section.  

Chapter 4 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Page 4-2 - 4.2.1.1 River Regulation - Early in the document Reclamation notes how 
important Stanford et al 2002 recommendations are for restoration of normative flow. 
 Stanford et al 2002 is rarely referenced again in the entire document.  This is an 
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important reference for noting deficiencies and how to achieve potential biological 
gains. The DPR/EIS should compare the various alternatives and their ability to meet 
Stanford et al 2002 recommendations.  This section provides an opportunity to 
incorporate and discuss the Stanford et al 2002 recommendations. 

Page 4-29 - Groundwater Resources -. It is noted that since predevelopment, a 31 
percent mean annual increase in basin recharge has occurred due to application of 
irrigation water to croplands. Has this stabilized or will this continue to increase? 

Page 4-33 - Irrigation return flows to the lower Yakima River account for about 
75 percent of the streamflow downstream of the Parker gage.  Please identify the 
time period for those return flows.  Also, please explain how the data was 
analyzed (where, when, frequency, etc.). 

Page 4-51 - Figure 4.10 is a reasonable itemization of elements of stream fish 
habitat, but it doesn’t explain relationships. Please identify relationships. 

Page 4-54 - 4.5.2.2. No Action Alternative - The volume of sand (fines) is 
important to fish survival.  Excessive amounts can injure fish and cover the redds. 
 Under any of the alternatives, sand volumes would have a direct relationship to 
habitat conditions and fish survival. This relationship should be considered in 
more detail.   

Page 4-68, 69, and -112 (Indicator 4) - Additional information is necessary to 
validate the model used (Carroll and Joy 2001).  Please provide how the data 
were analyzed, and methods of collection (when, where, frequency, etc.).  The 
model may/could apply to a specific reach; specific time period.  When flows 
increase 352 cfs, and 666 cfs, respectively, anywhere on the river, much less in 
the lower river during the summer period, the aquatic habitat is going to respond 
in several beneficial ways and yet temperature, DO, sediment load, and other 
water quality parameters are noted to experience “virtually no change”.    

Page 4-95 – Affected Environment - Please adjust fall Chinook adult upstream 
migration timing in table 4.23.  Fall Chinook peak migration occurs at Bonneville 
about September 1 rather mid August is the onset of the fall Chinook upstream 
migration.  Peak migration in 2007 at McNary Dam was September 25. 

Page 4-95 – Affected Environment and Table 4.23 - Adjust the juvenile fall 
Chinook and summer Chinook outmigration window to be from April through 
August. 

Page 4-95 – Affected Environment - Under status and distribution, include the 
upper Columbia River fall Chinook stocks.  The DPR/EIS states, “to some extent, 
in Priest Rapids Lake..”, but does not describe any further spawning or dam 
counts further up the river. The Wenatchee River is well known for fall Chinook 
stocks. 
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 Page 4-98/99, Habitat Conditions for Anadromous Fish; Page 4-125, Cumulative 
Impacts 

If unregulated flow with natural variability and the “interaction of these habitat 
elements, combined with streamflow” is so important in producing “a complex 
mosaic under which native aquatic species assemblages evolved and live”, then why 
does the Planning Report ignore the fish benefits that could accrue from the joint 
alternatives from being able to creatively manage significant amounts of stored fish 
water (especially BRR)?  The fish managers will continue to use SRFB, RFEG, BPA 
and other funding to implement prioritized habitat access, protection and restoration 
projects that could work synergistically with SOAC-recommended management of 
“new fish water” from the joint alternatives to provide significantly higher benefits 
than presently shown in the PR. The Study Team should attempt to factor “flow 
leverage of habitat projects” into the BCA to maximize productivity. 

Page 4-103, Methods and Assumptions 

Temperature 

It was not indicated what model was used for temperature. The DEIS indicates 
that there was no difference between the Joint Alternatives and the No Action 
Alternative. However, no data or variances regarding temperatures were shown 
within the various index reaches and the parameters that were included in the 
model were not described.  It was not indicated if only differences in the means 
temperatures were modeled or is changes would occur based on water year.  For 
example, the Black Rock alternative may have resulted in notable differences in 
temperatures within some reaches during drought or very wet years.  

The DEIS recognized the altered nature of the hydrograph including truncation of 
runoff peaks and duration and the associated effects on quality, quantity, and 
temporal duration of groundwater discharge to the river. However, no attempt was 
made to “game the model” to assess if water saved through reductions in late 
summer flows in the lower Yakima River might be used to increase groundwater 
storage through providing higher peak flows in the spring. Thus, returning 
groundwater might moderate temperatures in the lower river and/or associated 
side channels later into the summer months.  If temperature modeling indicated no 
fish benefit associated with increased flows in the lower river due to excessive 
temperatures, the flow objectives should have been adjusted to use the water 
elsewhere and/or at different times in an attempt to maximum fish productivity.  

For example, reducing flow objectives in the lower river for a 70day period by 
600 or 900 cfs would provide about 83,000 to 125,000 acre-feet of flow 
respectively. If this water were to be used during the April-early May out-
migration period during natural spring runoff flows, increased hyporheic storage 
of cold water within the floodplain of the Wapato reach would occur. This may 
reduce temperatures in the lower river over an extended, critical time period. 

80



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

49 

50 

Comments and Responses

Predation might be moderated as well due to increased flow volumes and colder 
water. 

We realize that there could be an infinite number of output flow objective 
scenarios that could be reviewed with the DSS model.  The DEIS used only one 
flow objectives for each stream reach assuming it would be optimal for 
production and/or survival of salmonids.  It was apparently assumed that a flow 
objective roughly reflecting the natural hydrograph would be a reasonable 
template to use with greater weighting of importance towards some stream 
reaches than others. However, it was also discussed that if 650,000 acre-feet were 
provided to SOAC through a Black Rock alternative for fish management the 
water would likely be managed very differently between good water years and 
drought. It would be expected that flows within certain reaches would be 
weighted of much greater priority than in others during droughts, while other flow 
scenarios might be used during years with heavy snow pack.  Within year 
adjustments would likely be necessary as well to ensure optimal use of water for 
fish production. An algorithm tied to Riverware and EDT models could be 
developed to optimize fish benefit under various scenarios. 

Page 4-104 - Two-dimensional Hydraulic Model

 While we have confidence in the model we have concerns with the sensitivity of the 
data collection methods for the data used in the model as it may have underestimated 
channel complexity and juvenile salmonids rearing habitat in some reaches.  Thre 
floodplain habitat in ythe upper Easton reach and Wapato reach are very complex and 
difficult to accurately survey with any method. Ken Bovee indicated that LIDAR was 
effective to within 1 meter and didn’t penetrate dense canopy areas.  It would be 
preferable to truth some of the LIDAR data with more traditional methods such as 
sonar or cross sectional measurements of the floodplain and associated side-channel 
habitat to ensure that an acceptable degree of precision occurred. 

During the presentation of the DSS model it was indicated that LIDAR were 
sensitive to within 1 meter which may have excluded many small habitat features 
including shallow off channel/side channel habitats especially areas where 
extensive complexity exists. We much prefer sonar or transects at a subset of 
location to ground truth the changes in the DSS model. 

The model apparently used habitat preference data for various life history stages of 
salmonids that was a collective opinion of various experts rather than empirical data. 
It was not indicated regarding whether or not this data was compared to empirical data 
and preference curves that are available. 

Evaluation of Fish Benefits - Modeling 

The areas of interest for anadromous fish incorporate the existing and proposed 
reservoirs within the basin, and the mainstem Yakima, Naches and Tieton Rivers 
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from the headwater reservoirs to the confluence of the Yakima River with the 
Columbia River.  The areas of interest for resident fish include the existing and 
proposed reservoirs within the basin, and the mainstem Yakima, Cle Elum, 
Naches, Tieton, and Bumping Lakes Rivers from the headwater reservoirs to the 
confluence of the Yakima River with the Columbia River. 

•	 Modeling efforts are limited by available data to five stream reaches, 
hence it is assumed that because fish benefits created by additional flows 
in the lower Yakima reach were not evaluated, the data does not exist or 
was not provided to the modeler.  Was it assumed that excessive 
temperatures alone during the rearing period eliminated this reach from 
consideration? It is our professional opinion that with increased flows and 
river rejuvenations that significant habitat may be established within the 
lower Yakima reach.  Alternatives flow scenarios that change flow 
objectives within this reach may result in temperature moderation. 

•	 The lower reach (Prosser to Columbia River confluence) is absent from 
most of the modeling efforts.  We question the relationship between flows 
and habitat that indicates a decrease in habitat, even when there is a 
potential to increase flow by as much as 50 percent.  Were only direct 
flow increases considered and not flow increases realized through 
hyporheic exchange within this reach? As velocity increases, especially in 
the lower gradient stream reaches, the juveniles seek out the low energy 
zones created by the horizontal and vertical increases upon the floodplain. 
 There is a significant amount of floodplain habitat (as noted in the 
document) in the lower river for fish to utilize if wetted up.  Please 
provide where and under what flow regimes the flow measurements and 
channel configuration data were taken. This would affect the data 
analysis. Also, indicate if the temperature model addressed side-channel 
habitat independently from the mainstem , as groundwater influence 
would be different. 

•	 The document focuses on the mainstem Yakima River habitat functions 
and values. It seems that the models or estimates do not include any of the 
tributary values. Most of the middle to lower Yakima Basin tributaries is 
influenced by irrigation practices, and most of them carry irrigation return 
flows, including Satus and Toppenish Creek on the Yakama Reservation.  
A major omission in the DPR/EIS is the analysis of tributary habitat 
function and values, fish life and their relationship to mainstem Yakima 
River Reclamation operations.  Increased storage in conjunction with 
other habitat restoration efforts would provide significantly opportunities 
for improving instream flow within tributaries that wouldn’t otherwise be 
possible. 

•	 The flow models used to predict habitat suitability appear to be flawed 
regarding flow and habitat relationships. Deprivation of and beneficial 
lateral connectivity is overlooked or somehow miscalculated in the five 
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index areas (perhaps due to the math errors noted above).  Please review 
these calculations. 

•	 The coho and fall Chinook life history functions were not 
comprehensively addressed by the EDT analysis for the lower 40 miles of 
the Yakima River.  Surrogate reaches were used instead. Applying 
traditional assessment methods within these reaches would be preferred to 
assess model precision. 

•	 It is not clear how accurate the assessments of the resource indicator 
measurements are (Table 2.69).  Flow-habitat modeling was used, but 
models are only our simplifications of our incomplete understanding of 
fish ecology. Benefits of the proposed projects (see 4.8.2.7) are greater 
for older year classes rather than the year classes measured.   

•	 Please explain why the models indicate a reduction of flow in the lowest 
reach. Municipal sources appear not to be clearly delineated. 

•	 The use of DSS to model coho rearing habitat is problematic (Beecher, 
WDFW; Brad Caldwell, Ecology). In many streams the models apparently 
indicate that the lowest stream flows produce the best habitat for coho 
based on weighted usable area and preference curves. However, much 
empirical data from smolt trapping by WDFW has found that increased 
stream flows result in successively increased coho productivity. Ecology 
and WDFW have typically disregarded the WUA results because of the 
conflict with what we know about stream flow for coho juveniles. Smolt 
trapping data indicates a strong correlation between higher summer/fall 
stream flow and resultant increased adult coho returns.  Empirical data 
suggests that a one-percent increase in stream flow in Aug/Sept will result 
in a one percent increase in the adult coho population two years later. 

Page 4-115, Steelhead 

A 51 percent increase in steelhead adult abundance resulting from the Black Rock 
Alternative is not a “minor effect” (from the EQ Evaluation), especially when the 
benefit analysis did not use any of the new fish water to improve habitat and 
production in tributaries. The actual improvement should be higher if the means to 
direct some of the 500-800 MAF to tributaries can be identified and implemented.  
This is probably our best chance to recover Yakima steelhead to the level that they can 
be de-listed and support a sustainable tribal subsistence and terminal sport fishery. 

Page 4-118, juvenile salmonid productivity 

On page 4-118, it is noted in the DSS that the model assumed no changes in the 
existing channel configuration, just changes in flow. The limited changes in 
salmon and steelhead productivity for each alternative appeared linked to the 
altered nature of the floodplain and changes in the cross-sectional channel 
configuration. The incised and simplified nature of the existing channels 
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reflected minimal gain in habitat quantity until flow stages were quite high or 
low. Over bank flows provided significant access to perched side channel 
habitats and backwater areas. The DSS model could be used as a tool to refine 
and prioritize where floodplain connectivity would result in the greatest fish 
benefit or incorporate modifications to the bed that are proposed.  Gaming the 
model would highlight which restoration alternatives resulted in greatest 
production. 

The various alternative also assumed that other restoration programs and alternatives 
would not provide synergistic fish benefits. Yakima river Basin Water enhancement 
Program, and Salmon recovery funds could be used to later exist water delivery 
systems to convey and wheel water from the Yakima River to water users current 
diverting from the small tributaries.  Resolving instream flow fish passage barriers 
within the lower reaches from flow exchanges could provide better anadromous 
access many miles of habitat. 

These exchange benefits are not reflected in the fish benefit calculations within 
the model.   

Page 4-132, Table 4.31 

The summary of impacts of the joint alternatives on rainbow trout and bull trout does 
not include any estimates of improved adult production…why?  Why no attempt to 
estimate economic “use  
values” for river-dwelling rainbow and cutthroat trout or ESA “avoided cost” values 
from improvement in viable salmonid population (VSP) parameters for bull trout 
leading to de-listing? 

Additional Comments 

•	 WDFW and PSMFC found that the lower Yakima River fall Chinook 
stock was genetically different from the Hanford Reach, Snake River, and 
Marion Drain Up River Brights (See 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001 PSMFC 
reports). This stock warrants greater consideration regarding habitat 
values, habitat association and use, and identifying potential benefit from 
the Yakima River Storage EIS alternatives.  We suggest identifying some 
index areas within this reach as well. 

•	 Please elaborate on increased water use and the potential locations of 
future withdrawals for municipalities with regard to ground water sources 
and surface water from the Yakima River.   

•	 Please consider a pipeline be built to direct flows from the outlet of 
Wymer Reservoir to the Yakima River rather than realigning the existing 
channel. Lower Lmuma Creek (below SR-821 bridge) is valuable coho 
and steelhead rearing habitat. 
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•	 There was no mention of the positive relationship between nutrients and 
salmonid production. There is significant literature regarding the benefit 
of additional marine derived nutrients on salmonid productivity.  Although
the DEIS assumed to channel in the existing habitat increased escape of 
some species, particularly fall Chinook and perhaps coho, might 
measurably increase productivity of existing habitats.  The enhancement 
effects of spawning pink salmon on stream rearing juvenile coho salmon 
are well documented. 

•	 The proposed Black Rock Reservoir could affect the existing groundwater
contamination at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation.  Seepage from the 
proposed reservoir would increase the ground water flow in the aquifer 
under the reservoir. This has potential to increase the movement of 
contaminants from the central part of the site.  Such an increase in 
groundwater flow has the potential to change containment plume shapes, 
travel times, and peak concentrations.  The seepage from the proposed 
reservoir also has the potential to raise the water table level beneath the 
Hanford site and mobilizing the contaminants currently in the soil. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Tayer 
Regional Director 

Attachment (Table 1 – Storage Study Flow Objective 
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Table 1 
Mean Month ly Flow Ta rgets and Raqulred Volume (AF I from Ta bl .. ES. 1 , ES.2, 2.2 a nd 2.10 

,,"" March Spflng August 0,,,,,,, Summer Nove mber """.'" Ja nuary February Winte r 
Elln. burg 

." '"~ Tota l '" Total Total "'" "" 
Mean CFS 1.982 2,424 3.700 '.000 ' .000 '.000 ' .000 1.016 1.257 1.459 '.'" 59,400 "" 77.155 80.887 _VoIume (AF) 121 .655 143.986 227.106 153.606 122.760 61 .380 61.380 58.212 ".'" V. I ... ItI T_ eS.2&2.10 _ 141,915 VoI... ln Tobin ES.2 & 2.10 . 304,920 v ol ... In Tobin ES.2 & 2. 10 _ 380,010 ,diff. " 95 ,560 d iff. z diff. " 101 ,394 

lObIO 2.2 
T_ 2.2 117,938 144,238 220,150 153,6-49 636,175 119.000 59.!)(l(l 59.!)(l(l 59.500 m.'" 58.311 00.- 74,807 88,821 280 ,385 ..-
Wapato 
Mean CFS 3,109 ,.".. ,,"00 2 .655 1.300 1.300 '.300 1.7~ 1.854 2.163'."'" '.
VoIume{AFI 190,830 165.964 214.830 157.707 79.794 79.794 77.220 79.794 11).4.425 113.799 132.765 136.382 _ 

Vol... 1rI T.bIn es.2 &2.10 _ 780 ,410 v..... In Tobleo U.2 & 2.10 • 318 ,S02 VOI... ItI T._ es, 2 & 2.10 . 898,766 
diff. 51 ,019 diff. " , diff. " 411 ,395 E 

T_2.2 
T.bI0 2.2 184,918 166,261 208,250 157,958 717 ,447 77.350 77,350 77.350 77.350 11).4.616 110.295 128.712 146.389 490,012 . oh ..."."" 

" "actual seasonal YOIume objectives" 

.. discrepancy ber.wen "aclua l seasonal volume objedives" and values shown in Tables ES.2. 2.2 a002.10 

= NO discrepancy between "actua l seasonal volume objectives' and va lues shown in Tables ES.2 and 2.10. however discrepancy exists with Table 2.2 values • 
JA Easterbrooks, WDFW 

[6'J 
[2!J
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A 0 o STATE OF WASHINGTON 

~A'W¥~~1.iT OF ARCHAEOLOGY & HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
10//3 S. capitol Way, Suite 106 ' Olympia, Washlnglon 98$01 

Mailin9 addreu: PO Box 46343 • Olympia, Waslllngtcm H~8343 
(36lJ) 565-3065' Fax Number(360) 585-3081 • Wab.f/te: www.dahp.w~.go~ 

February 19,2008 

Mr. David 1. Kaumheimer 
Upper Columbia Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 

Re: Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 
Log No: 013108..o5-BOR 

Dear Mr. KAumheimer; 

TItank you contacting our department. We have reviewed Draft Planning RejXlrt/ Environmental Impact 
State for the proposed Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study in Benton and Yakimn 
Counties, Washington. 

As described in Chapter 4 any alteration, excavation, and construction of tile proposed project would 
result in the adverse effect to significant cultural resoun::es. As II consequcnt. substantive inventory, 
evuluntion, and development oflreatment plans fOf significant eultural properties will be required. 

Rather than a Memorandum of Agreement lIS suggested on page 4-258 we would suggest a Progmnunatic 
Agreement be dcveloped for the project. 

We would appreciate receiving nny correspondence or comments from concerned tribes or othcr parties 
that you receive 115 you consult under the requirements of36CfR800.4(a)(4). 

l11esc comments are based on the information available at the time of this review and on \lIe behalf of the 
State Historic Preservation Officer in conformance with Section 106 of the Natiornll Histone Preservation 
Act, as amended, and ilS implementing regulations 36CFR8oo. Should addi tional information become 
available, our assessment may be revised. Thank you for the opponunity to comment and a eopy of these 
comments should be included in subsequent environmental documents. 

RObeJtG:Wi1( 1Im,-Ph.D. 
State Arcltaeologist 
(360) 586-3080 
email: rob,wbjtiam@dahp.wn.gov 

4 DErAtTMEHT Of ARCHAEOLOGY &. HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
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Comment WAS-0003 


MaTch 31. 2008 

David Kaul1lill:imer 
Environmenlul Progrnma Manager 
Bureau ofReclamatillD 
1917 MarsliRoad 
Yakima WA 98901 -2058 

'. 

SUBJECT: Ynki~1I ~cr Bas:ln Water StorligeFeasibility Study Draft PlallDin& Report 
and EIS 

Th!U1lc you for the opportunity to provide comments 00 the Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Draft Plauning Report and EIS, The' WlIShlogtOD NaruraJ Heritage Prosram is 
respoosible IJr w'aintairriDg information 'on rue pl.e.9.t species aod higb 'quality native wetlnnd and 
fem:slrial ecosystems' 

We rccamruend rare plRllt surveys be perfonncd, at the appropriate 'time ofyc:ar,' to delennine 
' whether the proposed project areas,conwl;I rare plant ~es, The Washington N~[ Herilage 
Program strongly encourages the protection of rate plant populations and their habital$ in their 
natural CODditiun, Maintaining viable populati~ns of rate plants in their:n~ tuWitats is the best 
way to ensure their loag-Itnn survival. lbis m,ay mean simply' protecting the habitat &om 
dislurblUlce, or it may mean nctive management oftlu! habitat to restore and maintain its natural 
condition, ' 

The benefit! Cor ronserving ~ plants ill theirnatnral babitat art many: 1) sWlablecondilioDS such 
as soil, iigbt. moisture, exposure, and other influences exist for their COl'ltinued 

of 
survival, meaning 

less effort and fllwcrresourocs will be required; 2} tbe:mtricateinterac:tionH both pI,ant and animal 
species nrc coDServcd; 3) olhcrnatW1l.l resources such as water quality and open spacl! are preserved; 
,4) scientiSt6 gain an understanding of the species' biology and habitat requirements. 

Conscrvingrare plant specieMhrough introductions orrcintroductiOIl:i (translocation orpropagation) 
is al best an uncertain tool and cm only be considen:d experimental To determine succesl of 
projccU; would take d~dcs, Success woilld require ibll ealAblishment of ecosystem functions. not 
just the presence ofa few indjviduals of a Tate species. 

:;' . 

Little is known about most rare plant species' biology, tilleh as their pollination syStems or 
gc:rmination requirementS. Such lack ofkrlowledge would hinder lIftificiai efforts. Rz,Jocatiitg plant:! 
may aIsojnierfere with their natural evoll,ltion, Plant species' genetics .could be negatively affected 
by rnixmg\vith local populations - or by becoming limited in genetic variation from having too 
small ofa populntion. Therefore we oannot support relocillion of seru:itiv!! specie!! as appropriate 
Olitigntion.' 

nnwASJItlcrrQtol STU' I PO 'OX~7UOO I OlYMPIA, WA 9B5M-7OIX) 

m..:(MD)902-IOOO I fAX: (JUJ)S01·InJ I rTY: (!6Ql9O.1-1ilS 
Equal OIlPCrllHl1ty Employer 
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01 

02 
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WASHINGTON STAn oePARTMENTOI' 
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Ma~ 31 coo a ~:~IPM 

David Kawnheimer 
Marcb 31, 2008 
Pa&e2 

The lou O;IIhrui>-BteppO habitat is a ,irea! conc~m 10 our program. Any lou of shrub-steppe adds 10 
Ine cumulative loss oflhls irreplaceable rcsollTCe. We agtee with the US Fishand Wildlife Service's 
comments tbat shruh-s!eppc is a limited and endangered resource. Over hnlf of the statc's shrub
B~pehu been converted. Only 1 % of tho original shrub.steppe is pro'tected iupres~es designated 
solely for shrub-steppe and associated species. Tho presClVation of shrub-s(appe is also critical fur 
the birtls and other animals that use this declining habitat. 

The proposed mitigation to comp~nsate r~r s!uub-stappe losses byco~verung ngricu lrura! lands to 
shrub:steppe is unrealistic since cODversion of even degraded shrub-steppe 10 functional shrub-steppe 
hus yo! to be demonstnlted. 

We hope thaI the Bureau. of Reclamation will work with the Natunll Heritage Program to idClltUy 
aDd protect rare pIon! spocics and high-qualitY ecosystems in the project area. 

Thank )IOU for your consideration of these oomments. 

Sincercl.y, 

~&;op-l'l1(fozb-
Sandy Swope Moody, Envirorunentlll Review Coordinator 
Washington Natural Heritage Program 
AsIC! Management & Protection Divinon 
POBox 4701 4 
Olympia WA98504-7014 

C; DNR SRPA Center 

DEPT OF NAT RES RMP DIV 36090c 178S p. ' 
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March] I, 2008 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Attention: David Kaumheimer, Environmental Programs Manager 

Subject: Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibi lity Study - Draft 
U.S. Department oflnterior, Bureau of Reclamation & 
Washington State Department of Ecology 

We have reviewed the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibili ty Study. WSDOT recognizes the 
importance of agriculture to the central Washington region. Our naturally arid region would benefit from 
additional water storage for irrigation, fish, recreation, and tourism. We have the fo llowing comments. 

I. The study proposes several altematives. Depending on which alternative is selected, a number of 
state highways could be impacted. These include State Highway 24, State Highway 82!, Interstate 
82, Interstate 182, State Highway 224, State Highway 225, State Highway 240, and State Highway 
241 . The proponents are encouraged to utilize local roads for access to any construction and 
maintenance sites whenever possible. 

1-82 and 1-182 are fully-contro lled limited access facilities for their entire length, and access is 
restricted to interchanges. Portions of SR 24, SR 224, SR 240 and SR 241 are part ially-controlled 
limited access. Access along these segments is restricted to publ ic roads and deeded Ilpproaclll;:s. 
The remaining portions ofSR 24, SR 224, SR 225. and SR 241 lire access managed . Access is 
avai lable within the access managed segments in accordance with state law and as agreed to by the 
Department. 

2. As stated in our comments dated January 31, 2007 regarding the EIS scope, the greatest pOleniial 
impact to the state highway system would be to Sit 24 if Black Rock Reservoir is constructed. The 
new reservoir would completely inundate a portion ofSR 24. 'n ,c proponenl would need to construct 
a replacement facility on new alignment for the flooded segment ofSR 24. The new segment will 
need to be constructed to current design standards. As slated in the EIS, we would like to continue 
discussions with the proponent whether a northern or southern alignment is the best location. 
WSDOT will need to be included in al! discussions and analysis regarding the new alignment for 
SR 24 and approve the alignment [oeation. Access rights will also need to be acquired to retain the 
limited access nature of the highway. WSDOT is the approving authority for any proposed access 
locntion on the new or existing alignment. 

]. A franchise agrecmcnt is rcquired fo r any installation and maintenance of longitudinal utility lines 
within WSDOT rights-of-way. Utility crossing pennits are required for all locations wherc utilit ies 
cross the highway, including any tunnels. If a ut ility line is to be placed on any bridge, it will be 
subject 10 approval by our Headquarters' Bridge and Structures Office. All work must be 
coordinated with the South Central Region's (SCR) Utilit ies Engineer, Jamil Anabtawi. prior to 
beginning any work. He can be reached at (509) 577-1785. No open cutting of the highway will be 
allowed to cross the highway. Any uti lity line crossing the highway will nccd to be done by jacking 
and/or boring underneath it. 

Washington State 
Department of Transportation 
Paula J. Hammond 
Secretary of Transportation 

ReceIved In Mailroom 

South C~ntral « Jglon 
2809 Rudkin Road,(lJnion,QaA 0 1 2008 
P.o. &Ix 12580 f... I-Ir 1\ 
Yakima, WA 9B906~560 

(509) 577-1600 Yakima. Washing tOil 
TTY: 1-800-833-63B8 
www,wsdol.wil.gov 
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David Kaumheimer, US Bur.-of Reclamation - Yakima River Water Storage Study Draft 
March 31, 2008 
Page 2 

4. For traffic control nced~ on any state highway, the proponent must submit a traffic control plan to 
the WSDOT South Central Region Traffic Office for review and approval. Please contact Rick 
Gifford at (509) 577-1985 for specifics. 

Once approved, traffic control implementation on the highway(s) should be coordinated with our 
Area Maintenance Superintendent. Please contact this office to determine which superintendent 
should be contacted. 

5. As staled in section 4.! 6.2.4. if Wymer Reservoir is created, the proponent will need to ensure that 
thc 1-82 Lmuma Creek bridge piers (milepost 14.96 to 15.11) tlre protected and reinforced as 
necessary. 

6. The draft ElS contained general infommtion that certain state highways would be used during 
construction. The haul routes. the amount and type: of materials. the location of source materials. and 
the estimated number of truck trips need to be specified. All loads transported on WSDOT rights-of
way must be within the legal size lind load limits, or have a valid oversize andlor overweight penn it. 

7. Stonnwater lind surrace runoff gencmted by this project must be retained and treated on site in 
accordance with regulating agencies' slandnrds, and not be allowed 10 flow onto WSDOT rights-of* 
way. 

8. Any outdoor advertising or motorist signing considered for this project will need to comply with state 
criteria. Please contact Rick Gifford orthe WSDOT South Central Regional Office at 
(509) 577-1985 for specifics. 

Thank you ror the opportunity to review and comment on this study. If you have any questions regarding 
our comments. please contact me at (509) 577- 1630. 

~>---------
Bill Preston, P.E. 
Regional Planning Engineer 

BP: rh/jjg 
cc: File #1, StBte_USA (2007) 

Jnmil Anabtawi, Utilities Engineer 
Rick Gilford, Traffic Engineer 
George Hilsinger. Assistant Regionni Administrator ror Project Development 
Terry Kllkes, Area I Mnintenancc Superintcndent 
Tom Lcuberg. Area 3 Maintenance Superintendent 
Les Turnley, Area 2 Maintcnance Superintendent 
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r;== =Yakima County Auditor ====~~~MA~R~2 O~2~008, ~ 
Corky Mat.tingly, AugitOlr'ak!ma, Washington 

DIana Soules, Assistant Auditor 

March 18, 2008 

Au: David Kaumheimt:r 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

As a native orthe Yakima Valley and the granddaughter of pioneer farmers in this area, I 
have grave concerns about the future availability of water to this valley. We all know 
that over the years the snow pack (which serves as another storage for water) has 
fluctuated greatly and cannot be depended on from year to year. 

The Yakima Valley has the most diverse agricultural products grown anywhere in the 
world. The economy of this entire region is based on this production. Without a 
dependable water supply this area would be devastated. This devastation would not only 
affect this area but also national agricultural production and exportation. 

The BOR has not taken into consideration lIle full economic and ecological impact that 
Slack Rock would have on this arca, Washington State and the United Siaies. The 
presence of Black Rock would provide for dependable and abundant agricultural 
production and the expansion of tourism in the Yakima River Basin. 

Being a YBSA board member, I have known the concerns that we have had about the 
study from the beginning. The Bureau's study has been going on far too long. The time 
for studying this issue is up. It is time for the BOR to take a stand and recognize that 
Black Rock meets all the goals stipulated in the study. 

The Bureau of Reclamation does not have the option 10 choose "no aclion"_ BOR must 
take a stand to protect the viability of this area's economic well being and to protect its 
most valuable asset, water. 

Sincerely yours, \ 

~o~t~\~~' ~1 
Yakima County Auditor 

12M Nunh Secn",1 Street. Runm 111 · y~~",," . W",I"ngl"" 'l~9UI • (509) 5 7~ . 1~11O · FAX 1 ~()91 57~ · 1.1~1 

Accounting 
574-1310 

Administration 
574·1402 

El~ctiun~ 
574·13 '10 

License 
.(;74.-1370 

Puyrull 
(;7-1-1392 

Rc"uniini:" 
.(;7o)·133Q 
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YAKIMA COUNTY COMMISSIONERS BOARD OF 

'I\: DiSlricl Ow 
Michael D. L.eila 

* Dislrjc!Twg * DistrictThree 
ROllilid F. Gamache Rand Et110lt 

March 31 , 2008 

David Kaumhcimer 
Environmental Programs Manager 
Bureau ofReciamation 
Upper Columbia ALea Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 

Dear Mr. Marquis: 

Yakima County cover letter re: Draft PRIEIS Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 

The Board ofYalctma County Commissioners is writing this cover letter to express our objections regarding the 
Draft PRIEIS Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study findings and conclusions. We h~ve attached 
specific cnmments made by our Yakima County staff. 

Historically, Yakima County has been known as the "fruit bowl" ofthc Nation and the watershed crodle ofESA 
recovery efforts within the Pacific Northwest. Municipal water demands continue to grow. 

The last water projects for this unique area werc created by ow- Federal governmcnt over 70 years ago. Over the 
last 30 years, various actions have been taken to mitigate growing water demands. Water conservation, innovative 
irrigation practices, reservoir "f1ip-f1nps", huge salmnn n:covery efforts, temporary wdl drillings, removal of 
orchards, and other solutions have fallen short. Compounding these shortfalls are diminishing annual mountain snow 
packs. Yakima County's basic water needs can no longer be mitigated by past shortsighted solutions. 

Yakima County can not accept second-best solutions. Seventy years ago vision and commitment made this valley 
fertil e. OnlY:ll visionary major water project will solve o:lr region's impending long term water crisis. The ElS 
economic analysis based on limiting and short sighted parameters is unacceptabk. The: deadline for completing the 
fmal draft PRIEIS is in December 2008. In thai docwner.l, the Bureau of Reclamation is required to identifY a 
preferred alternative. 

oc; file 
PublicS~ce:s 

Michael D. Leita, Commissioner 

128 North Second Street· Yakima. Washington 98901 • 509·574-1500 • FAX: 509-574'1501 
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Comments on the Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Draft PR lEIS 

Terry Keenhan, P .E. 1 

Joel Freudenthal, Fish and Wildlife Biologist' 

Preamble I Overview 

The Executive Summary of the Yakima Basin Storage Study Planning Report lEIS (PR I £15) 
states "(the) finite (water) supply and limited storage capability does not meet the water 
supply demands in all years and results in significant adverse impacts to the Yakima River 
basin's economy, which is agriculture-based, and to the basin's aquatic resources -
specifically those resources supporting anadromous fish. " This statement is not surprising 
since the total Yakima Basin reservoir storage is only 30% of the annual basin runoff. This 
compares to the Colorado River dams built by the Bureau which hold between 400 and 500% 
of annual runoff and provide drought resistant water supply to the users. 

This Yakima Project's low level of drought resistance has been an issue for irrigators, 
municipalities, fisheries and market economies both national and international for a long 
period and its long term viability has become of increasing concern with increased frequency 
of droughts/proration of water users, and with the documented one and a half degree 
regional warming and reduced snow packs since 1946. According to studies quoted by the EIS 
this reduction in summer flow supply is antidpated to accelerate to an additional 40% 
reduction of current flows. We are all aware that the basin water is currently over·allocated 
yet non-irrigation water demands (on surface and subsurface which may be connected) within 
the valley are increasing primarily due to regional and State growth pressures. 

The Yakima Project undertaken by reclamation in 1905 has provided a valued local, regional 
and national contribution to the economies despite its small size, limited drought resistance 
and basin water over-allocation. The project has shaped the local economy, the local 
communities and the regional, state and nation's food production , particularly for high value 
crops. However, past experience, most recently in the 2005 and in the 19905, has shown the 
increasingly limited drought resistance, and the resultant hardships, recoveries and impacts 
on modified crop selection, rotation and the resultant reduction to total capital investment -
valley-wide. The PR I E1S has failed to adequately address water supply and demand issues as 
they relate to competing demands al}d environmental impacts, including damages as they 
relate to droughts and stability of the water suppl'y. 

Further, the World Commission on Dams November 2000 Report "Dams and Development, a 
New Framework for Development" which surveyed large dams worLdwide reveals that large 
irrigation dams (non-hydroelectric and non-flood control) have not provided positive benefit 

I Mr. Keenoon i. curr .. ntly Surface Water Manager for Yakima County Public 5ervl"~s. Mr. Keerlhan h<u aver /If teen years 
experl~nce In the design af damns, re/alM Infrastructure, and mana.!!"",,,,,t afwater rf!sourre~. 

, Mr. Freudenthal I~ currently NIh « Wildjjf~ Blolajlst frlr Yak/rna County PuIlU, Serv/cef, /1e Is the pr//JKIry authar af thl: 
Ya/dma Sub-Basin Plan and Draft Yakima Basin Salman Recavery Plan. He has oW'r 20 years experience In the development GIld 
Impl~m~ntot;on of water and aquatic ""biro/ 
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 to cost ratios. One of the authors of this comment worked on the International Joint Venture 
establishing the International Funding Feasibility (including national benefits) of the 
hydroelectric Three Gorges Dam, which failed to provide an agreed upon positive BC ratio 
despite the huge transformative national benefits of the hydroelectric gains. So it is 
disappointing that this report characterizes the NED account as a benefit/cost analysis that 
must be greater than 1 for a proposed water project or pLan to be "economically justified", 
which is a concept that does not appear in the P&Gs. The NED account is intended to 
measure benefit to the Nation according to specific categories of benefits defined in the 
PfrG's, and as such is not a cost/benefit analysis to be used to determine if a project or pLan 
is "economically justified" as mentioned in the PR/EIS. 

It is our view that the Storage Study PR / EIS fa lls well short of accurately depicting the 
economic and environmental issues facing the Yakima Basin and notably, benefits to adjacent 
areas in the Columbia Basin . Consequently, we think the PR / EIS in its present form will 
seriousLy hamper future efforts to maintain or improve the economy and/or the environment 
in the Yakima and Columbia Basins to the detriment of the residents in these areas, the State 
of Washington and the United States as a whole. We believe this could have been avoided by 
a futler involvement of local municipalities and agricultural interests beyond that offered 
from the study outset, as recommended by the WCD 2000 Report and in the PftGs. 

The Storage Study has been in progress since 2003, and by the time the Study is concluded, 
some $16 to $18 million witl have been spent by the Federal Government and the State of 
Washington in examination of alternatives for improving water supply and fish habitat in the 
Yakima basin. The County believes that a more open Yakima Vatley input to the alternative 
evaLuation, criteria and selection and to the PR I EIS is required. Decision making revealed in 
Chapters 1 and 2 of this document reveal a lack of connectivity and involvement between the 
local, regional, and state parties and the Bureau, plus exclusion of some important issues. 
There is also a disconnect between conclusions in Chapter 2 (the PR) and the material 
presented in Chapters 3,4 and 5 (E[S). It is apparent that many of the conclusions reached in 
Chapter 2 were reached prior to consideration of the information in Chapters 3,4, and 5 in 
the draft document. We are also aware of information from the DSS model and the EDT 
model runs that were not incLuded in the Draft PR/EIS, but will be included in the finaL The 
substantive and procedural validity of the Final PR/EIS and the process used to develop it will 
be in question without a more clear linkage between the completed chapters 3,4, and 5 and 
the conclusions reached in Chapter 2. 

It is in the interests of all parties that the information presented in the PR / EIS, . particularly 
the economic, fisheries, and water supply issues which are the core of the PR lEIS -
accurately reflect the current and anticipated future supply and demand conditions within 
the basin and are framed in the context of t,he Federal and State Governments policy 
objectives that drove the funding to support preparation of the Storage Study PR / EIS. An 
accurate and consistent discussion of the issues and effects of the current economic and 
environmental issues facing the basin would aHow a more accurate appraisaL of the individual 
aLternatives and also allow interested parties in the basin to move forward collaboratively in 
the future if none of the current alternatives are implemented, or new alternatives arise as a 
result of the shortcomings of the alternatives presented. 

Major Issue 1 - Agricultural Economy of the Yakima Basin and its susceptibility 
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SpecificaUy, we feel that the effects of any of the alternatives on the agricultural economy, 
particularly the Nationa l Economic Development (NED) account, are seriously In error and do 
not reflect the economic severity of the past droughts or the economic benefits that would 
accrue from reducing or eliminating the frequency of short water supply years. The PR / EIS 
states that it was prepared in conformance with the Economic ond Environmental Principles 
and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies (PftGs), which 
contain extensive direction on preparation of the NED account for agriculture. We find that 
the economic analysis for agriculture in the PR/ EIS or in the Economics Technica l Report is 
not in compliance with the PfrGs due to IlIck of analysis of damage reduction, intensification, 
change in cropping patterns, and insufficient scope. 

The Yakima Valley agriculturaL economy is dependent to a large degree on perennial crops 
such as fruit, grapes, asparagus and other specialty crops, as well as livestock and dairy 
production. The PR I EIS's Lack of consideration of drought-induced damage to orchards, 
vineyards, other perennial crops as well as the productive capacity of livestock operations 
seriously underestimates the effect of drought on the basin's economy. These damage 
effects are especially severe for fruit and grape production and require several years after 
the substantial droughts for a farm unit to return to full capacity. The PR / EIS only 
considers the effect of drought as a loss of farm income in a short water year, and does 
not consider the damage to productive capacity of farm units and the Basin as a whole 
that occurs during drought, continues to constrain productivity in subsequent years, and 
results in inefficient water use in aU years. It is this concept that resulted In the local 
development of the 70% or greater proration goal that is adopted also as a goal in the 
PR/EIS. It is this lack of consistency between the economic rationale behind the goat and 
the economic analysis of the beneficial effects of meeting this goal (or increased 
reliability/flexibility of water supply in generaL) which will thwart or retard the 
alternatives put forth in the PR/ EIS and any subsequent proposals. 

Improvements in water supply will reduce risks to agricultural producers, which in turn 
should lead to changes in the intensity of use on individual parcels. and a shift In cropping 
patterns, especially where economic/water supply risk is most severe - such as the KID, 
KRD and the Roza Irrigation Districts. The P8:Gs suggest market analysis, interviews with 
local farmers, and interactions with experienced local property appraisers to account for 
these effects. These procedural requirements of the pftGs were not performed for the PR 
I E1S, Leading to an underestimation of the current effect that high risk has on the 
agricultural economy nor the benefits of reducing that risk. 

The Kennewick Irrigation District (KID) is the most junior of the Reclamation Water 
Contract Holders in the Yakima Basin. Improvement of the water supply to this district 
should be expected to have significant eff~cts on the agricultural economy given its 
recent status as a premier wine-produdng area and the acknowledged lack of predictabLe 
water supply necessary to take advantage of the unique soil and climactic conditions 
present in the KID. Yet the KID (or any other area whose diversion point is below 
Sunnyside Dam) is not included in the PR / EIS analysis of the agricultural economy or the 
economics model as Reclamation Crop Reports were not available for this area. Not 
induding the area which would arguably have the most benefit from an increased water 
supply in the PR I EIS leaves the document substantively flawed In Its evaluation of the 
agricultural economy of the Basin. 
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 The Economics TechniGal Report for the Yakima River Basin appears to be in error in 
severaL pLaces on page 29. TabLe 2-20 appears to suffer from transposition of numbers in 
the first line, and arguably, in line 5, which shows the probability of dry years. In 
paragraph 2.3.1.1.5 this same example "probability of a dry year" is shown as the
probability of a dry year that was used in the PR/EIS. The probability of a dry year, using 
the selected 25 year period, is 0.24 (6 /25) and 0.10 (5125) for the No Action alternative. 
If frequency (O.M) was actuaLly used in the PRIEIS, then the benefits side of both the NED 
and RED accounts i~ underestimated by 80%. As noted earlier, this under-estimation is 
further exacerbated by the unjustified exclusion of the intervening year impacts following 
droughts and the exclusion of benefits for years below 100%. This of course influences the
RED account which also exhibits Low muLtiplier factors. Generally the Economics 
TechnicaL Report excludes vital information for assessment or comments 

Summary - The analysis of the Agricultural economy of the Yakima Basin is seriously flawed in 
the report and underestimates the inefficiencies associated with pro-rationing of irrigation 
water and droughts. This underestimation is so skewed that the prospect for change or relief
in the pro-rationing system, the Storage Capadty of the Yakima Project, or the rationale for 
increased conservation are all equally set back by the EIS. 

Major Issue /I - Uncertainty, Likelihood, Risk and Mitigation of Impocts 

The P&Gs also thoroughly discuss the concepts of risk and uncertainty, but these concepts are 
not dealt with consistently in the document. PotentiaL impacts (or benefits), environmental or
otherwise, do not translate into reasonable or realistic impacts without the screening of
likelihood (or uncertainty), an evaluation of actual risk, and a determination of reasonably 
attainable mitigation measures. This is not only a standard engineering approach but a 
technique required of environmental impact statements (including NEPA and SEPAl to meet
legal concerns, and also consistent with the recommended approach in the paGs. There are 
several cases of an incomplete or minimal analysis of these aspects prior to report inclusion. 
Two of the significant impacts are noted below. 

Climate Change - The effects of Climate Change are discussed in the document, but are 
not modeled and were not included in the evaluation of aLternatives. The quoted Climate 
models and studies show a high probability of increases in mean temperature by 3 degrees 
and decrease in snowpack and summer streamflow in the order of 40% (Table 4.9) by 
2050. Recent NRCS North Cascade gladal mass studies and measurements at snowpack 
measurement sites, which are not quoted in the PR I EIS, have measured a substantial 
wasting away of local Cascade gladers and 25% reduction in snow water equivalent over 
the last 60 years in response to the 1.5 degree increase and small precipitation increase in 
the area since 1946. The PRIEIS states that ~onsideration of climate change effects was 
not considered in any of the recommended accounts because of the uncertainties 
associated with separate precipitation studies. The paGs specifically calls for the 
inclusion of these types of uncertainties in the decision making process, and the risk and 
uncertainties associated with climate change should be incorporated into the alternative 
evaluation process with the inclusion in the matrices and tables for at least one, and 
probably 3 (NED, RED, EQ) accounts in the PR/EIS. The impacts of the decision to 
disregard the projected 40% reduction in summer flows (water supply) cannot be 
understated in a basin which is far from even being considered drought resistant now. The 
reduction in water availability in the summer cannot help but result in tighter water 
supply and more instances of pro· ration within the Basin . Alternatives in the PR lEIS 
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shouLd have been evaluated according to not only the ability to reduce proration under 
the present climate, but in this predicted future climate. There are no attempts to modeL 
or address mitigation of this significant and likely impact. In essence, this states that 
more frequent and extended droughts in a basin which is minimatty drought resistant are 
okay. 

Seepage - EnvironmentaL risks and Likelihoods as well as reasonable mitigation associated 
with Seepage from Black Rock have not yet been established or quantified since studies 
are stilt ongoing. This is promised within the FinaL PR I EIS. County comments on the 
November draft to remove report seepage conclusions prior to completion of the studies 
were removed in the Executive Summary and Chapter 4 but not in Tables 2.62, 2.64 and 
2.66. We repeat that evaLuation of alternatives for "seepage risk" including mitigation 
should not occur prior to the compLetion of the seepage report, but shouLd occur prior to 
their inclusion in the FinaL PR I EIS. We expect these tabLes to be further assessed since 
they shouLd evaLuated including agencies other than the Bureau, as was stated in Chapter 
2. 
Increased usage and reLiance of wells - The uncertainty and impacts of current emergency 
usage of more wells to safeguard crops and other supplies has not been addressed, 
particularly with regard to the interconnection between surface and groundwater. The 
current mining of this resource due to the limited drought resistance and the potential 
damage aLready done or predicted in the next few years has not been anaLyzed, incLuded 
or acknowledged. This is a concern for all Columbia irrigated basins_ 

Summary - The PR I EIS does not follow the recommendations in the paGs for consistentLy 
dealing with risk and uncertainty, and is therefore substantively and procedurally deficient. 
These concepts shouLd be dealt with fairLy and consistently prior to formulation of the FinaL 
PR l EIS. 

Major Issue III - Columbia River Water Supp(y Development Account 

The Storage Study is funded by the Washington State Department of EcoLogy through the 
CoLumbia River Water SuppLy DeveLopment Account. The major goaLs of the Water SuppLy 
DeveLopment Account are defined by the legislature are: 

(1) A key priority of water resource management in the Columbia River basin is the 
development of new water supplies that includes storage and conservation in order to 
meet the economic and community development needs of people and the instream 
flow needs of fish. 

(2) A Columbia River basin water supply development program is needed, and directs the 
Department of Ecology to aggressiveLy pursue the development of water supplies to 
benefit both instream and out-of-stream uses. 

Ecology and Reclamation cooperated in the deveLopment of the Columbia River Mainstem 
Storage Options Off-Channel Assessment Pre-Appraisal Report. This report Looks at criteria 
for siting of off-channel storage reservoirs that wouLd have the ability to capture the same 
Columbia River flows (I.e. October through June) that are targeted by the Black Rock 
Alternative in the Storage Study. ALso similar to the Black Rock Alternative, the reservoir sites 
would ultimateLy release water to the mainstem Columbia or atlow reduction in diversion of 
water from the mainstem Columbia during the summer months, when water supply for 
irrigation, hydropower, and fish are most limited. 
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 During the preparation of the Off-Channel Assessment, Ecology stated that the Black Rock 
Alternative would be "further considered" in the Storage Study EIS. To date, the effects of 
the Black Rock Alternative on the summer flows in the Columbia River, and potential 
beneficial uses of such water (similar to the benefits examined in the Off·Channel 
Assessment) has not occurred. 

Such an analysis must be included in the final PR I £IS to conform to the purposes fo r which 
State Funding was provided, and also to conform to the requirements for preparation of the 
NED account as laid forth in the P&Gs. 

Summary: The PR I EIS draws an artificial line at the mouth of the Yakima River and does not 
consider beneficial effects downstream of that point as required by the P!1Gs and in 
furtherance of the policy of the State of Washington for the Columbia River Water Supply 
Development Account which funded the State portion of the PR l EIS. 

Major Issue IV - Fish and Habitat 

One of the main drivers for habitat restoratfon In the Yakima Basin is the listing of the Middle 
Columbia River Steelhead DPS and the Columbia River Bull Trout DPS as threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act. There should be discussion of the impact of doubling of the 
population of Steelhead in the Yakima Basi n relative to the listing status of the populations 
within the Yakima Basin and across the DPS of the Mid-Columbia. An alternative that actually 
did double the abundance of this species in the Yakima Basin would probably lead to delisting 
of the entire Mid-Columbia ESU, and affect the economy and environment of other areas of 
Washington State and Oregon. 

The effects of modifications to the flow and diversion regime on fish and fish habitat are 
extremely complex. Reclamation has spent considerable time and effort in development of 
analysis tools to evaluate these effects. Only recently, after the completion of the draft 
PR/ EIS, have these tools been completed and an analysis of the results /outputs generated by 
these tools performed. From this initial analysis two things are apparent, the storage 
alternatives do not appreciably change the extent or distribution of habitat types in the upper 
river, and almost all of the improvements In abundance are derived from increased flow in 
the lower river, mostly during June and early July. This indicates that the alternatives 
themselves suffered from significant design flaws and fail to meet the goal to "Improve 
anadromous fish habitat by restoring the flow regimes of the Yakima and Naches Rivers to 
more closely resemble the natural (unregulated) hydrograph." Even though the SSTWG was 
used to develop flow objectives, the development of those ((ow objectives, and the design of 
alternatives themselves, was only a coarse approximation of desired flow characteristics. 
What would be required is a more iteradve approach that uses the tools developed by 
Reclamation for the storage study to optimize fishery benefit for a given set of opportunities 
and constraints presented by the infrastructure characteristics of each alternative. In 
essence, the alternatives were poorly designed but the tools to develop a much better set of 
designs now exist, and should be used prior to development of the Final PR/EIS. Optimizing 
the alternatives to benefit fisheries is necessary to meet the goals of the PR/EIS, but even if 
it wasn't, the flow management scenarios should still be optimized as a component of 
mitigation sequencing for all of the other effects assodated with the new infrastructure 
required by the Storage Alternatives and the State's more programmatic alternatives. 

Pose 6 Of 7 

o 

09 

10
 

11
 

Comments and Responses

99



  

 Summary: The PR/EIS fails· to adequately address the effects on ESA listed species in the 
context of the Steelhead DPS as a whoLe, this information should be included. The 
development of the flow management scenarios was completed in the absence of evaLuation 
and analysis tools that now exist. ALI aLtematives, including the no action alternative, should 
have their flow management scenarios optimized in light of these new tooLs. This is 
necessary not only to meet the goal of the PR/EIS relative to anadromous fisheries, but aLso 
from the standpoint of mitigation for the infrastructurai elements of each alternative. 
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March 27, 2008 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
Mr, David Kaumheimer, Environmental Program Manager 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

RE: Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 

Dear Mr. Maples: 

Thank you for providing the Yakima Regional Clean Air Authority (YRCM) the opportunity to 
review and comment on the Yakima River Water Storage Feasibility Study. 

Prior to starting the renovation work, the following is required: 

1. Contractors doing clearing, grading, construction, paving, or landscaping work must file a dust 
control plan with YRCAA. 

Thank you for the opportunity to connect with the city's continued support-in-protecting the air quality in 
Yakima County. 

Best re ards, 

Hasan M. lana, Ph.D. 
Engineering, Planning & Monitoring Division Supervisor 

Cc: File 

 ---'-La Regional ~~...: ~:.;C .. ~'~ .. n Ai,. 'Authority 
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• . MovIng points of dlvf!rslon (such as "pump exohenge" projects):  
• . lowr-bllsin (Columbia to Yakima) water transfers where viable and approprlete. 

'Federal, state and local enlitlas have long f'l!Icognl~d thel the YRB'vYEP Is the framework for a 
compre,henslve "fix" of the water n:l50Urce rel"ted problems of thu Yakima River basin. 

~aklrna RIver Buln Water Enhancement ProJ~ct 

Recognfzing bOth Ihe need to respond to tI'Ie ImpaclS of cyclical drought, and the Yakima 
Baaln's pr,omJs9 for sIgnificant salmon recovery efforts, Congress authortzed and appropriated 

.' funding for the ·Yaklma River BasIn Water Enhanc;ement ProJeo1" (YR6WEP) In 1979. Since Its 
Inception,· programs derived from YRBWEP have substantially improved water conservation, 
fish paaHge, and water quality throughout Ihll Basin. 

Benton County ha. Itlng bllen a supptlrter of YRBWEP, and the progressive, effer;tive actions 
s'ssoclated with. it. YRBWEP has a multi-decade track record of producing posItive results In the 
. Basin, based on the fol/owing sIX goals: 

.• Protect. mitigate. and enhance fish and WIldlife through Improved Instream flows; 
improved water quarrty, Pl"Qtectiol'1, creation and enhancement of wetlands; and by other 
appropriate means of habitat improvement (t1Irget plows were established al Parker and 
.Prossllrand ~btologicaliy - basl!ld-. fltIWS were 10 be evaluated ftlr Mure adoptltln); 

• Improve the reliability of water supply for Irrigation; 

• Authorize a Yak.lma River basin water conservation program that wlll Improve the 
emclency of water delivery and use; enhance basin water supplies; Improve W8ter 
quality, 'proted, creats and enhance wetlands, and determine the amount of basin water 
needs that can be met by water oonservatJon measures; 

• Realize wawr savings from the Yakima RIver Basin Water Conservation Program in the 
fI~1 eight yeal"li of the program In amounts specified In the Act 

t . EnCOJ,lrage voluntary transectlons emong public end private entities whIch result In the 
Implementation of Wliter conseNst/on measures, praotices, and facilities; end 

• Provide' for the Implementation by tha Yakama ·lndlan Nation at Its sale discretion of an 
irrigation demonstration projeCt on the Yakama Indian Reservation using water savlngs 
from system Improvements to the Wepato Irrigation Project, and a Toppenish Creek 
CQrrldor enhancement proJecl 

Ths YRBW~ i8 being implemented in phases: phase One - Improved flsh screens at mllJor 
divEn'&iM intakes (completed); Phslie T'NO - water conservation, WOlter acquIsition, and water 
qualItY Improvement (ongoIng);. and Phase Three - evaluatlon of new storage alternatIVes 
(ongoing). 
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The StonIge F~ .. lblilty Study and Dreft Planning Report lEIS 

Through Ita process of creating the Study, Reclamation developed three guiding goals: 

•. Improve anadromous fish habitat by restoring the flow regimes of the Yakima and 
Naches RlWrs to more closely resemble the nalural hydrograptl. lllrouon a collaborative 
process; with the Storage Study Technical Work Group (SSTWG) Reclamation 
developed nonbinding flow objectives to aaslst In measuring goal achlevemenl 

• Improve the water supply for proratable (junior) Irrigatlon entities by providing a not loss 
than 70-pereent Irrigation water supply for Irrigation dlstrlct5 during dry years relying on 
divOl'Gions 6ubjlilct to prol'iltion. This 7Q..perccnt goal equates to 896,000 acre-feet of 
pro ratable entitlements. 

' . Meet future municipal water supply needs by malntelnlng a full mul'l!clpal water supply 
for exl6t1ng users and providIng addltkmal surface water supply of 82,000 acre-feet for 
population growth to the year 2050. 

1U·;tated,·these goals are used to measure and eompare the relative accomplishment& of the 
· alternative water supply projects. evaluated In the SbJdy. The "measuremenr Is of concern to 
~ton Countr for tfia following reasons: 

· With J:GISPilct to the f1l'1it gOBI ..... Reclamation ilnd Ihe SS'TWG developed a table of desIred 
· ~w. for five Yakima Rlvw ruchClS for each fisheries Ufe cycle. Monthly flows are expres8flcI In 

cublc 'feet par sccoad end acre feet for an average water yaar condition. The factors used In 
selecting these ftoWs are the water needs for spawning, incubation, rearing and mlgration. Since 
these flows Significantly affect the merit of a water supply alternative, we have the following 
question!! and concern!!: (1 ) Are these flows Inlended to be ·blologlcally-based· In the context of 
YRBWEP? {2),''Thege flows are referred to as ~non-blnding' and "informal~ In the report 
Although they tTlay provide iii base for comparison of project altemalivsa, are they not. In dect, 
meaningless sa e true measurement at the fisheries needs? {3l The flows apply to lin average 
water year condition, What flow criteria were used to measure goal accomplishment In wet and 
dry: years? (4) 'For the average water year condition, these fiows ahould be reported as to 
annual fis.heries needs (acre feet!year), tha currant available supply subtracted, and the net 
~nual additional supply requ l~d be quantified. . 

With ~$pect to 'the second goat .... The ItTlgation water requirement to achieve a 70-percent 
supply for proratable contract deliveries Is 896,000 aore-feet. The derlval10n of this number 18 
'I'lot ~lained, but it appea/'li that the goal is to supply at IIIa6t 700percent of 1he entire proratable 
entlUement of · epproximately 1.28-mllllon acre-feel In the Yakima Rlvl!!r Basin Storage 
A1t.matiw Ap~isal As-n8sment {MillY 2006} the additional irrigation water supply requlrod In II 

· dry year (liuch u 1994 and 2001) Is stated at Jess than half of the Study'S figure - 422,000 
~cre-feet. It should be noted that reeenUy, the Sunoy$lde and Yakima-Tieton Divisions have 
stated they have no Interest in addItional weter supply_' Also, liome water rights of proratab!e 
w.t.r U51i1r1 haw been modified by the "Acquavalls- adjudication end ·settlement egreemenW-. 
The 422,000 number Is Itself probably hIgh. This goal should be re-vislted, refined, lind clatffled. 

With respsct to the third goe1..... The need for storege water for future munlolpal water supply 
needs will depend 01'\ futuAi 'POlicies for determining the aVlollabUity of ground water for new 
water lights. Such poliCies wrll rely on the results of the on.golng Reciamation-Ecology·Yakama 
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NaVon-Geologieal Survey ground w;ler study. Given this uncertainty, we 5upporilhe goal is 
stated. 

Supply A!temativ .. 

It 15 Benton CountYli opinion that the currlnt water supply goals cannot be achieved by any 
single or combinetion of alternatives eummtly being evaluated Internal to the Yakima River 
Basin. Either importatlon of water from the Columble River via a proJ&et such as the Black Rock 
Retservoir Is requIred or the goals must be 6~nffiGantly modifiedlreduoed with respect 10 water 
supply nelilds. Benton county supports conUnued swdy of the Black. Rock ~olr alternative 
with emphasis on resol'ling the critical J88ue of potentlral effect of reservoir seepage on the 
Hanford Reservation. the degree of such effect and the opportunltl8s for mitigation of such 
effects . . 

Benton County tuMor urges Reclamatlon and Ecology to not be constrained to limiting tha final 
PRIErS to -stand alems- alternatives. Combinations of altematlves should be evaluated In the 
context of this study being an element of the on-going YRBWEP program. 

Conolualon. 

When evaluating the current Study In the context of the past and ongoIng aetlons of Benton 
County and {he Yakima BasIn region, we conclude: 

• That additional flow alonQ will not fully achle'l6 the fiiherioi anhancement goal of the 
Swdy. Therefore, system Improvements Ih!!lt aid fish migration and enhanee fish habltal 
should oontlnoo, In concert with the work of the Yakimi!l Baeln Fish and Wildlife 
Recovery Board. 
That additional water supplies sufficient to meet the needs of the BasIn (as defined by 
the YRBWEP or the Study goals) cannot b$ 'developed internal to the Yakima Basin. 
EIther ColumbIa River water must be imported or the Study goals must be revisited. 

Recommendations 

Based on our conclusIons. Benton County recommends: 

That the goals of the 5tucjy should be contsldered 8S a sub-set of the YRBWEP 9051:1: 
and thet the Study should be considered a part of and a continuation of the YRBWEP. 

• . Thli current rights of JunIor Irrigation entitles should be determined and Identified. 
• Required additional water 6upplies for inigation use should be quantified. 
• That the proposad Black Rock Reservalr proJed be funy-ex..m[ned. The Lower Yaklma 

Basin would benefit enormously from the Black Rock project, which would assure an 
adequate and reliable water supply and neutralize U'le biggest risk. to the Basin's 
economy - droIJght. Irrigators and mIJnicipalltles would be protected and could depand 
on sufflc1ent supplies to support 8 growlng raglon. Lower Yaklml! River flows, which 
drop dangerously low for fish during water-short year5, would be imprvved. Waler 
quality problems would be significantly reduced or eliminated. A clean, high flow rfVer 
would attl'ilct more recreational users and fisheries would be greatly enhanced. 
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Benton County appreciates the work of the pr8Ming team that developed the Study, and tne 
oppcnunity 10 provide comment We commend the collaborative effon Involvfng federal and 
state agencies, tribal nations, stakeholders, and the public at large. The County looks forward 

. to continuing to work with you to find cr.-tlve solutions forcompJe)C problems. 

Sincerely, 

BOAAO OF COUNlY COMMISSIONERS 

Claude Oliver, Chairman 

ce: Board of County Commissioners, Klttitu County 
·Board·of County Commlssionen, KJickitclt CQUIlty 
Board of·County Commissioners, Yakima County 
Derek I. SandIson. Central Fteglon Director, Washington Dspartment of Eoology 
Jeff Tayer, Region Three Director. Weehlngton Department 01 FIsh and Wndllfe 
Vaklm. Bnln FI:.h IiInd Wildlife ~~ery Board . 
Yakl~. Suln Storage Alliunce 
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March zi\ 2008 

Mr. David Kaumheirner 
Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Rd. 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Dear Mr. Kaumheirner, 

On behalf of the Yakirna Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board, I would like to offer the 
following brief comments on the Yakirna River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study. 

The flows of the Yakirna River and its tributaries sustain one of the nation's most 
productive agricultural regions, growing conununities with diverse economies, and a 
productive natural ecosystem that is horne to multiple runs of salmon and steelhead. In 
drought years, the river's flows can not meet all of these needs. Anticipated reductions in 
summer water supply due to climate change are expected to further reduce our ability to 
meet these competing demands for water. 

Balancing these competing demands for water requires forward thinking efforts to 1) make 
the most of existing water supplies and infrastructure, 2) increase storage capacity to better 
manage the seasonal distribution of river flows, and 3) evaluate the use, if necessary after 
other options are fully explored, of Columbia River water within the Yakima Basin. All of 
these options (which are the focus of the Storage Study) have real potential to increase our 
ability to better manage instream flows in the Yakima Basin for the benefit of salmon and 
steelhead and the broader ecological system that sustains them. Yet the Storage Study's 
assessment of the benefits of these options falls short by 1) failing to address the added 
stresses created by climate change, and 2) assessing changes in flow in isolation. These 
points are expanded below. 

\Vhile climate change predictions are inherently uncertain, there is a growing consensus 
that the Yakima Basin will face reductions in snow pack and summer stream flow in the 
next 50 years; indeed there is considerable evidence showing that snow pack in the Pacific 
Northwest has been trending downward since the 1920's. The current analysis assumes 
that future conditions will be essentially identical to the period of record (1981 to 2006) 
used in the study's analyses. The Storage Study needs to do a better job of anticipating 
how different climate and precipitation scenarios would affect the ability of the proposed 
altematives--including the no action altemative--to meet the basin's water needs. \Vhile 
we understand that we can not predict future climate in detail at this time, we can develop a 
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set of scenarios that allows us to model the types of impacts that would result from 
different--even contrasting--climate change hypotheses. 

Improving flow conditions is a key component of fisheries recovery in the Yakima Basin, 
but truly restoring the basin's salmon and steelhead runs also requires significantly 
improving habitat conditions and continuing to use targeted hatchery programs to 
reintroduce extirpated salmon runs. When assessed in isolation, anyone of these three 
components of recovery will appear to fall short; indeed, the Storage Study's assessed 
benefits of flow improvements to fisheries has been widely viewed as disappointing. Yet 
if these three key component- improvements in flow, habitat enhancement and hatchery 
programs- are implemented as a single unified fish recovery program, the benefits will be 
far more substantial. Two quick examples illustrate this point: 

1) The Bureau's use of the 2-d models of floodplain habitat availability under 
different flow scenarios is commendable, and adds considerably to our 
understanding of the interaction between flows and habitat conditions. Yet the 
models are static and do not indicate how targeted projects to change the form of 
floodplain habitat can in turn improve the ability of improved flows to produce 
desired habitat conditions. Modeling that combines the Study's assessment of 
response to flow changes with assessments of our ability to reopen side-channel 
habitat and add complexity to the river channel would show significantly greater 
ability to improve habitat conditions, and correspondingly greater increases in fish 
production. 

2) Re-opening fish passage to Cle Elum and Bumping Lakes and the watersheds 
above them is being actively pursued by the Bureau, WDFW and the Yakama 
Nation, yet is not addressed in the Storage Study. Assessing the benefits of 
providing fish passage at the storage dams in combination with the increase 
flexibility in managing flows from the Storage Study alternatives and new hatchery 
production initiatives will show benefits significantly greater than any action on its 
own (especially if a sockeye run can be re-established in the Yakima Basin). 

The Storage Study provides a valuable beginning for ongoing discussion of ways to 
increase the flexibility of water management in the Yakima Basin. The Bureau is also 
closely assessing how it can optimize operations of the Yakima project as part of securing 
a Biological Opinion for Yakima Project Operations, and we are encouraged to see the 
Bureau's commitment to involving stakeholders and utilizing the DSS and other analytic 
tools from the Storage Study in their Biological Opinion discussions. The Yakima Basin 
Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board has developed the Yakima Subbasin Plan, the Yakima 
Subbasin Salmon Recovery Plan, and the Yakima Steelhead Recovery Plan. These plans 
give the best overview of what is required to maintain and restore anadromous fish habitat 
in the Yakima Basin. The YakimalKlickitat Fisheries Project has or is developing detailed 
master plans for all anadromous species in the basin that evaluate hatchery 
supplementation options in great detail. These different elements--flows, habitat 
enhancement and hatchery supplementation--need to be analyzed together to get a full 
picture of the potential for anadromous fish restoration in the Yakima Basin. p 
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Wc look rorward to continuing to work with thc Bureau, WDFW, thc Yakanlll Nation, 
BP A. the Northw{.~t Power & Conservation Council and other kcy slllkcholdcrs to define, 
promote and impl ement an integrated approach to salmon and stcclhead recovery in the 
Yak ima Basin. 

Sincere ly, 

David Bowen 
Chair 
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February 27, 2008 

US Bureau of Reclamation 
Attn: David Kaumheimer 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901 

RE: Comments On Recent Storage Study 

I represent hop and dairy producers in the Yakima Basin. Nearly all of these 
producers use water from the Reclamation project through local irrigation 
districts. Combined, these industries generate close to one half billion dollars in 
farm gate value annually. 

As these agricultural activities require huge amounts of inputs, those dollars help 
to stimulate our local, state and national economies. 

These industries, like most agricultural operations, require a source of stable 
inputs. As testimony to the structure present in the Yakima Valley, agricultural 
inputs such as land, equipment, transportation and "water" have been available 
that allow for these industries to become established and maintained. Without 
input stability, these industries can not operate. 

Since 1977, the Yakima Basin has had severe water shortages. In the 
beginning, these shortages were primarily due to weather. Since that time, water 
shortages have come more frequently, mostly due to weather, but also due to 
additional demands on our water sources, exasperating the situation. 

The state sponsored watershed plan known as the 2514 process, after the 
House Bill that created it, completed a multi-year water study a couple of years 
ago. This study cost nearly $3 million and acquired the services of some of the 
best water consultants in the state. The study found that there was a shortage of 
water in the Yakima Basin. Those shortages were identified as for fish, people 
and agriculture. It is my understanding that the BOR studied some of the same 
elements in their process that brought us here today. 

This study found that the basin can be short approximately 475,000 acre feet of 
water annually. It also found that conservation measures can not meet this 
requirement for water, can't even come close to meeting it. The study also found 
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that there was litUe support for on-stream storage facilities. The Black Rock 
reservoir met the qualifications of an off-stream storage site. 

The study that we are commenting on today has found that the cost-benefit ratio 
for the Black Rock project is not positive. However, since the BaR has restrictive 
guidelines, it did not take into account all of the elements that would affect the 
outcome. Other studies have found that by taking these ·undocumented" 
elements into account, the ratio could be positive. 

It seems ironic that the issue of fish restoration was not fully taken into account 
as the BaR works on fish enhancement and passage issues, as we speak today. 
One would think there would be a high value placed on fish with all of the 
resources going into this effort and all of the litigation that has transpired in the 
past. One would think that crops would have a very high value as we look at less 
than a 30 day world supply of wheat, and shortages of acreages to grow crops 
such as hay, com and hops. 

Not only do fish and agriculture need ample water supplies, but · people" wilt 
need water as our communities continue to grow. Static or declining 
communities do not flourish. Taking water from current allocations for other uses 
does not address our water shortage issue, it only diminishes the value from 
where it was taken. 

Water storage sites and management structures have been studied in the 
Yakima Basin for years. We know how much water we need, and we know 
where it is needed tOday, and into the future. The Black Rock Reservoir is the 
only altemative that meets these requirements, both in the amount of water it can 
generate, and being located in the least environmentally sensitive area in the 
Basin. If aU economic considerations were taken into account, it could likely have 
a very positive return ratio. 

Water management and supply in the Yakima Basin continues to be precarious. 
Some of these issues should have been addressed when the Reclamation 
project was initiated, but they were not leaving one to wonder what liability the 
BOR has, and if this liability will translate into future litigation. The Yakima Basin 
continues to rely on water storage structures that were build over 80 years ago, 
that can not meet today's demand, nor that of the future. Millions of dollars have 
been spent on studying this situation. We know what needs to be done. tts time 
the Yakima Basin embarked on an adequate, stable water supply. A no-action 
recommendation is not acceptable, nor is a plan that will not meet current and 
future water needs. 

, 
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Thank you for your Ume concerning this matter. Please feel free to contact me jf 
you have any questions. 

Iy, ~ 
"'/,---Janl- . George' y------
Governmental Affairs 

c. Congressman Doc Hastings 
Governor Christine Gregoire 
Jay Manning, Director, Dept. of Ecology 

, 
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Comments and Responses

From:  Rosemary Sikes <rosemarysikes@olympus.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Tue, Mar 18, 2008  8:14 PM 

Subject:  Yakima Storage Study
 

March 17, 2008 

Dave Kaumhelmer 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Pacific Northwest Region 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

We are commenting on the Draft Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study and 
Environmental Impact.  In particular we wish to comment on the Black Rock dam and reservoir. 
We do not think the study adequately addresses the danger of reservoir water flushing 
radioactive water in the nearby Hanford nuclear waste site into the Columbia River. The Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Department of Ecology has failed to include the Department of Energy’s 
groundwater report on potential impacts of seepage from the Black Rock reservoir. This DOE 
study is critical for having a credible environmental impact statement. Also who will pay the 
electrical power cost for pumping Columbia River water into the new reservoir? 

Mitigation for project does not adequately address wildlife migration corridor needs or adequate 
water rights for fish and wildlife dependent on the Yakima River.  Mitigation should include 
consolidation of public lands and adding lands to create wildlife corridors as part of the Hanford 
National Monument.  Project waters from the Columbia diverted to the Yakima, should be used 
to create a series of wetlands.  Dikes and floodgates should be installed to maintain wetlands as 
reservoir waters are drawn down. Full mitigation should be made to protect fish, native plants, 
and the wildlife of the Hanford Reach from the effects of withdrawing 600,000-acre feet of water 
for the Black Rock Reservoir. 

Sincerely, 

Rosemary Sikes, president 
Admiralty Audubon Society 
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From: "riparian owners of ferryco."

<riparian_owners_of_ferryco@bossig.com> 

To: "Black Rock Storage Study" <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>
 
Date: Thu, Mar 27, 2008 11:36 AM 

Subject: Black Rock Dam Storage Study Public Comment 


The Riparian Owners of Ferry County are a private property and water rights

protection group of citizens of Ferry County, Washington.. 


We are also supportive of efforts to add to the long term water storage

capacity of our state in other counties. Water accumulation facilities in one 

county help other counties by reducing cross-county demand for water

transfers and the cost of litigation, facilities, continuing maintenance,

and long term management of water transfer agreements. Seepage of large

reservoirs also add to the aquifer recharge capabilities of a county. 


Additionally, local reservoir facilities add esthetic and recreational 

facilities for the local community and are an economic attraction to the 

community for vacationers and new business and residents.  


Yours truly, 


Gary Howden for 

Riparian Owners of Ferry County 
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 From:  Katie Fite <katie@westernwatersheds.org> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Thu, Mar 27, 2008  6:40 AM 

Subject:  Black Rock and other New Dams
  
 
 
Dear Washington State Department of Ecology, BuRec, Governor's Office and
 
others, 

 
We are very much opposed to the proposal to construct the new Black Rock and 

other dams that Governor Gregoire h as pr oposed.
  
 
This is the dead opposite path that any western state should be taking. Dams 

have already destroyed so much of the West's natural areas, and critical 

fish a nd wildlife habitats. 

 
As an alternative, to conserve water and decrease global warming and
 
desertification processes, we ask that Washington state fully evaluate 

alternatives to reduce domestic livestock grazing on public and private
 
lands in all watersheds east of the Cascades. For a small fraction of the
  
cost of new dam construction, permits on public land could be purchased and
 
retired The state should also immediately begin to phase out any grazing 

permits on DNL o r WDFW lands. 

 
The Governor, in stead o f encouraging more waste a nd abuse of Washington's
 
resources through dam building and other current proposals, such as cattle 

grazing on WDFW and other state lands, should establish programs to diminish 

growing of water-wasteful livestock forage crops on irrigated lands. A shift 

to o ther higher value l ess wasteful c rops should be state policy. 

 
This, in fact, i s the o nly path that will lead to su stainable a nd 

ecologically sound use and protection of waters and watersheds.
  
 
As p art of this process, please provide a detailed analysis o f the g lobal
 
warming costs of the production of all livestock, and livestock forage 

crops, in W  ashington state. Please also provide a co  mplete analysis of how 

much water is currently be used (and natural stream flows diminished and 

wasted) in livestock production. 

 
Sincerely,  

 
Katie Fite  

Biodiversity Director
 
Western Watersheds Project 

PO Box 2863
  
Boise, ID   83701
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March 31, 2008 

:Mr. Davld Kaum helmer 
Environmental Program. Manager 
Upper C olumbia Area Offi ce 
U .s. Bureau of Recl amati on 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Via em ail slOUgesludy@ pn ".br gov 

D ear Mr. Kaum helm er an d M r. Sandi, on: 

Thank you for th e opportunity to comment on th e D raft Y aki",a lli ver BaSIn 
W ater Stor age Fe aSI bility Stu dy, Planning Rep"", an d Environm ental Impa Ci 
Stalemenl (DEIS) 

Ameri can River , ,, a nati onal , non -profit cons ervation organi zati on. W e are 
dedicate d 10 prote cting an d re stonng healthy natural rivers arA the vanety or li fe 
they sustam fot" people, fi sh, and wildlife. American Rivers has a groWIng 

membership of over 65,000 members and ;upport=. Our N~rthwest offi ce 
serv es over 4,500 m embers an d supporters In Washington, Q-~gon , and Idaho_ 
Amcrieon River, pr ogram, foeu, on dam cemov..! and hydropower dam reform , 
w ater man agem ent, an d pc ot~ etrng an d r ~cov~nng cl~ an, fre~-f1owing nv~r s_ W~ 

al so adv o cat ~ for pr otecting an d r~ stoflng .elf- ,ustaimng, harv e stabl~ popul ations 
of wild sal mon and ,t ~elh ead, whi ch ar~ a h y Indicator of th , h ~al th of many 
N orthwest riv ~ rs, Includi ng th ~ Yakima and its tribut an ~ s_ Along with our 
conservati on ~ffort', Am~ncan River, promot ~s publi c awareness of the 
Import anc ~ of h~ al thy river, and the thr~at. fiv ers face 

Ameri can Riv~rs support , Improvmg water m anag~ment and wat~r supply f or 
p ~ opl~ , fis h, and wddlif~ In th ~ Yakima B aSI n. Howev ~r, examinIng only th ~ 
Joi n! f~ deral--state altemati V ~' , all of whi ch woul d inv olv ~ th~ con<truction of 
l arg~ new ,tora,g~ dams , arlifi ci al ly constrai ns th ~ di scu , cion of th ~ most 
bioi OglC all y ~ff~ ctiv ~, a. well as the m ost ~con omically pru<knt, w ays t o Improve 
w ater man agem ent and flv~r and b sh h~alth In th ~ Y aklma B ~Sln . lnde ~ d, th~ 

DEIS conclu<ks that none of th ~ .tor ag~ dam options m ~ets b e Bur~au of 
R~clam ation's (BOR) en te n a to ~v en b~ ~hgl bl ~ for fe d~ral fundi ng, whi ch woul d 

Mr. Derekl Sandi , on 
C entr al Reg10nal D,reclo.
W as hington 3 ate Departme nt of 
Ecol ogy 
15 W. Yaki ma Ave .. Suite 200 
Yakim a, WA 98902-3401 

NOKI"HWIST RIGl~OlFICJ: · .w05 2OTH Aw: WIST ,SUITI 221 ' Sf:ATTLI! , WA 9SI!19 
2~ 213-0330(PH<M:) • 213-0334 (fAX) • wv.wAMEIlICANRwt:JcS.ClW 

116

.-~ American Rivers 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS



almost certainly be required to construct these multi-billion dollar proposals. On 
the other hand, the state-only alternatives, which examine potential alternatives to 
new dam construction, deserve further consideration as potential pieces of an 
instream flow, water supply, and habitat restoration package that poses much less 
risk than Black Rock, carries a smaller price tag, improves the basin's ability to be 
resilient in the face of the local/regional effects of global warming, and is more 
likely to be implemented in the near future. 

1. The Purpose and Need ofthe DEIS is Artificially Constrained 

The "Purpose and Need" of the federal portion of the DEIS is based exclusively 
on a narrow reading of Section 214 of the Act of February 20, 2003 (Public Law 
108-7). As we mentioned in our comments on the scoping of the EIS, not only 
could this law be read to permit at least a somewhat more inclusive examination 
of alternatives, the 1994 reauthorization of the Yakima River Basin Water 
Enhancement Project (YRBWEP) gives the BOR authority to look at water 
management alternatives other than new storage. See Public Law 103-434, 
Section 1201 (Title XII). 

The specific federal authorization for this EIS, even absent the YRBWEP 
authority, calls on the BOR to study "options for additional water storage in the 
Yakima River Basin." As the EIS does not restrict examination of storage 
alternatives to surface storage, this must include looking at aquifer/groundwater 
storage and recharge. As shown by the state alternative examining groundwater 
storage, aquifer/groundwater storage and recharge is a reasonable alternative to 
surface storage or no action, and NEP A regulations require a federal agency to 
"rigorously explore and evaluate all reasonable alternatives." 40 CFR 1502.14 
(emphasis added). This regulation also requires discussion of why an alternative 
was eliminated from study, and no such discussion is provided for 
aquifer/groundwater storage in the DEIS. 

The existing YRBWEP authorization would appear to allow the BOR to 
incorporate all the state-only alternatives discussed in the DEIS into the joint 
federal-state alternatives. Given that the State of Washington's Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) has already developed an analysis of those alternatives and 
included it in the DEIS, it would take minimal resources to incorporate, for 
federal purposes, the state's analysis of enhanced water conservation, market
based reallocation of water resources, and groundwater storage. While current 
federal limitations under YRBWEP may limit the federal funding available for a 
particular alternative, this should not be an obstacle to the BOR's consideration of 
the state alternatives presented in the DEIS - NEP A regulations require an EIS to 
include not just those alternatives for which an agency would bear primary 
responsibility, but "reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead 
agency." I d. 
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A. The Basis for Study Goals is Not Sufficiently Justified 

In addition to its narrow scope, the DEIS suffers from a lack of sufficient 
justification for key assumptions with respect to its water supply goals for fish, 
water supply for proratable irrigators, and municipal water supply. The 
assumptions on future demand for water associated with each goal seems 
formulated to justify a massive new storage darn rather than to encourage 
evaluation of whether more targeted solutions might be preferable. Instead of 
taking this seemingly biased approach, the BOR and Ecology should take a harder 
look at likely future water needs for fish, farms, and communities - these needs 
should be analyzed in the context of the expected regional climate changes due to 
global warming, and the tools selected to meet those needs should be flexible 
enough to help the Yakima Basin's human and ecological communities adapt to a 
changing climate. The global warming analysis in the DEIS better addresses the 
former point than the latter one. 

I. Improving Fish Returns 

The study assumes that restoring a natural hydro graph is the best way to increase 
steelhead and salmon numbers in the Yakima basin. Restoring the natural flow 
regime would undoubtedly be beneficial, but given limited resources, an 
examination is necessary of whether spending billions of dollars on a new dam for 
improved flows is better than spending a smaller amount of money on restoring 
flow in key river and tributary reaches, and spending at least a portion of the 
savings from that more focused approach on other salmon and steelhead recovery 
measures such as fish passage, floodplain restoration, ensuring sustainable 
development, hatchery and harvest reform, etc. 

11. Improving Water Availability for Farms 

While it is clear that various processes in the Yakima basin have concluded that a 
70 percent prorationing goal even in dry years is desirable for interruptible 
irrigators, the DEIS should determine whether meeting this goal is economic in 
light of the costs and benefits of the full range of alternatives (including the state 
alternatives alone or in combination). How would the picture change if the goal 
was 50 percent or 60 percent instead of 70 percent? What would be the economic 
effects of relying on water markets to reallocate water versus building the 
infrastructure necessary to meet a certain prorationing goal even in dry years? 
The appropriateness of looking at a lower threshold of "firm" water supply is 
particularly clear when one considers the limited economic benefits to agriculture 
relative to the costs of darn construction and operation. 

111. Municipal Water Supply 

With respect to municipal water needs, our understanding is that the projected 
need for an additional 82,500 acre-feet of water by 2050 is based on an 
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assumption that future residents of the area will use as much water per capita in 
42 years as they do today. Given that water conservation and efficiency measures 
are far cheaper and have lower environmental impacts than building new storage, 
this assumption is unacceptable. In a basin facing water shortages, any new 
surface water rights for municipalities should be contingent on implementation of 
a set of best conservation practices for outdoor and indoor water use (a similar 
requirement for implementation of best practices should also be in effect for new 
agricultural water rights). At the very least, the EIS should assume that municipal 
water consumption per capita will decline over time as it has in other areas of the 
West that have implemented aggressive water conservation and efficiency 
programs. 

IV. Global Warming 

Finally, while facilitating adaptation to the altered precipitation and runoff 
patterns associated with global warming is not an official goal of the study 
process, the DEIS should consider in more detail which alternatives are best 
suited to help the Yakima Basin adjust to a changed climate. The DEIS does look 
at the likely general effects of a changed climate on the basin's hydrology, but it 
would benefit as well from discussion of the effects of global warming on 
reservoir evaporation rates and the (presumably) increased amount of pumping 
that would be required from the Columbia River. The DEIS should also compare 
how well alternatives such as surface storage, groundwater/aquifer storage, 
increased conservation and efficiency, and water markets can help facilitate 
efficient adaptation by human and ecological communities to the effects of global 
warming and at what relative cost. 1 

II. State Alternatives Constitute the Beginning ofthe Broad Analysis 
Needed in the Yakima Basin 

As noted above, a clear understanding of likely future demand for water (taking 
into account the effect of efforts to conserve water and use it more efficiently, as 
well as technology that will likely make it more feasible to do so) is crucial before 
deciding to implement a particular water management strategy, as is considering a 
full range of water management strategies to meet that demand. By developing 
non-structural water management tools - the "state alternatives" - Ecology has 
helped make the analysis in the DEIS less artificially constrained than it would 
have been if only the joint alternatives were examined. That said, the state 
alternatives need to be fleshed out further to provide the public with a better 
understanding of their potential to meet a legitimate demand projection. Without 

1 For more information on factors to consider when evaluating the effects of global warming on 
surface storage proposals, see In Hot Water: Water Management Strategies to Weather the Effects 
a/Global Warming, Natural Resources Defense Council (2007), p. 35. Available at 
http ://www .rudc. orgiglobalwarminglhotwater icontents . asp .. 
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that, water management decisions are likely to be based more on politics than on 
meeting the needs of communities, farms, and ecosystems. 

As noted above, the state alternatives should be adopted as joint alternatives by 
BOR. Even if the BOR does not join in analyzing these options in violation of 
NEP A, given the clear environmental risk associated with Black Rock and the 
low benefit-cost ratio for all of the new surface storage proposals examined, we 
encourage Ecology to further develop its analysis of the potential of the three state 
alternatives, perhaps in combination with other salmon habitat restoration and 
water management options. In particular, Ecology should: 

• Analyze the potential of municipal/domestic water conservation and 
efficiency, including working with the Washington Department of Health 
to propose policies that could help meet this potential (only agricultural 
conservation projects are specifically highlighted in the DEIS); 

• involve a range of stakeholders in further discussions of the best way(s) to 
pursue market-based reallocation of water resources and come up with a 
recommended course of action; 

• Continue to develop more specific information about the instream and out
of-stream water supply benefits of groundwater/aquifer storage and 
recharge; 

• Work with the Washington Department ofFish and Wildlife, the Yakima 
Nation, and the Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board to 
identify the most cost-effective specific salmon and steelhead recovery 
actions, including, but not limited to measures to improve flows in critical 
river and stream reaches. 

It was appropriate for Ecology to decide not to include discussion of Columbia 
River off-channel storage, such as the Crab Creek dam proposal, in its state 
alternatives analysis. A decision on whether further study is warranted on the 
Crab Creek proposal will only be appropriate after more information is available 
on water demand in the Columbia basin at large, and after the information on 
potential water management tools other than large new surface storage dams 
catches up with what is already known about Crab Creek and other storage dam 
proposals. If the Black Rock/Yakima Storage Study process had gone forth in the 
way the larger Columbia River Water Management Program process is 
proceeding, we would have had a good handle on non-surface storage alternatives 
before a decision was made to go forward with an EIS/feasibility study focused 
(on the federal side) exclusively on expensive, environmentally risky new surface 
storage. 
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III. Black Rock Dam Poses Substantial Risk to the Health of the Columbia 
River 

The Black Rock dam proposal appears to pose a significant risk to water quality 
in the Columbia River and human health, as it threatens to speed the movement of 
contaminated groundwater plumes underneath the Hanford Nuclear Reservation 
toward the Columbia River. This could pollute the Columbia with dangerous 
contaminants, and it could pose problems for the current clean-up process at 
Hanford. The DEIS states: 

At present, it appears there could be impacts to deep vadose zone 
contamination at a minimum, and those remediation technologies and 
programs either currently implemented or under development at the 
Hanford Site could be significantly impacted by seepage from the Black 
Rock reservoir. 

DEIS at 4-71 (emphasis added). 

The DEIS notes that the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) will be completing a 
study prior to the release of the final Yakima Storage Study EIS on the risks 
Black Rock reservoir would pose to the Columbia and the Hanford clean-up. As 
the Hanford groundwater contamination issue is one of the most important issues 
surrounding the Black Rock proposal, American Rivers requests a supplemental 
public comment period on the DOE study before the EIS is finalized. 

While the Hanford groundwater issue is the most striking risk associated with the 
Black Rock proposal, it is not the only one with the potential to harm the 
Columbia River and its salmon. Other issues include (but are not necessarily 
limited to) impacts of the project on Columbia River flows during the spring and 
summer salmon migration season, impacts on dam operations and flows to protect 
fall chinook that spawn in the Hanford Reach, and false attraction for Yakima 
and/or upper Columbia salmon and steelhead populations. These issues should be 
addressed in the final EIS. 

I. Effect on BiOp Flow Targets 

With respect to flow, since summer flows are protected under RCW 90.90, we are 
primarily concerned with the effects of pumping from the Columbia to fill Black 
Rock in the spring. While the National Academy of Sciences noted in 2004 that 
summer flows are the most important to protect from biological perspective, 
migrating juvenile salmonids also depend on a substantial spring freshet to carry 
them out to sea. The biological opinions for the Federal Columbia River Power 
System (BiOp) have included separate spring and summer flow targets for over a 
decade. While summer flow targets are almost always missed, spring targets are 
also missed frequently, especially in late spring. Pumping to fill Black Rock is 
anticipated to draw 4.7 percent of the river's flow in June (DEIS at 4-109). This 
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would make hitting BiOp flow targets that much harder, and could measurably 
slow the downstream migration of juvenile salmon and steelhead. Pumping in 
September also has the potential to harm already slow migration travel times for 
late-migrating Snake River fall chinook. Accordingly, these potential impacts 
should be evaluated in the final EIS. 

11. Hanford Reach Fall Chinook 

Discussion in the DEIS of the potential effects of pumping to fill Black Rock 
reservoir on fall chinook that spawn in the Hanford Reach is inadequate. The 
DEIS asserts that operations will be within the constraints of existing operating 
agreements, but does not attempt to quantify how pumping from Priest Rapids 
pool would actually affect the health of the Hauford Reach fall chinook 
population. Ihe final EIS should include that infonnation. 

111. False Attraction 

Regarding the issue of false attraction, there is some risk that both upper 
Columbia salmon and steelhead and Yakima salmon and steelhead could become 
confused about which river is which as they travel past (or to) the mouth of the 
Yakima. The DEIS indicates that there could be a particular risk of false 
attraction for the first generation of post-Black Rock fish returning to the Yakima, 
which might not recognize the Yakima as their home river. While the DEIS 
suggests that this issue would be resolved in successive generations as they 
acclimate to an altered chemical signature in the Yakima, the issue of how big the 
risk is to the first generation is not resolved in any detail (DEIS at 4-108). Since 
large impacts to one generation offish impact future generations as well, the final 
EIS should be clearer about the magnitude of this risk. 

IV. Economics/Cost 

The benefit-cost ratios for all of the surface storage options considered in the 
DEIS fall below the staudard for recommendation as a preferred alternative in a 
draft EIS. Factors other than economics can lead to a recommendation of a 
preferred alternative in a final EIS, but the economics on the surface storage 
projects discussed in the DEIS appear such that selecting any as a preferred 
alternative would be unwise and unsubstautiated. 

While the Black Rock and Wymer proposals would provide some local economic 
benefits both during and after construction, the benefits to the federal and state 
taxpayers that would likely foot most of the bill for their construction falls well 
short of justifying their considerable expense - $6.7 billion for Black Rock, and 
$1.4 billion to $5.9 billion for Wymer. In addition, some of the economic 
assumptions regarding new surface storage, such as the recreational value of 
reservoirs that will need to be drawn down dramatically in the summer to serve 
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th eir water supply mlS Slons, are highly susre ct. The final EIS shoul d prOVl de 
more detail on how th e purported recr eati onal benefits of the storage res ervOlrs 
will be affected by th e need to operat e the reservOlrs for lmgation, or vic e versa 
More generally, It do es not make sense for :axpayers to subSldize a new 
recreational resort of this magnitude, particularly given the assoC1ated 
environment al nsk and th e fact (not conSld,red In th e DEIS, though It should be 
m th e final EIS) that th e visit ors the resort would draw would t o some extent 
come at the expense of VlSl tation to reservOIrs and lake s W1 th eX! sting res octs 
elsewhere m the st ate andreglOn, such as Lake Chelan and Crescent Bar 

On th e other hand, a package of alternativ e, mel uding th e State alternativ es and 
targ ete d fish recovery acti ons may have the potenti al to deliver subst anti all y more 
"bang f or the buck" for commumties, fanm, and th e nver system Such a 
package of alternative actions should be exammedln th e final EIS. An alternative 
package of actions should be evaluated not only m tenns of Its direct benefit-cost 
ratio, but should be balanced agamst th e surface storage alt ernatives In light of 
opportunity cost. It would be worthwhil e to see what could be accomplished if 
th e nearly $7 billion It would take to build and operate Bl ack Rock dam w ere 
made available to Improve mumclpal and agncultural water availability through 
other water supply and demand reduction tools, Improve mstream flows at least In 
key reaches, and fund other salmon recovery actions such as fish passage Into 
current! y macc esSl ble but ne arl y pnstine headwat ers habitat 

Thanks agilln for th e opportunity to comment 

:Mi chael Garrity 
A ssociate Director, Columbia Basm Prognms 
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Comment ORG-0007 


March 31, 2008 

David Kaumheimer 
Environmental Programs Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Fax: (509) 454-5650 
Email: storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov 

Re: Yakima Storage Study, Draft Planning Report/Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Yakima Storage Study draft 
DEIS. These comments are submitted on behalf of the Center for Environmental Law & 
Policy, Columbia Riverkeeper, Citizens for a Clean Columbia (Wenatchee), Rosemere 
Neighborhood Association, Wahkiakum Friends of the River, Skippers for Clean Water, and 
Sierra Club. 

Our comments are attached. 

Yours very truly, 

Rachael Paschal Osborn, Executive Director 
Center for Environmental Law & Policy 

and for: 

Columbia Riverkeeper, Brent Foster, Executive Director 
Citizens for a Clean Columbia (Wenatchee), Susan Evans, Executive Director 
Rosemere Neighborhood Association, Dvija Bertish 
Wahkiakum Friends of the River, George Exum, Chair 
Skippers for Clean Water, Peter Wilcox, Executive Director 
Sierra Club, John Osborn MD, Chair Upper Columbia River Group 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS: Karen Allston - Anne Johnson - John Osborn MD - Rachael Paschal Osborn 
HONORARY BOARD: Billy Frank Jr. - Prof. Estella Leopold - Gov. Mike Lowry - Prof. Charles Wilkinson 

Spokane: 509.209.2899 Seattle: 206.547.5047 Olympia 360.754.1520 
www.celp.org 

CLEAN. FLOWING WATERS FOR WASHINGTON 

The Center for 
Environmental Law & Policy 
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Comments on Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, Draft Planning 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (January 2008) 

Submitted by Center for Environmental Law & Policy, Columbia Riverkeeper, Citizens for a 
Clean Columbia (Wenatchee), Rosemere Neighborhood Association, Wahkiakum Friends of 
the River, Skippers for Clean Water, and Sierra Club. 

1. Purpose & Need (Section 1.2) 

The Bureau of Reclamation's limited review of alternatives to proposals involving dams & 
reservoirs improperly restricts consideration of other alternatives to satisfy the needs of the 
project, including non-structural and operational actions that could improve water supply 
and instream flows. However, the Joint No Action Alternative considers conservation 
pursuant to sections 1203 and 1204 of Title XII. Moreover, under the SEPA/state 
alternatives, the term "storage" and the objectives of the study are interpreted in a manner 
that encompasses a variety of non-structural activities relating to water supply. 

It is inappropriate for the Bureau to separate analysis in this study conservation alternatives 
and other, ongoing studies. Given the critically low water supplies described in the DEIS and 
quoted above, it is a rather large oversig ht that conservation is not examined in more detail 
in the Joint Alternatives. The fact that declared droughts are occurring roughly every five 
years emphasizes the need for effective conservation measures. Likewise, the "Cle Elum and 
Bumping Lake Dams Fish Passage Facilities Planning Report," (discussed at Section 1.8.3), 
scheduled for completion later this year, should be incorporated into this effort. More 
extensive passage in the Yakima basin will considerably change the nature of water 
management potential. 

2. Storage Study Goals 

With respect to the Storage Study Goals (p. 1-3), the DEIS fails to provide information 
explaining the goal of achieving a 70% proratable supply (896,000 acre feet) for the basin. 
The goal to make this enormous quantity of water available creates an critical, perhaps 
unachievable benchmark, and should be thoroughly explained and vetted to determine 
whether alternative goals are more appropriate. Section 2.2.1. 2 is inadequate to explain, 
other than that irrigation districts assert this is necessary to "avert major economic losses." 
However there is no discussion of how the term is defined or whether objective evidence 
indicates this is an appropriate figure. Do Yakima basin pro-ratable irrigators really require 
896,000 additional acre-feet of water, and if so, why? The DEIS indicates that Sunnyside 
and Tieton divisions are not interested in receiving drought water. (Executive Summary, p. 
xxi). How do these statements affect the goal of 70%? 

Likewise, the goal of 82,000 acre-feet for municipal supply admittedly does not include 
consideration of the potential for water conservation and pricing as a mechanism to control 
demand. Section 2.2.1.3. Further, there is no discussion of how the acre-feet requirements 
fit with recent municipal water conservation planning requirements and reasonable 
efficiency requirements for water rights. 

3. Monthly Flow Objectives 

In contrast to the out-of-stream water supply goals, the monthly instream flow objectives 
goal is based on a systematic, technical analysis of instream flow needs and how those 
needs relate to habitat requirements. We support the development and use of these 
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objectives. However, we note that objectives for the Naches Arm, an important tributary of 
the Yakima basin, are missing. The technical process used to establish flow objectives for 
the DEIS should be utilized to analyze and project similar needs for the Naches subbasin. 

4. No Action Alternative 

The Bureau should select the No-Action Alternative (as described in Section 2.3) as its 
preferred alternative for the EIS. However, we note that the use of this alternative as "no
action" is problematic because it may lead readers to the incorrect assumption that the 
various activities (conservation plan implementation, land and water acquisitions, system 
improvements) are in fact funded and will in fact occur. (Indeed, the alternative contains a 
confusing mix of actions that have and have not occurred.) Setting these actions as the 
"baseline" then undercuts understanding of the substantial improvements in instream flow 
and water supply that could result if this alternative is actually and fully implemented. 
Further, failure to conduct a benefit-cost analysis for the "no-action" alternative also limits 
full understanding by readers and decision makers of the comparative costs of the dam
reservoir alternatives to a conservation-oriented approach. 

The No Action alternative is also deficient in its failure to discuss the merits of adjusting 
basin water demand to actual supply. Water rights in the Yakima were issued according to 
the exact tenets of the prior appropriation doctrine, that is, over-appropriation to ensure 
that all water is used during good years, with the assumption that junior water users will 
plant crops accordingly (ie, not plant perennial crops on lands that may not receive a full 
supply of water). A large, new storage reservoir would provide an "over-supply" of water to 
the basin, not needed in many (most) years, and therefore constitute substantial economic 
waste. Leaving the system as is, i.e., continuing to allow weather and markets to adjust 
demand, is not adequately explored in the DEIS. 

5. Black Rock Alternative 

The DEIS discussion of the Black Rock dam-reservoir alternative is inadequate for a number 
of reasons. 

a) Hanford contamination 

First, the DEIS fails to provide information about and analyze seepage of groundwater 
beneath the reservoir and the potential for harm to the cleanup of radioactive and toxic 
contaminants beneath the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. The DEIS instead defers to a 
future Department of Energy EIS and states that more information will be provided in the 
final Yakima Storage study EIS (p. 4-37,4-71). This is a fatal flaw. The Bureau has the 
two stud ies necessary to model and determine impacts (the seepage report and the Hanford 
groundwater modeling report). The bureau also has the obligation, under NEPA, to address 
all significant adverse environmental impacts associated with a proposal. Leaving out this 
discussion frustrates the purposes of NEPA and renders this DEIS inadequate. 

Second, even though the DEIS fails to discuss potential adverse impacts to Hanford, it 
includes discussion of mitigation concepts, presumably to assure readers that we are not to 
worry about the possibility of harming cleanup at one of (if not THE) most polluted sites in 
the United States (p. 4-39). This is an improper "cart before horse" approach to discussing 
impacts. 
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Third, the costs associated with the Bureau's alleged mitigation schemes for addressing 
seepage impacts on Hanford are not incorporated into the benefit-cost analysis for the Black 
Rock alternative (p. 4-39). Again, the DEIS is deficient for its lack of thorough discussion of 
impacts and costs associated with this critical environmental impact. 

b) Geology 

The Bureau's discussion of seismic and other geologic issues at the Black Rock site is both 
inaccurate and inadequate. The DEIS takes the view that any earthquake related hazard, or 
any other geologic hazard, will be dealt with during dam design and construction. This is not 
reasonable - it is impossible to eng ineer the proposed dams to withstand a hazard when the 
nature and degree of the hazard are unknown. Characterization of the geologic hazards 
must occur during the Storage Study process. Indeed, the preliminary geologic studies 
upon which the DEIS is based called for acknowledges that data is sparse and recommends 
that further studies be conducted. That recommendation has been ignored. The draft EIS 
is inadequate because it does not address the seismic hazards and other geologic hazards in 
enough detail to judge the seismic safety of the proposed dams, or to make rational 
planning decisions. 

Attachment 1 to these comments and incorporated by reference are the comments of 
seismic geologist Harold Magistrale, Ph.D., regarding the seismic and other geologic hazards 
associated with the Black Rock damsite. 

6. Wymer Dam and Wymer Plus Alternative 

The Bureau's discussion of seismic and other geologic issues at the Wymer Dam site is both 
inaccurate and inadequate. The DEIS takes the view that any earthquake related hazard, or 
any other geologic hazard, will be dealt with during dam design and construction. This is not 
reasonable - it is impossible to eng ineer the proposed dams to withstand a hazard when the 
nature and degree of the hazard are unknown. Characterization of the geologic hazards 
must occur during the Storage Study process. Indeed, the preliminary geologic studies 
upon which the DEIS is based called for acknowledges that data is sparse and recommends 
that further studies be conducted. That recommendation has been ignored. The draft EIS 
is inadequate because it does not address the seismic and landslide hazards in enough 
detail to judge the seismic safety of the proposed dams, or to make rational planning 
decisions. 

Attachment 1 to these comments and incorporated by reference are the comments of 
seismic geologist Harold Magistrale, Ph.D., regarding the seismic and other geologic hazards 
associated with the Wymer damsite. 

7. Cumulative Impacts 

In Section 4.2.2.6, the difference between the discussion of the cumulative effects 
associated with the Columbia River Water Management Program (CRWMP) (one paragraph) 
and climate change scenarios (13 pages) is striking. Yet we can say CRWMP is likely to 
affect surface flows in the Columbia River with much greater certainty than we can predict 
regional future climate (temperature and precipitation changes). The DEIS is deficient for 
its failure to discuss cumulative impacts associated with various CRWMP projects as they will 
affect Columbia River flows, including the Lake Roosevelt drawdown, the Potholes 
Supplemental Feedroute, and the Columbia Mainstem Offchannel dam-reservoir projects 
(Lower Crab, Sand Hollow and Hawk Creeks). Detailed information is available regarding 
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each of these projects, including draft and/or final environmental impact statements (SEPA 
and NEPA driven), appraisal studies, etc. This problem is again repeated in Section 4.4.2.7, 
which discusses cumulative impacts on hydropower, but fails to discuss the multiple 
proposed projects that would both require substantial energy resources for pumping, and 
would remove water from the Columbia River, resulting in net reduction of hyd ropower 
production. 

The DEIS cumulative impacts analysis fails to identify or address the effects of the 
proliferation of exempt wells in the already over-appropriated Yakima River Basin. A 
legislative exemption currently allows unmetered groundwater withdrawals without a 
permit. Due to the absence of unallocated water in the basin, and the unavailability of water 
rights for purchase, the legislative exemption has become the rule, rather than the 
exception, for new residential developments. During 2007 land owners dramatically 
increased the use of the exemption to support new construction in developments without a 
water right. Based on 2008 projections, the use of the exemption continues increase at an 
alarming rate. Unless Ecology quantifies the withdrawals associated with the exemption, 
and develops mitigation measures to offset future uses, exempt well users may withdraw 
water in quantities that have a sig nificant impact on surface water flows. 

Furthermore, the Growth Management Act mandates that certain counties establish a 
comprehensive plan and development regulations that protect both the quantity and quality 
of water resources within the county. The Yakima basin counties affected by this DEIS have 
failed to comply with this mandate. Continued development without controls and mitigation 
measures on the use of exempt wells threaten water quality and quantity. Until the 
Counties have developed comprehensive plans that comply with the GMA, neither 
Reclamation nor Ecology can project future water demand requirements and impacts. 

8. Hydraulic Modeling Omission 

The DEIS is inadequate fails to incorporate information and results from the hydraulic 
modeling (Yakima River Water Management Study, created by Ken Bovee of the U.S. 
Geolog ical Survey) examining the relationship between flow and habitat parameters that 
was done as a component of this very study. As noted on the USGS website: "This study 
will develop an integrated water management/habitat response tool that will allow land 
managers to quantify the feasibility, effectiveness, and risks associated with various water 
management alternatives." How the Bureau could issue a DEIS without including the 
modeling results is entirely unclear. 

We would note that CELP asked for but was denied request to extend the deadline for 
comments and is unable to provide more information about the Water Management Study, 
which was released less than one week before the DEIS comment deadline. 

9. Benefit-Costs 

We support the Bureau's NED benefit-costs analysis associated with the joint alternatives 
(Section 2.7) but wonder to what extent the expenses associated with complicated 
institutional arrangements (such as described in Section 2.2.5.3, "Effects of Exchange on 
Yakima River Basin Water Rig hts") are incorporated into the estimates of costs provided to 
date. Also, the failure to assess the costs associated with the substantial mitigation 
scenarios (i.e., to prevent seepage of groundwater to Hanford or replacement of 3,900 
acres of shrub-steppe habitat) leaves the reader unable to assess the actual costs 
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associated with the Black Rock and Wymer alternatives. In this respect the DEIS is 
inadequate. 

We concur in the statements in the DEIS that the Black Rock, Wymer Dam, and Wymer Plus 
alternatives are "not economically justified." (Section 2.7.1) 

Regarding cost of municipal water supply, it is clear that it would be much cheaper to simply 
purchase water rights for transfer to the cities requiring additional supply to meet future 
demand. This appears to be the contemplated solution under the "no action alternative," 
however the DEIS does not make this clear. 

Regarding the recreation benefit analysis, the DEIS is deficient for failure to quantify site 
substitution for use at recreational sites outside the Yakima basin, and instead simply note 
that the recreation benefits may be overstated (p. 2-85). 

We support the Bureau's decision to not include non-use fishery values in the BCA (p. 2-
100), given the controversy and difficulty in measuring such values for fisheries in the 
Yakima basin. 

10. Hydrology & Biology 

Discussion of hydrology and streamflow issues (from a biological standpoint), occur 
throughout the document. The DEIS Purpose and Need section states in part: 

"The need for the study is based on the finite existing water supply and 
limited storage capability of the Yakima River basin. This finite supply and 
limited storage capability does not meet the water supply demands in all 
years and results in significant adverse impacts to the Yakima River basin's 
economy, which is agriculture-based, and to the basin's aquatic resources
specifically those resources supporting anadromous fish. Reclamation and 
Ecology seek to identify means of increasing water supplies available for 
purposes of improving anadromous fish habitat and meeting irrigation and 
future municipal needs." 

While true, this statement ignores the fact that the Columbia River is limited by the same 
phenomena. Two alternatives propose transfer of water from the Columbia to the Yakima. 
Although this transfer would occur when minimum instream flow requirements for the 
Columbia are exceeded, this would merely exacerbate one problem to alleviate another. 

The DEIS uses target flows established by NOAA Fisheries for the Federal Columbia River 
Power System's 2004 biolog ical opinion. Not mentioned, is the fact that the 2004 biolog ical 
opinion was the result of a federal court requirement to revise a 2000 biological opinion that 
the court deemed inadequate in addressing salmonid recovery. Target flows from the 2004 
biological opinion should be considered moving targets in that the 2004 biological opinion 
has been challenged and remains in court. The DEIS is inadequate for its failure to consider 
potential changes to Columbia flow targets that may alter water availability for the Black 
Rock and Wymer Plus alternatives. 

The requirements of the Endangered Species Act and the agencies charged with 
administering it are not adequately addressed in the DEIS. For example, the DEIS includes 
an attachment, Section IV, which reports and responds to comments of the USFWS, but 
contains no mention of solicitation of comments on anadromous fish issues from NOAA 
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Fisheries. In the realm of aquatic resources, status of anadromous fish stocks must receive 
priority in the Yakima basin. Lack of substantive solicitation of NOAA Fisheries review is 
magnified by the top priority listed by USFWS, potential loss shrub-steppe habitat. 

The "hydrologic indicators" outlined in Tables 2-7 and 2-8 (No Action Alternative), Table 2-
26 (Black Rock Alternative), Table 2-37 (Wymer Alternative), Table 2-46 (Wymer Plus 
Alternative) are presented in units of millions of acre-feet. A much more appropriate 
indicator of changes to hydrology would be presented in terms of flow. From a biological 
perspective, changes in velocity throughout the system would also be informative. 
The volumes presented are more of a commodity than a hydrologic indicator. Likewise, 
presenting "hydrographs" in terms of volume, rather than flow, makes biological analysis 
more difficult than necessary. These units for hydrologic indicators are repeated in the 
State Alternatives analysis (Chapter 5). These indicators might be more accurately termed 
"Irrigation Adequacy Indicators." 

Furthermore, the salmonid species included in the DEIS require certain velocities, in 
addition to flow, more than simply a volume of water. Ultimately, though, flow objectives 
for fish should be determined in the absence of irrigation needs and then a compromise 
sought. Even some of the methods described for flow modeling (Section 4.8.2.1) rely on 
volumes, rather than flow or velocity. 

The hydrograph that is presented (Figures 2.2 - 2.7) definitively shows that none of the 
alternatives remotely approximates unregulated flow. Comparison of alternatives with 
mandated target volumes in no way ind icates the benefits or detriments of the alternatives 
to biological communities. However, it is later stated (Section 4.10.2.3) that the Black Rock 
alternative results in the most "normative/unregulated" flow regime. 

Given the severely altered hydrographs in the Yakima, additional withdrawal and storage, as 
presented in the Wymer alternative, appears to be a poor method by which to increase the 
health of fish populations. The reasons for the "flip-flop" are described but its effectiveness 
is not. Alternative flow management regimes should be examined to encourage spawning. 
The Joint Alternatives sections make several mentions of improvements to water delivery 
infrastructure including reregulating dams. These are not described but reregulating dams 
may have substantial positive effects on efforts to re-establish normative flows. Re
regulating dams may also reduce impacts to a variety of systems currently experienced 
under the flip-flop regime. 

The report describes, in some detail, the necessity of unregulated flows for anadromous fish 
habitat (Section 4.8.1.3) but ignores the responsibility of agencies, and the public in 
general, to restore these flows and dependent resources. The No Action Alternative results 
in a number of Title VII target flows being met (Tables 5.6-7). This speaks to the 
questionable necessity of drastic infrastructure construction. It does not, however, speak to 
the necessity, to native salmonid recovery, of restoration of normative flows. 

The statement that "fisheries habitat conditions have significantly changed through decades 
of development, both within the Yakima basin and downstream, that preclude achieving 
near historic anadromous fish populations through actions provided by the Joint Alternatives 
or any other suite of realistic actions (page 4-118)" is short-sighted and ignores current 
efforts to accomplish exactly the recovery that Reclamation claims unrealistic. And, indeed, 
when referencing the Yakima Subbasin Plan, the DEIS describes substantial potential 
increases in andadromous fish populations. 
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Ultimately, there is more treatment of fish habitat in the presentation of dismissed 
alternatives. This, however, amounts to mere mention of impacts to fish habitat. The 
assumption, in the analysis of Fisheries Benefits, that a fish closed to harvest has "little to 
no fishery use value" is wholly flawed and inappropriate to an analysis of fisheries impacts. 
The DEIS mentions that the Yakima is considered a "blue ribbon" trout stream. The 
fishermen that recognize this often practice catch-and-release fishing, whether harvest is 
allowed or not. 

The Bureau's report on fish habitat (Aquatic Ecosystem Evaluation for the Yakima Basin, 
USBR, 2008) starkly reports the declines in available anadromous salmonid habitat under 
the DEIS Alternatives. Loss in available habitat ranges from about 20% decrease to 
negligible increase, depending on species, life history species, reach and alternative. The 
unregulated condition routinely results in substantial increases in available habitat, quite 
often a 20%-40% increase in habitat, depend ing on species, life history stage, reach and 
alternative. In the case of subyearling bull trout (a federally listed threatened species) and 
coho the amount of available habitat nearly doubles in the unregulated condition. 

Incidentally, this same report claims substantial increases in "performance" under all 
alternatives relative to the no action alternative. Performance is "expressed in terms of 
equilibrium abundance, productivity (maximum adult returns/spawner), carrying capacity 
and life history diversity (proportion of self-sustaining life history patterns)." These claims 
contrad ict other, more conventional metrics, of fish biology which are described in the DEIS. 

On page 4-152, the DEIS notes that bull trout typically spawn between September and 
November. However, the DEIS also makes reference to a study reporting that bull trout 
spawn between July 15 and September 15. This is a much earlier spawning period than 
typically applied to bull trout spawning. In the treatment of bull trout in the Affected 
Environment chapter, this referenced study is not mentioned. Reclamation should be clear 
about the local biology of this highly sensitive, ESA listed species and the effects of 
proposed actions on its life history. The Chelan PUD reports bull trout spawning in the 
Entiat to occur in mid- to late-September (Movement of Bull Trout Within the Mid-Columbia 
River and Tributaries, 2001-2004, BioAnalysts, Inc., 2004). 

The increased flows provided by the Increased Conservation Alternative (Section 5.8) 
suggest serious examination of this alternative during development of the Final EIS. This 
alternative has the advantage of a minimal construction footprint compared to the Joint 
Alternatives. As mentioned above, it is not clear in the DEIS if, and how, Title XII or the 
1945 Consent Decree limit the Bureau's ability to pursue the Increased Conservation 
Alternative jointly. 

Washington's newly approved water quality standards apply a period of September 1 to May 
15 for Char Spawning and Rearing in the Lower Yakima (WRIA 37), and Naches (WRIA 38) 
basins (Waters Requiring Supplemental Spawning and Incubation Protection For Salmonid 
Species, Publication Number 06-10-038,2006). Char Spawning and Rearing is also a 
protected designated use in the Upper Yakima (WRIA 39) (Chapter 173-201A-602 (Table 
602)). Over the course of several years, considerable professional and public comment 
went into development of the new water quality standards. 

Section 4.6.1.2 states that Washington has no water quality criteria for phosphorus. WAC 
173-201A-230 establishes phosphorus criteria for lakes. Some of this language may be 
applicable to reservoirs in the Yakima basin. 
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11. Wildlife Impacts 

The DEIS does not provide adequate discussion of the value of Black Rock Valley as a 
wildlife corridor. 

12. Anad romous Fish Impacts 

The DEIS discussion of impacts on flow and salmon survival should incorporate information 
from several other studies, including Forward Looking Infrared (FUR) surveys of surface 
water temperature, showing hyporheic influence, that have been conducted for the Yakima 
basin and the Yakima Watershed Salmonid Recovery Strategy, which identifies many of the 
parameters defined in the DEIS as limiting factors to salmonid recovery (flow, flashiness, 
sediment, temperature, hyporheic discontinuity). The DEIS includes details about the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) recommendations and the Bureau of Reclamations (BOR) 
responses. There is no such coverage of any concerns of NOAA Fisheries. An additional 
such an attachment seems necessary to fully document effects of alternatives on 
anadromous fish. 

13. Recreation Impacts 

The recreation impact analysis lacks adequate discussion of the impacts related to Black 
Rock and Wymer reservoir d rawdown. The limited discussion of this important issue and is 
deficient for failure to include maps (which are available) that indicate exposed lands within 
the reservoirs that will deter recreational use. The suggestion that drawdown would provide 
a benefit to ATV and OHV use is absurd (p. 4-178). 

There is also tremendous inconsistency in the treatment of this impact and impacts to 
wildlife and endangered species at the Black Rock site, where mitigation would involve 
creating corridors to protect what little habitat would be left. (See Section 4.11.2.6). 

The DEIS comparison of Black Rock to other, nearby water bod ies where there is minimal 
recreational use, ind icates that the projected recreational benefit (based on 250,000 to 
700,000 annual visits) is substantially over-stated (annual visits to other reservoirs and 
rivers in the Yakima basin not equate, in total, to 250,000 annual visits, se Table 4.36, p. 4-
175). 

14. State Alternatives Generally 

SEPA regulations require the Alternatives section of an EIS to "devote sufficiently detailed 
analysis to each reasonable alternative to permit a comparative evaluation of the 
alternatives including the proposed action." WAC 197-11-400(S)(c)(v). Chapter 2, the 
State Alternatives section, fails to provide sufficiently detailed analysis. It is unclear how 
water savings were determined, how they will be paid for, and how they will be 
implemented. 

CELP generally agrees that water conservation and market alternatives are preferable to 
expensive (unaffordable) storage proposals. However, the information regarding these 
alternatives does not meet SEPA requirements and provides an insufficient level of data or 
analysis to be properly analyzed. 
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The State Alternatives are also deficient for failure to analyze how water pricing could 
reduce demand and induce water conservation sufficient to solve water supply and instream 
flow problems in the Yakima basin. The DEIS should inform readers about the level of 
subsidy involved in delivery of Yakima basin water to irrigators, and the extent to which a 
change in pricing structures, imposition of water fees (particularly during drought years) or 
other similar market-based mechanisms would meet the goals of the study. 

15. Enhanced Water Conservation (Section 3.2) 

(1) General Comments 

The State Alternative, Enhanced Water Conservation (EWe), is vague, unsubstantiated, 
and/or based on too many assumptions. Alternatives in a SEPA analysis must be 
sufficiently defined so that the public and agency can base decisions upon informed 
deliberation. The EWC alternative does not provide the level of detail necessary for the 
reader to fully appreciate how the alternative offers solutions different than those of the 
storage alternatives. This lack of sufficient information violates SEPA regulations. WAC 197-
11-400(3). 

Further, the EWC alternative fails to consider tools already in Ecology's portfolio that could 
have a dramatic impact on water conservation. These tools are enforcement of illegal water 
use and metering. The state should analyze the amount of water conservation to be 
realized through enforcement of existing laws. Moreover, lacking adequate metering data, 
the amount of conserved water as a result of the enhanced conservation measures will not 
be accurate. Accuracy of water resource data is important in any basin, but it is vital in the 
Yakima basin due to over appropriation and the adjudication of the basin. The fact that 
metering is not included in the study of alternatives speaks to the inadequacy of the overall 
analysis. 

(2) Specific Comments 

Section 3.1.2 Summary of Alternative Results 
• The summary claims the Enhanced Conservation Alternative will increase 

instream flows in the Yakima River by 40,000 acre-feet on average and would 
provide 20,000 acre-feet for proratable water right holders. 

o However, the analysis fails to explain how it determined these figures. 
o The sections that follow discuss the types of conservation projects and 

compares them to the No Action Alternative, but nowhere in the report 
is the analysis showing how implementing the Enhanced Conservation 
Alternative will increase instream flows by 40,000 acre-feet. 

• This cursory and insufficient analysis plagues this chapter from start to finish 
and points out the inefficacy of this document to meet SEPA requirements. 

Section 3.2.1 Description 
• The Plan states most of the water saved as a result of enhanced water 

conservation will involve nonconsumptive uses including seepage and return 
flows. Since only the consumptive portion of a water right can be transferred 
or reallocated within the Yakima Basin this alternative may actually increase 
stream depletion in certain reaches. The section notes, "the Yakima Project 
has some flexibility in its operation and can allow some redistribution of water 
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within the basin." However, this statement is not further explained and as 
such it is unclear as to how valuable EWC will be to the overall basin. 

Section 3.2.2 Enhanced Water Conservation Projects 
• The estimated amount of "conserved" water as a result of the various enhanced 

conservation projects is presented without any discussion of how these totals were 
specifically determined. 

• The accompanying technical document, Technical Report on the Enhanced Water 
ConselVation Alternative for the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, 
also does not provide any information on how these savings were calculated. 

o The Technical Report claims the water savings "were determined using 
information available form water conservation plans and experience of 
representatives from the local conservation districts." 

o However, no actual data is presented for the public to determine or analyze 
the assumptions and "experience" of the conservation districts. 

o Therefore, the results of the Enhanced Water Conservation Measures are too 
vague and unsubstantiated to have any value in a SEPA determination. 

• Conserved water can best, and really only, be measured via technically sound 
metering devices. Source and service meters must be installed in order to correctly 
determine any water savings as a result of the water conservation projects. 

Section 3.2.3 Comparison to the No Action Alternative 
• The introduction to the State Alternatives notes, "This chapter describes the 

alternatives that Ecology is considering under its authority to evaluate both storage 
and nonstorage alternatives to improve flows in the Yakima River basin." 

o However, one option under Section 3.2.3 is to allow all the conserved water 
to be retained by the implementing entity for use as irrigation or municipal 
and industrial use. 

o Ecology must explain how this alternative would meet the goal of improving 
flows in the Yakima River basin. 

• If Ecology is going to have an alternative that allows full retention of conserved 
water by the implementing entity it should also have an alternative that returns all of 
the saved water to the river for instream flow. 

• Ecology assumes at least 67% of the funding for these projects will come from the 
State, yet the other option still allows for the implementing entity to retain 67% of 
the conserved water. 

o Since public money is being spent, Ecology should focus on achieving a 
greater pu blic benefit 

o Another alternative should be included that keeps 67% of the conserved 
water for instream flow need s and the other third for implementing entity. 

• The Enhanced Water Conservation Alternative assumes 67% of its funding will come 
from the State. 

o This assumption is unsupported by any budgetary analysis. As such it cannot 
be considered a valid assumption particularly when the State is perhaps 
facing a future of budget deficits. 

o Ecology offers no alternative to funding these conservation measures. 

16. Market Mechanisms (Section 3.3) 

As noted above, this proposal should be expanded to include information relating to the of 
subsidy that is afforded to water recipients in the Yakima basin and consider the efficacy of 
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regulatory pricing requirements, such as drought-related fees or other mechanisms to 
reduce water demand and induce water conservation. 

As presently written, the information contained in this section is so vague that it is not 
useful for determining the impacts associated with the proposed actions. 

17. Groundwater Storage (Section 3.4) 

Although the description of the injection recharge alternative does address the need to 
insure the quality of the water injected into the aquifers, it fails to discuss the impacts of 
additional water treatment facilities on the basin as a whole. Active water treatment 
methods will increase the financial and energy related costs associated with this alternative. 
Without a quantification of these increased costs, Reclamation and Ecology cannot 
accurately weigh this alternative against the others. 

Both the Su rface Recharge with Passive Recovery and the Injection Recharge with Passive 
and Active Recovery methods discuss Potential Locations. However, the DEIS fails to 
identify specific locations for municipal aquifer storage and recovery or Surface Recharge 
with Passive Recovery. Instead the DEIS puts off the determination of locations until the 
alternative is selected. Without more specific information on the possible storage sites, the 
effects of this alternative are unquantifiable. 

18. Mitigation 

The discussion of mitigation requirements contained in Chapters 4 and 5 are vague and too 
generalized to meet the requirements of SEPA. See, e.g., Sections 4.3.2.6 (groundwater 
impacts), 4.6.2.6 (water quality); 4.7.2.6 (vegetation and wildlife); 4.8.2.7 (anadromous 
fish); 4.9.2.7 (resident fish); 4.11.2.6 (threatened and endangered species). 

The statement that mitigation is not required for surface water or hydropower impacts does 
not comport with SEPA, which requires mitigation for all significant adverse environmental 
impacts. See e.g., 4.2.2.5 (surface water); 4.4.2.6 (hydropower). 
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Review of the Black Rock and Wymer Dam Sites Geology as Presented in the 
Draft Planning ReportlEnvirolUllentallmpact Statement 

Yakima Ri ver Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 

HamId Magistrale, PhJ)., lD. 

I. Scope of the review. 

Thi~ rcvicw discusscs gcologic aspcct~ of the Black Rock and Wymcr dam sites as 
prc~cnlCd III the Draft Plmming ReportJEuvironmentaiimpact Statcmcnt Yakima River 
Basm Watcr Storage Fcasihility Study CdraH EIS ' ) and in the following documents: 
• Technical Memorandum No. D-8330-2004-14, Probabilistic Seismic Hazard 

Assessmentfor Appraisal Sllldies oflh~ Proposed Black Rock Dam (Reclamation, 
2004) (, PSHA study') 

• Technical Serics No. TS-YSS-5, Appraisal Assessment of the Geology at a Potential 
Black Rock DQIII$ite (Reclamation, 2004) (,BhlCk Rock report ' ). 

• Technical Series No. T8-YS8-16, Yakima Riverl3asin Storage Study Wymer DQI/1 Qnd 
Reservoir Appraisal Report (Reclmnation, 2007) ('Wymer report '). 

This review was prepared at the request of the Center for Environmenta l Law and 
Policy. an enviromncntal advocacy organization dedicated to the protection of water 
resources in the Columbia RiVer Basin, and throughout Washington. It was prepared by 
Harold l'vlagistrale, a Califomia attomey with a Ph.D. in geophysics from the California 
Institute of Technol ogy, and twenty years of earthquake research experience. 

2. Executive Summary 

The proposcd Black Rock and Wymer drun ~ ite~ arc III thc Yakima Fold Belt of cast 
ecntral Washington, a rcgion characterized by fo lds in the Columbia Rivcr basalis. TIl(: 
folds fonn topographi ca lly high ridges that dcfinc the impoundment catclUllcnts dcsired 
for the proposed rescrvoirs. TIlC folds arc fonncd by carthquake slip on thrust fau lts (a 
dipping fault where oldcr rock layers arc displaced ovcr younger rocks) within each fold. 
The Black Rock and Wymer dams, along with appurtel1:mt stnlcture~, arc to be built 011 

and near these faults. 111e south abutment of the Black Rock dam is atop a 1:1ult. Another 
t:1ult lies one kilometer west of the Wymer fault. Water conveyrulce facilities will also 
cross these faults . 

Potential eal1hquakes on the faults wi ll have effects on the proposed dams: 
• Ground shaking. A preliminary study estimates the stren/:,>1.h orthe shaking at I g 

horiz.ontal acceleration (I g is the acceleration equal to the Earth's gravitation 
rorce). TIle duration ofthc potcntial shaking IS lmknown. 

• Liquefaction. Ground shaking can trigger liquefaction, a type of soil failurc that 
reduces soil strength 10 zero; this willundemline engineered structures. 

• Surface nLpture. TIle displacement or the rault at the ground surface will ofTset the 
dam and watcr conveyrulce slmclurcs. 

• Fold growth. The dam abullllent~ arc on the fo lds, and carthquakes arc thc 
mechanism by whic136 h the folds are fonned and grow. During an earthquake, the D 
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entire dam abutment will be deformed and the dam compressed. '1l1is effect is not 
considered in the draft E18. 

• Reservoir induced seismicity (' R IS '). It is commonl y observed that the filling of a 
reservoir can calL<;e earthquakes. TIle mechan i ~m is thought to be the reservoir 
head elevating pore pressure and/or lubricating the fault , or the stress perturbation 
due to the weight of the reservoir. 'Illese earthquakes will cause the same effects as 
natural earthquakes. The drafi E1 S completely neglecL,> RI S. 

• Landslides. TIlC dam sites arc prone to landslides because of the steep topography 
and the presence of weak layers III the bedrock. E:uthquake ground shaking can 
reacti vate o ld landslides, or tri gger new ones in CUITL'1ltl y stable slopes. Also, the 
impounded water will saturate the slopes surrounding the reservoirs. The 
saturation can remobilize old landslides and cause new landslides in currently 
stable slopes. 

• A landsli de has been tentatively identified at the south abutment of the Wymer 
dam sit e, but the draft EIS dismisses its signifi cance on the basis of a cursory 
inspection. Other existing lruldslides ha\'e been identified upslope from the 
proposed Black Rock reservoir. A landslide runout into a fill ed reservoir would 
displace the impounded water with severe consequences . 

Ullfo r1lmatcly, the faults ncar the dmn sites arc poorly characterized. The fault slip 
rates, time between earthquakes, magnitude of potential earthquakes, and the strength and 
duration of shaking from potential earthquakcs arc not known. Lruldslide potential of the 
slopcs around the rescrvoir sitcs is scarcely known. The c}.1ent and distribution of 
liquefiable soils is not known. 

The preliminary studi es (the PSHA study, the Black Rock report, and the Wymer 
rep0l1) recognized the lack of knowledge of the geologic hazards, and all called for 
further studies to better characterize the hazards. None of those studies has been 
conducted. 

'Ille draft £ IS has the view !lUll rulY earthquake related hazard, or rulY other geologic 
hazard, will be dealt with dunng dam design and constmction. TIli s is not reasonable - it 
is impossible to engineer the proposed dmns to withstand a hazard when the nature and 
degree of the ha;r.ard are unk;lQwn. Characterization of the geologic hazards must oecur 
during the Storage Study process. TIle drafl E1S is inadequate because it does not address 
thc seismic hazards mld othcr geologic hazards in enough detail to j udge the seismic 
safety of the proposed dams, or to make rahonal plmming decisions. 

3. Spec ific Comments 

Sect ion 2.2.2 .1 "Black Rock Damsite Se i ~ l11i c it v", Paragraphs 1 and ] 

The seismic hazard analysis in the draft E1S comes frum the PSH A study. The draft 
EIS claims the PSHA study "documents the preliminary characterizat ion of the 
earthquake po tential at Black Rock drun s ite." To eharaeterizer the "earthquake potential" 
would be to chamcteri ze the likelihood or timing and magnitude of future earthquakes 
based on detailed studies of the timing and magnitude or pas t earthquakes on nearby 
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fault s. Instead, the J>SHA study uses sparse existing data to assume II time and space 

di stribution of eart hquakes 011 local and some distant fllUltS, and calculates the likelihood 
over a period of time of a particular lewl of ground motion, the peak horizonta l 

acceleration ('PHA ' ) al the dam site. TIle PSHA stud y correctly points out that there are 
onl y " lillie or sparse data" to characteri ze recent earthtlUllke aClivity (p. 5). 

The PSHA results are assumption driven. For ex.'UlIple, it is well known that the 

ma.ximum earthquake a f.·mlt is capable of is a function of fault length (Wells I'I.nd 
Coppersmith, 1994). The Black Rock Vallcy fault is under the right (south) abutment of 
the Black Rock dam. The PSHA study ass igns a rupture lenglh 01"38 kill to the Black 
Rock Valley fa ult, with a maximullIllIagnitude of6. 7 ( r able 2.2). However. the " Black 

Rock Valley fault" is actuall y part of the Rattlesnake lIills structure shown on a recent 
USGS fault mll p (Si:C Figu re I), a fault and fold structure with a cumulativc length of over 
150 kill (Lidke er aI. , 2003). The PSHA sl.tld y treats the Rattl esnake Hills stmcture as 

three separate fault segments, each with a certain maxilllum magn itude controlled by the 
segment length. However, there is litt le evidence to characterize the segrnentation of the 

Ratt lcsnakc Hill s fault s tmcturc ( PSHA study , p . 5). If the entire fault s tm cturc mpmred, 
a much I:u-g.. .... earthquake would resul t, with a larger PHA. 

The PSI·IA stud y emphasizes that il is " an initial Probabi listic Sei!'>11lic Ha7..ard 

ASSCSSlllcnt ... conducted for usc in appraisal-level stud ies of thc proposed Black Rock 
Dam." (p. I) (emphasis added). 'Ille PHSA stud y com.'Ctl y calls for furt her study on the 
age and cJmraeteristics of the Black Rock Valley fau lt under the right abutment of the dam 

( p. 18). lllCSC studics have not bccn pcrf()nncd. The generalized nature o f the PS HA, 
based on incompletc characterization of thc faults at issue, is not adequat c. An adcqlL."ltc 
EIS mus t include up to date study resul ts o f the fau lt slip rate, a\'erage offset, and 

recurrence interval. 

The PSHA swdy correctl y call s for " marc complete descriptions o f ground motions 
parametcrs, including time histories" (p . 18-1 9). T his is in rccognition that simple peak 

am plitudes ofgrollnd moti on arc an inadequatc bas is for mtiomll engineering ~Uld hazard 
evaluation decisions, ~Uld that the d ura tion o f the grolUld motions must be charactcrized . 

Such studies are not addressed in the draft EIS. Further. the PSHA stud y cOITectl y points 
out that ground motions wi ll be "greatl y influenced" by ntpllIre directivity and hanging 

wall cflects (p. 19). Characterization of these lac tors has not been perf0n11Cd in the dran 

EIS. 

T he PSHA study correctly calls for stud ies of site response (the influcnc.-: of near 

surfal.."C materials) on earthquake ground m otions (p. 19). Site responsc has long been 
recognized at having a critical influence on earthquake ground motions (e.g. , Milne, 1898). 
Such studies have not b~n perfomled. and are not addressed in the drill £IS. 

T he PSHA study correctly calls fOf baseline studi l.."S of RlS (p. 19). Such studies have 
not been performcd. and arc not addressed in the draft EIS. We address RIS in o ur 

conunents below. 
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The calls for more study of the fault arc echoed in the 2004 Black Rock r.-:port. ' Illat 

report s tates "TIle lOOltion and geometry of the thrust fault 111 the right abutment arc not 
well known. Additional investigations are needed to define geometry, slip rates, 

movement history, and earLhquake potenLial. The investigations willl ike1y require both 
drilling and trenching" (p. 24). Now, aL the time of the draft EIS three and half years later, 
these necessary studies have not been perfonlled. (Note that in the Black Rock report the 

fault under the right abutment is called the Horsethief Mountain thmst fault , whi le in the 

draft ElS it is called the Black Rock Valley fault. ) 

The PSH A study propcrl y attempts to lIlelude the uIllueHee of very large earthquakes 

in the Cascadia subduction zone 0 11 the I'HA at the Black Rock diUn site. It should be 
acknowledged, however, that the atten uation functions used in the study (which are based 
on previollsly observed ground motions, mostly in California) arc likely to be inadequate 
at the magnitude 8 to 9 range because of the lack of observat ions o f earthquakes of those 

magnitudes (Youngs et af. , 1997) 

Section 2.2.2.1 " Black Rock Damsite Sei~micitv" , Paragraph 2 

Liquefacti on due to earthqullke shakin g is identified as a concem in the dam materials 
and foundatio n area. However, liquefaction is also a conccrn away from tile d~n; it has 
potential clTects on ancillal)' structures such as pipelines, canals, and roadways. 
Unfortunately, the draft EIS docs not identify the e;..1cnt of potentia lly liquefiable soils. 
The EIS should include a deta iled soil map with liquefaction potential estimates. This is 
particularly important because oCthc :mticipated seepage from the reservoir - the seepagc 
may saturate otherwise competent soils downgradicnt of the reservoir, IIlcfCw,;ing the 
liquefaction potent ial. 

Section 2,2,2,1 " Black Rock Damsit§: Seismicity". l'il[{lgr{lQhs 3 ;Yld 4 

TIle fo ld on Horsethi ef Mountain is associated with the Dlack Rock Valley thmS! 
fault that surfaces under the south abutment. During an earthquake on the Black Rock 
Valley fault, thc fold grows via northward movcment oflhe rock above the fault (e.g. , 
Suppe, 1985). TIlliS, during an earthquake, the entire south abutment of the dam wi ll 
move an unknown amount to the north. (The amount of movement is unknown because 
the draft [ IS has failed to characterize the history of slip per earthquake on the Black 
Rock Valley fault.) ll1is will cause defom lation of the dam \Vitil potentially serious 
conscquences. A rational assessmcnt ofthe d~n' s response to ~l earthquake on the Black 
Rock Valley fault requires an adequate characterization of the past earthquakes on the 
fault. Such a characterization is absent from the draft EIS. 

Section 2.2.2.1 " Black Rock Damsite Seismicity", Paragraph 5 

In summary, the draft EIS ignores all the caveats of the preliminary nature of the 

PSHA study, and the pro po nent s have failed to perfonn :U1y of the PSH A study ' s 
rcconunendations for additional work to morc accurately characterize ant icipated strong 

ground motions from potential future earthquakes. Merely a sserting the dams will be 
deSlglled to handle earthquake ground moti ons, without suniCiL'llt characteri zation of the 

causative fault s, eOllSideration of the abutment defonnation, or e:\1ent of potential 
liquefaction, is inadequate. It is impossibl e to design and engineer the diUllS to withstand 
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earthquakes without an adequate understanding of the nature and degree of the 
earthquake hazards. 

Note that earthquake shaking will affect all ap purtenant stnlctures in addition to the 
dam structures, including water conveyance systems, seepage control systems, service 
roads, and slope stabilit y (landslidcs). 

Section 2.2.2.2 "Wvmer Damsit.:: Seismic itv" 

No site-specific seismi c hazard evaluati on was performed for the Wym.:r dam site. 
'111e ground motion cons iderations are taken from the PSHA study ]>erfolllled for the 
Black Rock dam site, and Illuch oftbe d iscussion in Section 2.2.2.2 was taken fro lll 
Section 2.2.2. 1. We express all the same COllcems about the Wymer site as we do for the 
Black Rock site. 

In regards to concems of fault mplure within the project area, the draO EIS states 
·'B.1scd on the limitcd preliminary gCQlogic characterization of the site. there is no 
evidence to indicatc that a potentially activo fault exists wi thin the dam. dike. or reservoir 
area." However, ' 'relatively litt le e.'\ploration has been conducted to date, and further 
in\'est igations could conceivably find evidence of foundation fau lting." A rational 
assessment of the merits of the d:un rCtIUlrcS more det:lilcd kllowl!..>dgc 0 11 the presence of 
Caults in and near the dam site. 'Ille draft E IS is inadequate in this respect. 

A cursory examination of the USGS fault map (Figure I) shows that the Unllan um 
Ridge - Gable ~'Iountain Stmcture, a 200 kill long fflllit and fold system, mns only a 
kilometer to Ibe west of Ihe dam site, just across Highway 821 (Lidke el aI. , 2003). TIIC 
PSHA study included this fault system in its asseSSlllent of the Bluck Rock Valley sitc 
PHA. 'llle failure of the draft EIS here to note the proximity of this major fa ult to the 
Wymer dam site renders the draft EIS inadequate, and does not build confidence in the 
seismic hazard evaluation process. 

The most common orientation orthe faul k; :md fo lds in the Yakima Fold Belt is east
west, but the Umtanum Ridge - Gabl e r.,·lountain Structure strikes northwest- southeast 
neur the Wymer dam site (Figure I ; Reidel el ai., 2003). 11115 part o rlhe limit structure 
may be associated with Ihe Olympic-Wallowa line:Ullent, an a lignment of faults and fo lds 
thnt may represent a fuudmncntal, (.Tuslal scale discontinuity (e.g. , Reide l el aJ. , 1994). 
The di fferent orient ation of the Umtanum Ridge - Gable Mountain Structure near the 
dam s ite, and its possible association with the Olympic- Wa llowa lineament. suggests the 
fault ncar the dam site may respond to the regional stress di ffe rent ly than the fa ults near 
the Blaek Rock Valley site (e.g., with different recurrence tillles or d iffere nt size 
earthquakes). 'I11is suggests tha t an independent seismotectonie rul:dysis of the Wymer 
dam site must be performed before the ElS can be considered adequate. 

Section 2,2.2,3 " Wymer Dam Potenti al South Abutmelll L;mdsljd{' 

The Wymer report describes the previous idt .. n tilication fronl air photos of a potential 

lruldslide covcring the arc.'l of thc south (left ) abut ment (p. 7). On the hasis oC a fcw 
hours· long visit to the site (Wynler report, Appendix A), a reconnaissance team decided 
that the " landslide docs nOI appear to be a dcep lruldslide" (Wynler report, AtlacIuncnt 
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2). 'Illc rationale for- this assessment is not given in either thc draft EIS or in the Wymer 
report. 'Illc dmft EIS concludes that a "limited mnount or geologic investigations at the 
ap praisal stage fou nd no evidence ofa large landslide-' at the south abutment of the 
Wymer dam site. but that if one existed then the unstable material would be excavated 
away. 

An air photo of the south abutment (Figure 8 of the Wymer report) exhibits features 
indicnti v~ of a landslide (e.g., Ritter el al., 2002). At the top of the nppnrent landslide 
there nrc nreumte features that appear to be headscarps, and all the slope downhill from 
those nreumtc features thc hillside laeks the bedrock outcrops that arc common on the 
s lopes jus t to the east .Uld west. 111e potential landslide has not been investigated by 
drilling; only a live feet deep, hand dug pit was e:.;cavated (TP-85- l in the Wymer report). 

It would be sens ible, from both a cost analysis and geologic hazard detennination 
point of view, to detennine during the ElS process whether a landslide exists, and if so, 
the volul11e of the material involved. If the feature is a landslide, the excavation costs 
would be substantial, and the length of the dam woul d be signi licantl y lengthened to fi ll in 
the excavated vohmle. 

Note that landslides that are inact ive under curr.::nt conditions Illay become mobilized 
as the Illaterial becomes saturated by the impounded water. or may be mobil ized by 
earthquake shaking. 'I11ese considerations should be analyzed in this section of the draft 
EIS. 

Sect jon 4.:U,) " BI;lck Rock Alternative l ..one Tenu Impilcls" 

111e drall EIS correctly points out that landslides are common in the Yak ima fold belt 
(p. 4-37), and that old slides may become reacti vated, and ncw s lides form, as seepage 
from the rescrvoir infiltrates the surrounding hillsides and ilKTcltses pore pressure. 
However, the draft EIS fails to point out that, additionally, old slides may become 
reactivated, imd new slides fonn , und.::r the inOuenee of earthquake ground shaking. 

'1l1e Black Rock rep0l1 identified three large landslides on HOl'sethi ef Mountain (p. 
2 1). Two of these landslides have mnout zones ext.::nding into the proposed reservoir 
area . If a landslide occurred wh ile the reservoir was full , it would displace water that 
would overtop the dam and possibly cause stmctural failure of tile dam. For example, in 
1963 a large landslide fe ll into the reservoir behind the Vaiont dam in the Ita lian Alps, 
causing a 100 III high wave that overtopped the dam. swept downstream, and killed 2600 
people (the dam remained standing). The draft EIS fa ils to address this issue and so is 
inadequat e. 

J3ecause of the concerns oflandslides occurring due to seepage and earthquake 
shaking. and the potential catastrophic efleets of a large landslide running into the 
reservoir, the EIS should contain detailed mapping of hmdslide potent i.11 of the 
surrounding hills, and a contingency plan to respond to a Imldslidc into the reservoir. 

Section 4.3.2.4 --Wvmer Alternative LOl1g I eolllmpacts" 

'nle draft EIS correctly points out that landslides are common in the Yakima fold belt 
(p. 4-37), and that old slides may become reactivated, and new slides fontl, as seepage 
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frolllihe reservoir infiltrales the surrounding hills ides and increases pore pressure. 
However, the draft EIS fai ls to po int out thaI. additionally. o ld slides may become 
reacti vated, iUld new s lides fonn. under the inlluence or earthquake ground shaking. 

A potential landslide has been identified under the south abutlllent, and 110 convincing 
evidence ha. .. been presented in the dmfi ElS to contmdi ct that identificatioTl. (See 
discul)sion of section 2.2.2.3 above.) If a landslide occurred while lhe reservoir wa. .. full , 
it would displace water that would overtop Ihe dam and poss ibly cause stmctural failure 
of tile darn. 111e draO EIS fails to address this issue ,Uld so is inadequHte. 

Because of the coneems of landslides occurring due to seepage and earthquake 
shaking, and the potential catastrophi c cffecls ofa large landslide nmning into the 
reservoir. the ElS should contain detailed mapping oflandslide potential of the 
surro und ing hills. and a contingency plan to respond to a landslide into the reservoir. 

Sect ion 4.3.2.5 "Wvm er Dam Pin!! Yaki ma Ri ver Pump ExclHlnge Aitcmative Long 
Tenn Impacts·' 

We express the same concems about land .. lides into the Wymer reservoir. 11lese are 
not considered in the inadequate draft EIS . 

Reservoir Induced Seismic ity 

Rcsen'oir induced se ismicity (' rus') is the triggering of cat1hquakcs by the physical 
processes that accompany the fi ll ing of reservoirs. As of the mid-nineties there were over 
S i~1Y well documentcd cases of rus fro m arotmd the world (USGS, 1996), including 
many earthquakes large enough to cause damage to nearby structures, and in at least two 
cases - Koyna.. India. and Hsinfengkiang, China - the dams came cl ose to fai lure (AlleiL 
1982). 

RI S earthquakes can OCCllr days to yea rs after reservoir is fill ed. RIS earthquakes 
occurring immediately upon fillin g may be caused by elastic stress changes duc to the 
weight of the iml>ounded reservoir. Seismologists ha\·e developed a body of evidence during 
the. last de<:ade. that shows earthquakes can be tri ggered by very small stress chan ges, o n the 
order of one 1)'1r (one bar is about one atmosphere pressure). RIS occurrence after a time 
delay arc [ikely due to pore Welter diffusion imo the fault zone, driven by the reservoir head . 
RI S after sc\·cra[ years 1Th1)' occur whcnlhe resc rvoir wmcr Ic"e[ is chan ged: this is thought 
due 10 water diffusion plus the elastic stress changes (USGS 19%). Note Ihat seasonally 
flm:tualing Willer levels are planned fOr Black Rack and Wymer reservoirs (draB EIS p. 
2-40 to 2-4 1). Decp rescn 'ol.n;, such as those proposed at the BlliCk Rock and Wymer 
sites, may be more prone to RIS than shallow rescn 'oirs (USGS 1996). 

RIS earthquakes have all the same effects as natural earthquakes discussed above: 
ground shaking, surface rupture, liquefact ion, :Uld I:!.ndslides. Worldwide observations 
show that IUS earthquakes occur with a few tens ofkilomcters of tile causative reservoir. 

The dran EIS entirel y neglects the issue of rus at all and is thf.,"Tcfore inadequate. The 
drafl EIS ignored the recommendation of the PSI·IA study (p. 19) calling for ba. .. clinc 
studies o f RIS. 
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Comment ORG-0008 

Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 

Comments on the Yakima River Basin Storage Feasibility EIS Draft 
3/31/2008   

YBSA wishes to thank the Washington State Department of Ecology and the US 
bureau of Reclamation for their work preparing this report.  This report factually 
demonstrates the need for new storage in the Yakima River Basin.  If we do not 
take action to develop more storage, then the future economic and environmental 
health of the Basin will be effectively dammed.  This report documents several 
critical issues.   

1.		 Yakima River Basin storage capacity is currently 30% of average annual 
yield, the lowest of any large irrigation project in the West.   

2.		 The BOR has insufficient water to meet the needs of both fish and 

agriculture in most years.
	

3.		 There are 225,000 acres with interruptible water rights, limiting it value to 
the vagaries of snow pack and snow melt.   

4.		 Washington state legislature has mandated more new storage. 

5.		 Washington State DOE reports indicate snow pack will decrease 

significantly in future years due to climate change.   


6.		 DOE has declared the need for additional storage. 

7.		 Environmental objectives have increased the demand for storage (without 
increasing the supply). 

8.		 Municipal demands have been increasing (and have not supplied more 
storage). 

The study tells us 35 sites have been considered over the last 30 plus years. The 
best 6 sites were selected for further analysis.  Those rejected did not meet the 3 
criteria of the study. Please note the in-stream sites were rejected for 
environmental reasons.  In stream storage is unacceptable in today’s society, even 
though it is the cheapest storage. 

The options are listed below with our comments: 
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1.		 Black Rock. “Reclamation has concluded that Black Rock is technically 
viable… and would meet the goals of the Storage Study.”   

2. 		 Wymer Dam and Reservoir. Reclamation concluded ‘…this is better than 
the no-action alternative.”  The project de-normalizes the Yakima 
hydrograph and should therefore be rejected.  The volume added amounts 
to no more than the proverbial “band-aid”.   

3. 		 Wymer Dam Plus Yakima River Pump Exchange. This option reduces the 
de-normalizing of option 2 at an additional cost of $2.9 Billion.   

4. 		 Enhanced Water Conservation. Conservation has been actively pursued 
for the last 30 years and will continue as profit and technology allow.  But 
the volume of water saved is minor compared to the combined needs for 
water. The best way to increase the value of conserved water is to STORE 
it. 

5. 		 Market –Based Reallocation of Water Resources. This option is already 
practiced in dry years. Again the volumes available pale next to the 
demands, and necessitate fallowing ground, which again drastically curtail 
economic growth.   Another difficult issue here is that water rights have a 
significant public value and therefore complicate sales.   

6. 		 Groundwater Storage. This is projected to provide only 1,900 ac-ft in 
drought years. 

YBSA supports the only option which meets the needs of our environment and 
our economy. The components of Black Rock are proven and producing the 
desired results.  They are the Umatilla pump exchange and the Banks Lake 
pumped storage reservoir.  We cannot afford the second best option; we must 
protect our economy and our environment.   

YBSA comments are outline below 

1.P&G guidelines 

2.Anadromous fish 

3.Irrigation 

4.Recreation  

5.Regional Economic impacts 

6.Economic Justification 

146



 

 

Comments and Responses

7.Pump Generation 

8.Construction costs 

9.Contrasts in alternatives Operations 

10.Comprehensive programs  

11.Reservoir Seepage 

12.Project Financing and Repayment 

13.Future Values 

14. Report to Congress 

Principles and Guidelines 

Reclamation and other federal water resource agencies are required to use the 
“Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related 
Land Resources Implementation Studies” (P&Gs).  The P&Gs establishes four 
accounts “to facilitate evaluation and display of alternative plans” and requires 
that the alternative with the greatest net economic benefit consistent with 
protecting the Nations environment, the National Economic Development (NED) 
Plan, be selected unless the Secretary grants an exception. 

The NED Plan is supposed to measure increases in the economic value in the 
national output of goods and services. In contrast is the Regional Economic 
Development (RED) account which is supposed to reflect changes in the 
distribution of regional activity that will result from a project.  These regional 
economic impacts are commonly measured as regional employment, regional 
output of goods and services, and regional income.  These regional economic 
impacts are intended to account for not only the direct impact on the primary 
affected sectors of the economy but also the secondary impacts that are generated 
by other sectors. 

Regional economic impacts however, are not considered in economic 
justification. We understand the rationale for this is not to favor one area of the 
country over another area in the decision-making process of Federal water 
resource projects. 

We believe application of the P&Gs and its implications on policies and processes 
of a Federal agency such as Reclamation severely constrains the agency in 
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constructively addressing solutions to water resource issues.  When it comes to 
solutions to the water supply issues in the Yakima basin, the P&Gs and economic 
justification becomes just that --- a constraint which Reclamation knows full well 
cannot be overcome.  This has been the case since the P&Gs were mandated in 
1983 and will remain so unless appropriate action is taken to constructively 
reassess its value in Federal participation in solving regional water resource 
issues. With many regions facing major water resource issues it is imperative that 
Reclamation with a long history of capably assisting in solving water issues plays 
an active and constructive role. 

Anadromous Fish 

In the Pacific Northwest we are striving to preserve and improve our anadromous 
fishery. The Yakima basin presents a unique opportunity to take positive action 
in regard to water and habitat; the vital components for salmon and steelhead.  
Yet, the “measuring stick” for a water exchange of the magnitude of the Black 
Rock Alternative for anadromous fishery is based solely on the monetary value of 
the number of fish harvested.   

We do not see such a “measuring stick” being applied to other salmon recovery 
and enhancement activities in the Yakima basin and the Pacific Northwest.  Of 
course this would not be acceptable in the development of biological opinions, in 
sub-basin planning, nor in on-going court actions dealing with salmon recovery 
and the cultural values of salmon and steelhead to our Native Americans.  In view 
of this, we believe it is completely inappropriate to attempt to monetarily value 
salmon and steelhead recovery and enhancement activities. 

The true value of salmon and steelhead spawning and rearing areas such as the 
Yakima River basin cannot be captured by fish harvested or escapement figures.  
Once anadromous fish exit the Yakima basin survival is contingent solely on 
external conditions. What is missing is the production capability or “potential 
fish carrying capacity” of the Yakima basin attributable to water which the 
Storage Study has addressed and to recovered habitat which may require physical 
alternations, which the Storage Study has not, but should, address.  

 Carrying Capacity 

We believe the BOR has failed to maximize the potential of Black Rock to restore 
Salmon in the Yakima, and urge the BOR to utilize Dr Jack Stanford’s work to 
maximize the fish carrying capacity of the Yakima Basin.  We know that it is very 
difficult to accurately forecast the number of returning spawners to a tributary, 
and therefore the measurement of carrying capacity of similar known reaches of 
comparable quality and magnitude maybe the best measure for evaluation.  Keys 
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to Salmon recovery are increased water volume, access to more habitats in key 
reaches and access to old spawning grounds above the dams of the upper 
reservoirs.  YBSA will work with Dr. Stanford to obtain carrying capacity 
numbers for Salmon restoration.  So too should BOR.   

If, in view of the foregoing, it is deemed necessary that a monetary value is 
assigned to the anadromous fishery one approach that might be considered is to 
base it on the cost of a “single purpose project” required to restore the flow 
regime of the Yakima and Naches Rivers to more closely resemble the natural 
(unregulated) hydrograph. This is commonly used with respect to developing a 
monetary value for municipal and industrial water supplies.  However, a concern 
with this approach is that further storage development on Yakima basin main-
stem and tributary rivers is not environmentally and biologically acceptable and 
thus would not represent a most likely single purpose alternative.   

We further believe the desired goal of normalizing the hydrograph of the Yakima 
as been overlooked. It is the first criteria of the authorization act.  Wymer storage 
site should be eliminated or assessed heavy penalties for violating the first 
principle, if not; Black Rock should be heavily favored for its contribution to 
normalization.  OFF-CHANEL STORAGE IS MORE EXPENSIVE and that 
societal value must be quantified in your B/C analysis, otherwise damming 
Yakima Canyon is the cheapest and most logical alternative.   

Black Rock has 3 other benefits that are not quantified in the BOR report but are 
monitored and valued as environmental imperatives for Salmon recovery.  
Pollution mitigation and water temperature reduction are greatly assisted by 
increasing the volume of upper mountain water that flow though the entire 
Yakima if Black Rock supplies the Roza and Sunnyside irrigation districts.  In 
addition Black Rock offers the ability to eliminate the current ‘Flip/Flop’ on the 
Tieton River, which would then be available to be a more productive fishery.  
These values must also be quantified.  We also request you include the climate 
change scenario which shows a 50% likely hood/yr of 1994 magnitude droughts 
on Salmon recovery too.   

Irrigation 

Irrigation benefits are measured as the difference in net farm income realized 
from a full water supply compared to a deficient supply.  In the past, this has 
reflected the net farm income from dry-land production compared to irrigated 
production resulting in a significant difference, and irrigation benefit.  However, 
when faced with periodic inadequate water supplies such in the Yakima basin, 
accounting for the probability of occurrence based on a historical period of 
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record, and then discounting these over a 100-year period of analysis, 
significantly reduce the irrigation benefits so that they account for only 8 percent 
of the total estimated benefits of the Black Rock Alternative.   

This analysis considers only the net income realized by the farmer which 
supposedly measures the increase in the economic value in the national output of 
goods and services. No effort is made to look at the economic value of these 
agricultural products as they move through the agricultural processing sectors into 
the international export market.  It is interesting to note that approximately 30 
percent of the Yakima valley apple production enters the international market and 
is exported to Mexico, Canada, Taiwan, India, China, and other countries.  We do 
not see how such export which positively affects our nation’s trade balance is 
recognized by this “net farm income” analysis. 

 Further, we believe the economic impacts of deficient water supplies are not 
restricted solely to the year in which they occur as there is also a negative 
economic effect in intermediate years (see “Regional Economic Impacts” 
discussion). 

What is discerning is that no consideration is given to “looking forward” with 
regard to the potential impacts of climate change on the irrigation water supply.  
With all of the current emphasis on climate change we believe that a “what if 
scenario(s)” is most important to display potential impacts on the adequacy of the 
water supply for irrigation and anadromous fishery.  This is particularly germane 
in view of the Yakama Nation’s “time immemorial” right to the flow necessary to 
maintain anadromous fish life in the river as indicated by the Adjudication Court. 

Recreation 

The recreation carrying capacity at a Black Rock reservoir is capped at 700,000 
annual visits estimated to be reached by the 23rd year of operation. There is some 
information in the “Economics Technical Report for the Yakima River Basin” 
(pages 36 and 37) which very briefly discusses the basis for estimating carrying 
capacity. However, this does not explain some of the constraints such as the 
“boats at one time capacity” and “developed campsites” used in the analysis.  
Since carrying capacity directly affects the benefits we are interested to know how 
this number was developed. 

Regional Economic Impacts 

We believe the regional economic impacts are very important in the decision-
making process as noted on page xviii of the Executive Summary which states in 
part: 
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“…none of the alternatives developed in this feasibility study meet the 
requirements to be identified as the NED Alternative.  The alternatives do, 
however, result in positive changes in regional income and regional 
employment, anadromous fish habitat improvements, and improved urban 
and community attributes as shown in the RED, EQ, and OSE accounts, 
respectively.  Because of these positive changes, the alternatives are 
presented in this Draft PR/EIS, although no alternative has been identified 
as a “preferred alternative.”  A preferred alternative may be identified in 
the Final PR/EIS based on factors other than the economic standard.  The 
reason for the selection will be explained in the Final PR/EIS”. 

Our understanding of regional economic impacts is that it includes the direct 
impact (measured as the gross farm income) and also the secondary impacts often 
referred to as “multiplier effects”.  Regional economic impacts are expressed in 
terms of number of jobs and in monetary terms of output and income.  Section 
4.14.1.4 (page 4-205 of the PR/EIS) indicates that the gross on-farm income from 
Yakima Project irrigated lands generates over 12,000 jobs, almost $400 million in 
labor income, and over $1 billion in output annually in the four-county study area.   

Table 4.48 of the PR/EIS (page 4-213) shows that in a year like 1994, when the 
proration level is 27 percent an alternative which moves the proration level to 70 
percent results in an additional 2,608 jobs, a $234 million increase in regional 
economic output, and an increase of $83 million in labor income.  Several things 
seem to be occurring: first, the irrigation goal of the Storage Study is to provide a 
70 percent proratable water supply in dry years and the regional economic activity 
which occurs between a full water supply and the 70 percent level is not 
measured; second, there is no accounting for the adverse economic impacts 
related to the unreliability of the water supply for permanent agricultural crops 
such as in securing financing and contracts for marketing of these crops; and 
third, regional economic impacts are not displayed in a manner similar to the 
benefits to allow a meaningful comparison with the expenditures incurred which 
generate the economic impacts.   

The entire economic focus in the draft PR/EIS is on benefits for economic 
justification. The difference between benefits and regional economic impacts and 
the exclusion of the latter from the economic justification analysis is difficult to 
comprehend.  With Reclamation policy requiring non-Federal cost sharing, 
regional economic impacts are most important to State and local agencies and 
entities. It is our view the draft PR/EIS is very deficient in this area. 
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Recreation 

The recreation regional economic impacts shown in the draft PR/EIS represent 
expenditures from recreators living outside of the four-county region.  The reason 
for this is explained as “…within-region recreators are assumed to spend the 
majority of their recreation expenditures within the region regardless of the 
alternatives under consideration, implying they would generate little by way of 
additional regional economic activity”. For the Black Rock Alternative, annual 
nonlocal visitation estimates were estimated at 28 percent of the total annual 
visitation. Thus it appears that expenditures of local recreators associated with 
new slack-water recreation opportunities created by a Black Rock Alternative are 
not included in the regional economic impacts.  We question this assumption.   

YBSA made the effort to secure and finance an independent assessment of what 
the construction of a Black Rock reservoir could mean with respect to water 
oriented recreation opportunities and the potential for an at-site master planned 
development.  The report prepared by the consultants is referenced in Section 
6.1.1.2 (page 6-3) of the Draft PR/EIS with the indication that “…these potential 
revenue flows would be regional in scope and not the national economic benefits 
that Reclamation and other Federal studies are mandated to address for the 
economic justification of Federal water resource projects”.  However, there is no 
further reference of the results of this assessment in the Draft PR/EIS. 

This document estimates the present worth value of the regional economic 
impacts as follows: 

Expenditures incurred by recreationists $1.280 billion 

Expenditures incurred for the master planned development      

(residential, commercial, and resort) $2.120 billion

 Total $3.400 billion 

We do not see why this information is excluded from the regional economic 
development analysis.  Based upon what has occurred in the vicinity of other 
Reclamation reservoirs in the Pacific Northwest this information reflects a future 
potential which should not be ignored. While there is no assurance at this time 
that such development will occur above the reservoir “footprint”, there is no 
assurance that it will not occur.  A case in point is the Suncadia development in 
the vicinity of Cle Elum Reservoir that not very long ago was “not on the 
horizon”. 
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Pump-Generation 

Every opportunity should be explored for inclusion of potential “revenue 
producing” measures at a Black Rock Project that would help to defray costs.  To 
date, consideration has not been given to the construction of a pump-generator at 
Black Rock dam that would use the water stored in the reservoir released through 
a generator at the base of the dam for hydroelectric generation.  This released 
water would then be pumped back to the reservoir and the cycle could be repeated 
as appropriate to coincide with high load/low load scenarios as well as in 
conjunction with wind power facilities. What would be required is a re-regulating 
impoundment in the vicinity of the dam for storage of the released water for short 
intervals and subsequent recycling back to Black Rock reservoir.  This type of 
pump-generator operation has been in use at Oroville Dam in California for many 
years. Relicensing of the hydroelectric facilities at Oroville Dam is currently 
underway. 

As the Northwest increases investments in alternative energy, integration of these 
various sources need to be coordinated, and stored to maximize their values.  That 
requires a battery. In Europe the wind and nuclear generators are tied to a grid 
which in which, when supplies exceed demand pumps water up fiords in Sweden 
and Finland and Norway. The higher the lift, the better it can store more energy.  
Black Rock offers that potential. 

We further believe that to preserve the Recreational values, we can use the diurnal 
rate differential to dampen the fluxuation of the water level in the Reservoir.   

It is our intent to pursue discussions with others to determine the viability of this 
operation from both an engineering and financial perspective.   

Construction Cost 

The magnitude of “add-ons” to the estimated cost of in-field construction 
activities incurred by contractors for labor, materials, and equipment (“pay 
items”) is overwhelming.  These add-ons increase the estimated “pay items’ from 
$2.250 billion to $4.500 billion. Of particular significance is the 35 percent 
noncontract cost of $1.200 billion.  What we see occurring is an effort to be most 
liberal in estimating project costs yet on the other hand, most conservative in 
estimating project benefits (see “Economic Justification” discussion). 

With regard to the construction period which is used in developing the interest 
during construction cost, we suggest the projected 10-year construction period is 
influenced to a large extent by expectations of annual construction appropriations 
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to Reclamation rather than the contractor(s) capability to construct the project.  
The result is increased costs which are used in the benefit-cost analysis.  

YBSA believes that large projects can be best cost controlled by using 
“Design/Build” concept, whereby the builder receives the designs 80% completed 
so that they can best match current resources to the solution, saving time and 
money. 

Contrasts in Alternative Operations 

A comparative analysis of what each alternative will do and will not do with 
respect to providing flexibility in system operations and the capability for 
adaptive management in addressing the basin’s anadromous fishery should be 
included in the Draft PR/EIS. 

Comprehensive Program 

There is the concern the accomplishments of restoring the flow regime of the 
Yakima and Naches Rivers to more closely resemble the natural (unregulated) 
hydrograph are not fully measured.  This is because the Storage Study does not 
consider the potential productive capability of salmon and steelhead habitat in the 
major floodplains currently constrained by physical alterations.  In addition, 
tributary habitat restoration and its correlation with the positive effects of main 
stem flow improvements in improving anadromous fishery production has not 
been considered. 

A comprehensive approach to the water issues of the Yakima basin was put in 
place with the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project activities initiated 
in the early 1980s. It was recognized the pieces necessary for a successful 
resolution of these issues are so intertwined that a comprehensive approach was 
necessary. Some of these pieces such as fish passage and protective facilities 
have been implemented.  Other pieces such as the “Basin Conservation Program”, 
the recent work of the Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board, fish 
passage to spawning areas upstream of existing Yakima Project dams, and the 
Storage Study are ongoing. Title XII of the Act of October 31, 1994, recognizes 
the need for a comprehensive plan and provides authorities for actions such as 
tributary flow enhancement measures including the restoration of stream habitat.   

Reservoir Seepage 

We know about the seepage potential, but the BOR has failed to mention the 
mitigation possibilities.  THIS MUST BE INVESTIGATED.  This is too big a 
problem not to have aired and open to public comment.  We also believe that the 
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solutions to this problem need to be discussed and understood by the public.  We 
believe that intercepting the seepage, and using the “new return flows”, can be a 
very significant benefit for the Tri-Cities municipal needs, or augmenting flows in 
the Hanford reach on the Columbia, the Horns Rapids reach of the Yakima, or 
even to agricultural, or commercial interests, while at the same time virtually 
eliminating the threat to the Hanford Reservation contaminants.  YBSA will 
challenge the EIS if no public comment period is allowed for mitigation.   

Project financing and repayment 

The BOR failed to discuss how to pay for this project.  YBSA will work with 
Washington State to develop a plan.  YBSA will include a method to assess 
irrigation payments as well as debt structure from the various benefactors 
including power and recreation. The BOR should do like wise and assist the 
effort. YBSA has received the go-ahead from Washington State to have a “Four 
Corners” meeting to address the issues.   Commissioner Johnson has been invited.   

YBSA’s stated goal is to maximize the benefits for all sectors.  We adopted this 
goal after being advised by senior BOR officials, who stated that no large projects 
would be built without multiple paying partners, and resolving treaty rights.  The 
BOR study must recognize and maximize the recreational, power and Salmon 
recovery benefits to achieve it’s goals and have the tools to do it’s job of 
managing water in the Northwest.  We urge the BOR to include the Mitchel-
Nelson report (Jan 2007) which analyzed the recreational development potential.  
THIS VALUE IS CRITIAL to recognize, in order to attract private capital for 
construction and operation. 

Future Values 

YBSA urges the BOR to use past values for benefits to assess LONG TERM 
TRENDS, and project those values into the future including land values, in a 
Future Value analysis, and compare that Future Values of the alternatives 50 and 
100 years out so that all can compare the alternatives to the no-action alternative.  
We further believe the BOR must recomputed its NPV analyses using a 3 year 
build time, to show the value to compressing the build time.  We also request the 
BOR include the climate change scenario which shows a 50% likely hood/yr of 
1994 magnitude droughts on economic values for the region.   

Report to Congress 

These pieces must be woven into a comprehensive plan and a legislative package 
developed so all of the interests of the Yakima basin are assured that the 
authorities and mechanisms for funding are in-place.  This comprehensive plan 
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34
approach fully promotes the concept of federal-nonfederal cost sharing which is 
so necessary in addressing today’s water resource issues.  We urge you to take 
this into consideration in the preparation of a Final Storage Study PR/EIS.   

Sincerely, 

Charlie de La Chapelle,   

Vice Chair, on behalf of the Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 

3/31/08 
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Comments and Responses

From: "Rick Leaumont" <leaumont@owt.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Fri, Mar 28, 2008 10:10 PM 


LOWER COLUMBIA BASIN AUDUBON SOCIETY 

9016 Sunset Trail 

Pasco, Washington 99301 


March 28, 2008 


David Kaumheimer 

Bureau of Reclamation 

Upper Columbia Area Office 

1917 Marsh Road 

Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 


Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 


Introduction: 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Planning Report/ 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Yakima River Basin Water Storage 

Feasibility Study issued in January 2008. We have many concerns with the report 

and associated projects. 


The report has been constructed as a draft plan, draft environmental impact 
statement and a feasibility study reviewing two major dam and reservoir projects 
and three state alternatives. The projects and alternatives have little in common 
except being found in the Yakima River basin.  The report does not name a 
preferred alternative or indicate how a mix of the projects and alternatives will 
provide sufficient water for fish and agriculture. The reader is left to ponder 
whether the agency is considering going forward with all the projects and 
alternatives or a mix. The report falls short on comparing and contrasting these 
alternatives or how they would impact each other if a mix were selected.  

The report attempts to do too much at one time and in the end, fails to adequately 
address how these projects and alternatives could accomplish the mission of 
providing water for fish, agriculture and urban areas in the right amount at the 
right time. The report fails to adequately address the impacts of these projects and 
alternatives on the environment and our cultural heritage.  The report fails to 
adequately address the impacts of the Black Rock project on Hanford ground 
water. Serious geological questions remain unanswered.  The Black Rock and 
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Wymer dam project's impact on regional electrical supplies has not been 
addressed. The Recreational report is flawed and grossly exaggerates the potential 
visitor usage. 

We strongly recommend that the report be reclassified as a draft plan and 
feasibility study only.  Additional information is needed on Hanford groundwater 
and geological concerns. More information is needed on the engineering details of 
the dams.  On the ground surveys of wildlife, native plants and cultural resources 
need to be done. Simply stated the report does not meet the rigorous standards of 
the National Environmental Policy Act for Environmental Impact Statements.  
We realize this will be costly in terms of time, labor and printing but a 
comprehensive, in depth EIS utilizing all available data, subjected to intense peer 
and public review can save billions of dollars and avoid environmental 
catastrophes. 

If you decide to continue viewing this report as a draft environmental impact 
statement, we insist that the report be submitted to a panel of independent experts 
in the various disciplines, such as the National Academy of Sciences, to review 
the report in detail and attempt to resolve these shortcomings, before writing the 
final report. 

The remainder of my comments will focus on the Black Rock proposal. 

Ground Water Impacts: 

Large plumes of highly contaminated ground water lie beneath the Hanford 
Reservation, a constant unseen threat to the Columbia River.  

For the most part, these contaminated ground waters are stable and contained 
deep underground. We must not allow highly toxic contaminates to be flushed 
into the Columbia River. 

The Department of Energy is striving to monitor, remediate and shrink these 
plumes, but they need time.  Our first line of defense is to reduce the natural and 
artificial recharge of Hanford ground water. 

The proposed Black Rock dam would be within five miles of Hanford's western 
boundary. The dam would be 755 feet tall and well over a mile long in length, 
holding 1.3 million acre feet of water. The dam would overlook Dry and Cold 
creeks, intermittent stream courses that meander onto the Hanford Reservation. 

The study predicts water would seep from the reservoir at the rate of 31 cfs and 
move onto the Hanford Reservation. The report indicates that this almost 
quadruples the ground water moving under Dry and Cold creeks. This does not 
sound like a lot of water, but it amounts to 30,000 acre feet per year - or the 
equivalent of an underground lake one foot deep covering almost 47 square miles 
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creeping under Hanford. Another underground lake of that dimension would be 
added every year, relentlessly building and pushing those contaminated pools 
closer and closer to the Columbia. The report also states in Table ES.6 that the 
total ground water seepage towards the Columbia River would be 57 cfs.  The 
study does not indicate why only 31 cfs would flow under Hanford, I can only 
infer from this that there is the distinct possibility that the 31 cfs prediction could 
climb to 57 cfs or a 84% increase over the present prediction. 

The study does not include detailed maps of the Black Rock project or Dry and 
Cold creek drainages. This is a serious deficiency which inhibits the public's 
ability to evaluate the proposal. 

The increased ground water flows could easily mobilize the contaminated pools 
under Hanford and push them into the Columbia River initiating and 
environmental disaster that would be almost impossible to control or clean up.  
We can not allow this to happen. 

The Department of Energy is currently studying the possible impacts of seepage 
from Black Rock on Hanford's ground water.  The report will be completed 
sometime in 2008 and will be included in your Final Report.  Your draft 
Environmental Impact Statement is fatally flawed by the failure to wait a few 
short months to include the Department of Energy's report in the draft EIS.  The 
public must have the opportunity to make an informed review and comment on 
this vital issue. You are rushing to a decision without some of the most vital 
facts. 

Seismicity / Geological Threat: 

The Black Rock dam would lie in an area of high earthquake potential.  The 
report is vague and difficult to understand as to the extent of the threat.  The 
report states on page 2-9 "at a return period of 10,000 years, the estimated mean 
PHA is about 0.95g (acceleration of gravity), a level of ground shaking that might 
be associated with the occurrences of magnitude 6 to 7+ earthquakes..".  I have no 
idea what that means.  Is "6 to 7+" the Richter scale or some other form of 
measurement?  How high is the potential frequency or magnitude of the 
earthquake threat? The report really does not give the reader any concrete idea of 
the threat from seismic activity.  NEPA requires EIS's to be written in a manner 
understandable to the general public. Once again the report fails to meet the 
NEPA standards. 

The dam would be constructed on the Black Rock fault and an additional thrust 
fault. The report provides only a very vague idea as to the exact location of these 
faults. I would hope this information is available and am disturbed that it has not 
been released to the public in this report. 
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The right abutment of the dam would rest on Horsethief Mountain.  We are 
greatly concerned as to the fitness of Horsethief Mountain to function in this 
important role as the right hand foundation for a 755 foot high dam or its ability to 
safely hold back 1,300,000 acre feet of water. 

The report states on page 4-37: 

"Landslides are common in the Yakima Fold Belt and generally form on the 
over-steepened south limbs of the anticlines.  Several ancient landslides have been 
identified on the Horsetheif Mountain anticline, which comprises the right 
abutment of the proposed Black Rock dam (Columbia Geotechnical Associates, 
2004). The steeply dipping orientation and layering of the low-strength sediments 
and the presence of the Horsethief Mountain Thrust Fault along the southern edge 
of the reservoir valley present a potentially hazardous combination.  Though the 
slide areas are currently stable, seepage from the reservoir into the presently 
unsaturated basalts and interbedded sediments would increase pore pressures 
within those materials and would likely reactivate some of those slides as well as 
initiate new landslides along the reservoir rim and dam abutments." 

The Bureau of Reclamation's Appraisal Assessment of Geology at Black Rock 
Damsite, Technical Series No. TS-YSS-5 (December 2004) states on page 32:  

"This high level of shaking leads to the potential of causing lower density 
embankment or foundation saturated soils to experience liquefaction, which is 
essentially a loss of strength that can result in large slope failures." 

This statement should have been included in the EIS and been easily available to 
the public and not lost in a supporting document.  

The above sited report provides photographs of Horsethief Mountain which 
indicate the location of some of the landslides, but the photos only vaguely 
indicate where the dam would abut the mountain. These photographs should have 
been included in the feasibility study report. The report does not provide a 
detailed diagram of the proposed dam.  We are provided with a very small 
diagram of the intake structure at Priest Rapids Dam but no drawings of the dam 
are offered for our review. The report again is severely deficient in this respect.  
The report should provide detailed diagrams of the dam, and its relationship to 
Horsethief Mountain and the faults. These diagrams should provide views across 
the face of the dam, a cross section of the dam and an aerial view of the dam and 
Horsethief Mountain. 

The above sited geology report also states on page 35 concerning the design of the 
dam: 

"Large site investigation and materials testing programs will be needed to ensure 
the site conditions are well understood.  Detailed analyses will be critical to 
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ensure a safe design is developed. In addition to these measures, such a design 
would need to be independently reviewed by an expert board of consultants." 

The EIS does not indicate if the dam design was ever reviewed by an "expert 
board of consultants". We feel it is absolutely essential that this independent 
expert review be completed and included in a new draft EIS. Once again the draft 
EIS fails to include critical information. The EIS should be revised, expanded and 
reissued as a draft.  

Columbia River Water Withdrawal: 

The report is confusing and inconsistent as to the volume of water to be 
withdrawn from the Columbia River.   

The draft EIS states on page 2-40: 

"In years when the maximum water exchange occurs, Black Rock reservoir would 
release a total of about 600,000 acre feet annually." 

Table 2.19 indicates the average water pumped into Black Rock at 640,693 acre 
feet annually, with a maximum of 1,077,510 acre feet.  The table predicts the 
annual amounts that would be pumped over a 25 year period.  Two of those years 
would pump over 1,000,000 acre feet, five of those years would pump between 
730,000 and 1,000,000 acre feet and nine years the total would be between 18,000 
and 730,000 acre feet annually. 

The Bureau of Reclamation's Appraisal assessment of the Black Rock Alternative 
Facilities and Field Cost Estimates, Technical Series No. TS-YSS-2 states in 
Table 1, the water exchange in wet and average years at 810,400 acre feet and 
662,000 acre feet in dry years. 

Clearly, the maximum water exchange exceeds 600,000 acre feet. The report must 
be consistent in this vital respect. Once again the report does not meet the NEPA 
standard for an EIS. 

Columbia River / Hanford Reach Impacts: 

The report only vaguely alludes to the impacts of withdrawing water from the 
Columbia River above Priest Rapids dam.  The Columbia's Hanford Reach lies 
just below Priest Rapids dam and above the confluence of the Yakima and 
Columbia Rivers.  The Hanford Reach contains the very best spawning grounds 
on the main stem of the Columbia River and adequate water flows are absolutely 
critical to the successful spawning, rearing and passage of these fish.  

The Black Rock project would withdraw, on average 396,847 acre feet of water 
from the Columbia at Priest Rapids dam in September and October.  This is 62% 
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of the average annual withdrawal according to Table 2.19.  The project would 
divert this water from the Hanford Reach at the most critical time for spawning 
and exactly when flows are significantly declining.  The report must provide 
detailed information as to the anticipated impact these withdrawals will have on 
the Reach. 

The report should also acknowledge that three additional off channel storage 
reservoirs for Columbia River water above Priest Rapids are in the planning 
stage. What would the cumulative impact to the Hanford Reach be from all  
these projects?  

Fish - False Attraction: 

We have great concerns over the mixing of Columbia and Yakima River waters 
and the confusion it could cause migrating fish.  

The report states Columbia River water entering the Yakima River from the 
project would range from .34% to 1.62% which is well under the 10% threshold 
laboratory experiments have indicated sockeye salmon can tolerate before 
discriminating between water sources.  This is encouraging but we feel more 
testing should be done using Columbia and Yakima water on migrating fish 
native to these streams.   

We recommend that feasibility studies be conducted to determine if Black Rock 
project waters from the Columbia Rivers could be diverted to create wetlands and 
completely avoid entering the Yakima River.  These wetlands could be very 
beneficial to fish and wildlife and provide recreational opportunities. 

Wildlife: 

The wildlife section of the report quotes numerous studies but does not indicate if 
any on the ground wildlife and native plant surveys were done specifically for this 
project by Interior Department biologists. The report should be clear on this point 
and if these surveys were not done, they should be and the results published in a 
new revised draft EIS. 

The project would disrupt wildlife migration between the Hanford Reach National 
Monument and Yakima Firing Center and extending on to the Cascades.  Land 
should be acquired linking the Yakima Firing Center to the Hanford Reach 
National Monument along the Columbia River.  These lands should be added to 
the Hanford Reach National Monument.  A second wildlife corridor should be 
established along the Rattlesnake Hills to assist wildlife in their movement.  

The reservoir as designed would be of minimal value to fish and wildlife.  The 
Black Rock reservoir should be redesigned to include a number of dikes, gates 
and pumps to maintain shallow wetlands as the reservoir is drawn down during 
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the irrigation season. These wetlands would be beneficial to fish, wildlife and 
migratory birds.  Maintaining these wetlands would enhance the scenic view as 
well as fishing and hunting opportunities. 

Recreation: 

The report foresees Black Rock Reservoir as a sportsman's paradise and outdoor 
recreation Mecca. The 8,640 acre lake and narrow band of shoreline that would 
be acquired are expected to attract boat and shore fishing, swimming, picnicking, 
water skiing, jet skiing, hiking, wildlife viewing, horseback riding and off road 
vehicles. The report estimates annual visitor days starting at 200,000 and quickly 
climbing to 700,000.  We believe these projections are grossly exaggerated.   

The report includes a recreational survey of existing lake and river recreational 
opportunities in the Yakima basin. These recreational opportunities are 
concentrated in the Cascade Mountains and have little in common with Black 
Reservoir which would be located in a treeless semi-arid area.  The recreation 
report indicates the annual visitor count for the seven lakes and five rivers in the 
Yakima basin survey at only 108,012.  It is hard to conceive how the construction 
of an 8,640 acre lake in an area with summer temperatures climbing to 110 
degrees would attract seven times the current number of visitors in the study area. 

The report foresees 245,000 annual fishing days per year.  Black Rock, as 
designed, would be deep and have steep slopes and virtually no shallow wetlands 
so critical to fish. We believe the potential for developing an attractive fishery in 
the reservoir are very small.  

The report forecasts 175,000 boat fishing visitor days and 175,000 water skiing 
and jet skiing visitor days. We believe the lake is far too small to support this 
number of boats, particularly when we take into consideration that the lake 
surface will shrink as the irrigation season progresses.  The shrinking lake surface 
and steep slopes will also leave boat launches and docks high and dry. 

The report and survey ignores other recreational facilities virtually on the 
doorstep of Black Rock such as the Hanford Reach, Lake Wallula, Priest Rapids 
Lake, Moses Lake, the Columbia National Wildlife Refuge, Scooteney Lake, 
Potholes reservoir and the many parks along the Lower Snake River. We already 
have an abundance of slake water reservoirs which are far from being over 
crowded. Desert Aire, a small vacation community located at Priest Rapids dam 
has struggled to survive for many years and has never attracted the visitors 
predicted for Black Rock. 

Electrical Supply Impacts: 

The draft EIS's Table 4.12 portrays the costs and volume of electrical power 
required to pump water into Black Rock reservoir.  The electrical costs are 
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estimated to range from $33 to $93 million per year with an average of $50 
million.  The report does not indicate what price rate these estimates are based on.  
We requested this information and were unable to secure an answer.  We fear the 
rate is a highly discounted bulk rate fare below that paid by residents, businesses 
and irrigators. Rate information is a critical component in determining the true 
costs of the pumping operation and must be available for public comment. 

The majority of the annual pumping will be done in September and October, 
when Columbia and Yakima River flows are declining.  The table shows that on 
average 511 MW and 430 MW will be required in September and October 
respectively.  How will this impact the supply of electricity available to other 
consumers?  We must remember that the 396,847 acre feet of water pumped out 
of the Columbia during September and October to begin refilling Black Rock will 
not be available to generate electricity at Priest Rapids dam or the four other dams 
downriver. The market value of this foregone power generation should be 
computed in the actual cost of the project as well as the cost benefit ratio. 

How will the large consumption of power in September and October for pumping 
coupled with the associated lost power generation impact the supply of 
electricity?  Will this require BPA to buy expensive power out of the area, 
driving up the rates paid by local consumers.  

Table 4.12 shows the average annual power required to supply Black Rock at 
132 MW.  The table also gives the average monthly power required for each of 
the twelve months.  The total average MW for the twelve months listed on the 
table is 1649 MW's.  How can the sum of the monthly averages be so many times 
higher than the annual average?  It is hard to understand how the table could list 
the annual average at 132 MW when the monthly average for September is 511 
MW and 430 for October.  Obviously the table is in error.  The table provides 
critical information and should be corrected and included in a new draft EIS and 
submitted to public review.   

Cultural Impacts: 

We are concerned that sufficient research and field study has not been done on 
historic properties and Native American sacred sites.  Table ES.6 in the draft EIS 
states under Historic Properties and Indian Sacred Sites indicates that the number 
of properties and sites is "unknown".  This is unacceptable. The presence of 
Sacred Sites can and rightly should bring a multi billion dollar project to a 
screaming stop.  The question of impacts to historic and sacred sites must be 
answered and provided in the draft EIS.  Once again critical information is 
missing and a new draft EIS must be done and submitted for public review. 

Inadequacy of EIS: 

It should be noted that the Bureau of Reclamation's Yakima River Basin 
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Reservoir and River Recreation Survey Report of Findings, Technical Series 
No TS-YSS-15 describes the Yakima River basin as encompassing Benton, 
Franklin,Yakima and Kittitas counties.  It should be noted that Franklin County is 
east of the Columbia River and not in the Yakima Basin. Figure 4.11 on page 
4-60 of the draft EIS portrays a map of the Yakima basin.  The Figure erroneously 
places the Horn Rapids Irrigation Pump on the Columbia River and not its true 
location on the Yakima River. These are insignificant errors but they dampen our 
faith in the accuracy of the reports. 

In view of the lack of information, pending reports and conflicting information 
contained in the study, we strongly recommend that the report be reviewed by an 
independent body of experts such as the National Academy of Science and a new 
draft EIS be developed and submitted for public review. 

Conclusion: 

We recommend that the Black Rock project be dropped from further 
consideration. 

The cost / benefit ratio of .16 to 1 is totally unacceptable and renders the project 
financially unsound. We believe that when costs of foregone power generation 
due to water diversions, scaling back recreational benefits projections to a 
reasonable level and the costs of attempting to prevent ground water incursion 
onto the Hanford Reservation are figured into the equation the cost / benefit ratio 
will drop far below the present .16 to 1. 

We believe the impacts to migratory fish using the Hanford Reach alone make 
this project unacceptable. 

Most importantly we believe the geological conditions at Black Rock coupled 
with the problem of ground water incursion on Hanford render the project unsafe.  
We do not believe these conditions can be fixed or mitigated.  You can not fix a 
fault line and we are dealing with two fault lines on this project.  The threat of 
major earthquakes is high.  Horsethief Mountain, the critical right abutment of the 
dam is very unstable and prone to liquefaction which means we could completely 
loose Horsethief Mountain during an earthquake releasing the entire reservoir in a 
massive wave across Hanford.  The threat of 30,000 or more acre feet of ground 
water per year pushing, building and forcing contaminated ground water under 
Hanford into the Columbia River is also unacceptable.   

In spite of all this, if the decision is made to pursue the Black Rock project we 
recommend the following: 

1.		 The current draft EIS is unacceptable, it must be redone and reissued to 
the public for comment. 
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2.		 Convene a group of third party, disinterested experts, such as the National 
Academy of Science to thoroughly peer review the draft EIS. 

3.		 State and federal legislation must be passed granting a water right to fish 
for the 440,000 acre feet of water the project supposedly will leave in the 
Yakima River for fish.  The water right should be held in trust by the US 
Fish & Wildlife Service, US Marine Fisheries Service and Washington 
Department of Fish & Wildlife. 

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

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

6.		 Fully mitigate impacts to the Hanford Reach by increasing Columbia 
River flows to compensate for water diverted to Black Rock.  

Alternatives: 

What would we propose doing to manage water in the Yakima basin if the Black 
Rock project were dropped? 

First of all the objective of Black Rock is not to expand irrigation in the lower 
Yakima valley but to increase Yakima River flows and provide a minimum of 
70% of the water commitments in dry years - which have been found to be 
around 6 out of every 25 years. 

We recommend studying the possibility of diverting water out of the Yakima 
River during the high spring runoff into artificially constructed wetlands along the 
Yakima River.  Allow these waters to gradually seep into the aquifer, storing 
them as ground water, far from Hanford.  These waters could then be tapped in 
dry years by pumps managed by the Bureau of Reclamation.  Based on past 
history we would have 19 out of every 25 years to build up our ground water 
supply and then only tap it in dry years by carefully managed wells.  

The wetlands created by these diversions would be extremely valuable to fish 
and wildlife and provide recreational opportunities far superior to those 
envisioned at Black Rock. 

This alternative would be far cheaper to construct and use only a fraction of the 
electrical power Black Rock would require. 

We also believe an insurance or subsidy system should be in place to compensate 
Yakima valley farmers growing annual crops thus enabling them to let their fields 
lay fallow during drought years while concentrating the available water on 
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permanent crops such as orchards and vineyards.  

We also recommend pursuing water conservation and refitting irrigation systems 
to use the available water as effectively as possible.  

We believe these measures could provide the water needed by fish, wildlife, 
agriculture and urban communities in the right amount at the right time.  

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on these reports.  We appreciate the 
hard work you and your staff have done over many months to produce the report. 

Sincerely, 

Richard J. Leaumont  
Chair 
Conservation Committee 

CC: jtrumbo@tricityherald.com 
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308 NE 124th Avenue 
Vancouver, WA 98684 
March 28, 2008 

David Kaumhelmer 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Pacific Northwest Region
Upper Columbia Area Office
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Dear Mr. Kaumhelmer: 

The Vancouver Audubon Society, along with our sister Audubon
chapters in Washington, are concerned about the proposed Black
Rock Reservoir. Our concern is for the wildlife and the fish in 
the area. 

The Black Rock Reservoir would block movement of wildlife between 
the National Hanford Monument and the Yakima Firing Range.
Providing migrating corridors for wildlife is greatly important
to allow for genetic mixing and keeping wildlife populations
strong. Cutting off a migration corridor is likely to lead to
the eventual decline of wildlife populations. 

The salmon may be at greater risk. Additional water should not 
be pumped from the Columbia in dry years. The Hanford Reach fall
Chinook salmon is a valuable stock as it represents the only
mainstem spawning Chinook left in the Columbia Basin. Any
possibility of dewatering the redds of the fall Chinook would
jeopardize that population. In addition, salmon migration
depends on chemical cues in the water from their natal streams.
If water from one river is transferred to another, it could
confuse the returning adults, causing them to migrate up the
wrong stream. 

Additional water cannot be produced. It can only be shoved from
area to another. Or prevented form flowing downstream in one
season (winter and spring) to be released to flow downstream in
another season (summer and fall). There is only so much water
available in the Columbia. A lot of demands are placed on the
Columbia and its tributaries: hydropower, transportation,
irrigation, and providing for fish. We may be at the point that
the Columbia cannot provide for any more water use without
jeopardizing another use. Fish are likely to be the greatest
loser if the Columbia becomes over-allocated. If we are facing 
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04
greater droughts as a result of global warming, we must encourage
conservation, not encourage greater use. The question of whether
or not the farmers in the Yakima Basin are using water in the
most efficient manner must be addressed before even considering
using more Columbia River water, either directly or indirectly.
The Vancouver Audubon Society opposes the building of the Black
Water Reservoir. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Gretchen Starke 
Conservation Chair,
Vancouver Audubon Society 
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Comment ORG-0011 


From:  "brentfoster" <brentfoster@gorge.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008  9:49 AM 

Subject: black rock dam 


To whom it may concern: I am writing on behalf of Columbia Riverkeeper to 

oppose the proposed Black Rock Dam because of its enormous environmental and 

economic impacts.  We do not believe the DEIS adequately evaluated the 

impacts of the proposed project and our concerns are reflected in the 

comments submitted by the Center for Environmental Law and Policy which are

incorporated here by reference.  The Columbia River and the area that would
 
be impacted by the proposed reservoir simply cannot withstand the additional 

impacts that would be created by this misguided project.
 

Sincerely, 


Brent Foster 


Executive Director
 

Columbia Riverkeeper 


724 Oak Street
 

Hood River, OR 97031 


(541) 380-1334 

Cc:  Gov. Gregoire, Sen. Patty Murray, Sen. Maria Cantwell 
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Comment ORG-0012 
 

  

 From:  "Kevin & Deb Ryan" <kevdryan@comcast.net>
  
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Mar 31, 2008  3:52 PM 

Subject:  The Proposed Black Rock Dam
  
 
Ladies and Gentlemen:   I am the Conservation Vice-president for the 

Washington State Council of the Federation of Fly Fishers.  The Federation is 

a national organization r epresenting tens of th ousands o f conservation minded 

sportsmen.  Our state Council represents more than 750 active and concerned
 
members throughout this state.
  
 
On behalf of these members, I wish to convey our opposition to the Black Rock 
Dam proposal and express common cause with those organizations and individual 
who oppose this economic and e nvironmental f olly.  
 
At a cost of $6.7 billion to build (this is probably underestimated as usual) 
and millions to operate, it is ca lculated to re turn 16 c ents for every dollar 
spent.  Until food costs more than six times what it costs now, all other 
costs remaining constant, it will be madness to build such an edifice to 
benefit agriculture.  The general public would have to cover the losses 
because the Yakima agricultural interests are wisely unwilling to do so. 
 
Further the dam would have to be built in an area full of basalt faults  
placing it in high risk of damage from earthquakes.  You can imagine the 
consequent disaster without any florid imagery from me. 
 
Finally, consider that underground leakage t hrough the b asalt l ayer would 
raise the water table level in the Hanford Nuclear Facility area, helping to 
speed the plume of contaminated ground water toward the Columbia. 
 
Considering al l the unsavory p ossibilities, no responsible public body would 
countenance such a project without requiring a multi-gazillion dollar bond 
from Yakima farmers before proceeding.  Further, all public officials 
involved in approving such a venture must forfeit their positions and any 
emolument therefrom should disaster ensue from earthquake, contamination, or 
financial failure and hope that a Portia may deliver them from the 
consequences of their folly.  
   
Kevin Ryan 
Conservation VP 
WSCFFF  

Comments and Responses
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March 27, 2008 

David Kaumheimer, Envirorunental Program Manager 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
u.s. Bureau of Rcdamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901 

RE: Hearing Comments, Draft Planning ReportlEnvirorunentallmpact Statement, 
Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study. 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Planning Report/Environmental 
Impact Statement, Yakimll River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study. 

It is our concern that the legal restrictions on the goals and objectives of this study were 
critically flawed from the start. This severely limited the alternatives of the study, 
precluding an optimum alternative. These restrictions should be rectified prior to 
completing the study. 

Individual entities represented on the board will provide separate comments depending 
upon a variety of perspectives. Reclamation needs to consider all comments and resolve 
the shortcomings in the completion of the planning process. 

Richard Dieker, Chair 
Yaki ma Basin Water Resources Agency 

cc: Gerald Kelso, Area Manager, USSR 
Dert:k Sandison, Regional Director, eRO, WDOE 

G YBWRA Slorngc Siudy USIlR 032708 nnal 

y 
F 
o 

p 

.. Yakima, Wasllington 

YAKIMA BASIN WATER RESOURCES AGENCY 

2301 Fruitva le Blvd. 
Yakima, Washington 98902 

Phone: 509.574.2650 Fax: 509.574.2651 
www.co.yakima.wa.us/ybwra/ 
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Comment ORG-0014 


Comments and Responses

From:  "James Briggs" <jbriggs@elltel.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Tue, Apr 1, 2008  6:42 PM
 
Subject:  Black Rock 


Dear Mr. Kaumhelmer: 


The Kittitas Audubon society concurs with the concerns raised by the Lower 

Columbia Audubon Society over the potential of disastrous radiation leakage

associated with the implementation of the Black Rock Reservoir.  The Columbia 

River is too great a resource for Washington, Oregon and the United States to 

risk contamination from a project whose cost-benefit-ratio is extremely low

to begin with.
 

James N. Briggs 

Kittitas Audubon Society 

jbriggs@elltel.net
 

CC: jbriggs@elltel.net 
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Comment IND-0001 


From: "Forbes Mercy" <forbes.mercy@wabroadband.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Sat, Feb 2, 2008  2:06 PM
 
Subject:  Pro Black Rock 


I'm not a farmer nor do I count in any industry used for economic models
for this project.  I don't personally benefit from the Reservoir in any 
way. I am however a life long resident of Yakima (with few exceptions) 
and I have followed the Black Rock project.  More than that I follow the 
Bureau of Reclamation web site frequently, as a bit of a computer geek I
watch the inflow versus out-flow of water within our reservoir system
every year and have learned the cycles for water usage. 

In the spring an excessive amount of water is discharged into our five 
reservoirs, particularly in the Rimrock watershed. Out-flow is 
increased in the spring wasting huge amounts of water in order to keep 
reservoirs from overflowing, that is in a banner year.  This year, for 
instance, we will see flooding and huge pass-through of water, enough to
fill many Black Rock reservoirs.  A good year of snow does not mean a
great year for farmers; if too much melts too early we lose the "sixth" 
reservoir which is by far the most massive, the snow pack.  We also know 
that in the next few years we will enter another drought just like every
other cycle and without the carryover our reservoirs will be lower and 
lower each year until we have to throttle usage, Black Rock reduces that
chance. Government loves redundancy because the public count on 
consistency, Black Rock gives us that consistency. 

While I'm sure science questions the location based on the absorption
rate of a reservoir on a desert floor, I had wondered why you don't look
in the hills for more storage space but I guess the environmentalists
care more about the trees than the desert.  Therefore when the numbers 
don't look so promising because of desert condition losses you have to 
weigh that with your options available, zilch.  Storing water is very
similar to building power generation, the need will grow and the supply 
has to match it.  This project also adds the Columbia as a source for
our irrigation needs with its excess flow; a new source is always a good
backup. 

Without belaboring this letter let me make my point, we have arid land 
with rich soil and some good sized hills to serve as two to three walls 
of a big lake in several places.  We run low enough on water every 7-10 
years to have to ration and therefore lose crops which are used 
efficiently to feed the world.  We have an Indian Nation we can't ignore
who has requirements that are good for all of us.  Even if they aren't 
our first priorities; fish runs are also good for the food supply and
the economy.  Your .16 cent return on investment is just some made up
number likely slanted by people with an agenda.  Meanwhile we spend more
than this project costs blowing up other countries every month just to 
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save oil which ironically is a source of power just like this would be.
While there are plenty of pork barrel projects out there this isn't one
of them, it addresses a need in infrastructure for a growing region that 
produces positive cash flow for the government in a myriad of various 
industries from airplanes to apples. 

In conclusion, I've always felt the government's primary role is 
protection and infrastructure, everything else is a perk when we can
afford it.  If we can't feed, provide water or power for our own 
citizens someone dropped the ball on their primary assignment.  Your 
agency became the trendsetter for responsible infrastructure growth that 
matched the needs of population in the 1930's.  Agencies sometimes get 
lazy to their primary mandate, this is your opportunity to continue that 
mandate with one more big project that benefits so many more Americans 
than just this region.  I encourage you to approve Black Rock. 

Thank you, 

Forbes Mercy 

Yakima, WA 
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Comment IND-0002 


From:  <cokercarol@charter.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Sun, Feb 3, 2008  4:10 PM 
Subject: Water Storage comments 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the water storage study for the
Yakima River basin. 

The Black Rock reservoir proposal makes no sense for a number of reasons. 

It would be enormously expensive.  Dividing the estimated cost of the project 
by the number of farm acres potentially opened up to agriculture results in a 
figure much higher than any possible return. 

Some people are touting this project because of a precieved profit in land 
development.  Taxpayers should not be footing the bill for profiteering by 
real estate developers. 

Large reservoirs have been advocated as a benefit to the general public for
recreation as well as for water storage, but the reality has always been that 
the cross-purposes of water storage usage and recreation do not mesh well. 

The land that would be innundated by a reservoir has value and that value
would be destroyed.  Eastern Washington shrub steppe is disappearing at a
fast rate, and the result is endangerment of a precious ecological system, 
with likely extinction of some plants and animals. 

Above ground storage is inefficient due to seepage and evaporation. 

For these and other reason, I oppose the building of more large reservoirs. 

Carol Coker 
4515 Sinai Dr 
Pasco WA 99301 

509-542-1972 
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Comments and Responses

Fr om:  "John A. Estep" <John.Estep@EstepSoftware.com>
  
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Feb 4, 2008  5:56 AM
  
Subject:  Black Rock Proposal 

 
Dear Sirs: 

 
The Black R ock d am pr oposal is a hi ghly imaginative scheme for separating t he 
taxpayers from their hard-earned dollars.  Evidently the people leading the 
charge on this absurd proposal fail to understand that it is gravity that 
makes such water s torage projects f easible.  No o ne has told them that for 
gravity to do its job, the snow melt and rain must originate at an elevation 
higher than the dam.  The idea of paying for electricity to pump water up 
hill to fill a dam would be most amusing were it not for the possibility that 
countless bureaucrats will see this as their opportunity to create an empire 
and so sh ove it down the taxpayer's t hroats.  
 
If the backers of this plan really feel that this is a good idea, they will 
finance it completely t hrough voluntary investments from th ose people who 
expect to benefit from the scheme.  The fact that their first act is to try 
to take the money by force from the taxpayers is an explicit admission on 
their part that the scheme is not e conomically viable.  
 
It should be the recommendation of the government that all proponents of this 
idiotic scheme be required, at their own expense, to take an elementary 
school science class.   Only then will they learn the gravity of this  
situation. 
 
Sincerely, 
John A. Estep 
Yakima, WA 
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 From:  <LStansel@aol.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:   Mon, Feb 4, 2008 12:59 PM 
Subject:  Existing Storage 
 
I keep wondering how many acres of increased water storage  could be gained  
by dredging the existing storage lakes. In 100 years there  must be huge  
amounts of silt that has settled into them. When the water levels  are low it  
would   
seem feasible to haul it out. Has anyone done a feasibility  study to see how  
much increased storage could be obtained? It has to be less  costly than many  
of the other proposals.   
  
What is the surface area of current resevoirs on the Yakima  and Naches  
Rivers when they are full? Hopefully, someone will take a serious  look at 
this 
proposal. 
  
Sincerely,  
Lois Stansel 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS
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Comments and Responses

From: Gary Travis <gmtravi@yahoo.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Sun, Feb 3, 2008 10:24 AM 
Subject: Black Rock Comment 

Good Day,
  I am a resident of Virginia, however I have ties to 
the NW.  I support the creation of Black Rock Resevoir 
on the basis that it will provide an economic boon for 
the inland northwest, as well as provide for the 
continued production of foodstuffs for our country in 
the event of severe drought conditions.  Couple this 
with the obvious benefits to the endangered fish runs 
of the northwest, I fail to see how this proposal 
could be turned down.  One only needs to look to the 
SW of the country to see how vital proper water 
management is to the continued success of regional 
economies and ecosystems.
I find it compelling that we as a nation are 
considering spending vast sums of money to remove much 
needed hydro-electric capability along the Snake river 
in the name of fish, we would not consider spending 
money on this project which will provide great benefit 
to both man and fish. 
Very Respectfully, 
Gary Travis
9063 Falcon Glen Ct. 
Bristow, VA 20136 
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 From:  Mike Harves <mharves@charter.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:   Tue, Feb 5, 2008  8:14 PM 

Subject:  Black  Rock 

 
Dear Colleagues, 

Given the recent findings about the effects of climate change in the Western 

part of the US and the likelihood of worsening drought, it seems to be 

imperative to support some kind of increased storage for the Yakima Valley. 

 
I am a member of the Watershed Planning Council for the Yakima Basin and a 

biology instructor at Yakima Valley Community College and have lived in the 

Valley for 30 years.  I know how important fish, agriculture, and jobs are 

to Yakima and the Basin.  Climate change is real and here to stay, increased 

storage is the logical source and Blackrock is the best of those choices. 

 
Thanks. 

Mike 

Mike Harves 

8588 Tieton Dr. 

Yakima WA 98908 

509-965-4261 

mharves@charter.net
  

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
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Comments and Responses

>>> <Cuzar@aol.com> 02/04/2008 4:52:22 PM >>> 


Hi Kim, here is that kmz file. The 2 Badger Pools and the 2 Wymer 
Pools would total about 800,000 acre feet. The people who might 
benefit would be the Kittitas Valley, the Training Center and the Roza 
District. 

Kim, you can reach me at 833-8025. Thank you for your time. Ron M. 
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Comment IND-0008 


From:  "Darlene" <drdahlin@bentonrea.com>
 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Thu, Feb 7, 2008  2:03 AM
 
Subject: My opinion........ Darlene Dahlin 


Hi. This is the qmail-send program at spectreII.bentonrea.com. 

I'm afraid I wasn't able to deliver your message to the following addresses. 

This is a permanent error; I've given up. Sorry it didn't work out.
 

<storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov/pn/>: 

Sorry, I couldn't find any host named pn.usbr.gov/pn/. (#5.1.2)
 

--- Below this line is a copy of the message. 


Return-Path: <drdahlin@bentonrea.com>

Received: (qmail 58422 invoked from network); 6 Feb 2008 21:53:37 -0000

Received: from sunnyside2-112.bentonrea.com (HELO dell2350) ([216.7.36.112]) 


 (envelope-sender <drdahlin@bentonrea.com>) 
 by spectreII.bentonrea.com (qmail-ldap-1.03) with SMTP 
 for <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov/pn/>; 6 Feb 2008 21:53:36 -0000

From: "Darlene" <drdahlin@bentonrea.com>

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov/pn/> 

Subject: My opinion by Darlene Dahlin

Date: Wed, 6 Feb 2008 13:46:46 -0800 

Message-ID: <BAEALGFDKKEFHPPNAGDMMEEHEHAA.drdahlin@bentonrea.com> 

MIME-Version: 1.0 

Content-Type: text/plain;

 charset="iso-8859-1" 
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit 
X-Priority: 3 (Normal) 
X-MSMail-Priority: Normal
X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook IMO, Build 9.0.2416 (9.0.2910.0) 
Importance: Normal
X-MimeOLE: Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE V6.00.2900.3198 

I am a friend of the BlackRock project and live about as close to the 
proposed site as you can get. Whether or not it survives the scutiny will be 
interesting to watch. 

I know what it is like to have great ideas and I have done well with
developing some of my ideas in my life. I have made a suggestion to people 
within the Blackrock project but it is falling on deaf ears, I guess. After
looking at the opinion page of the Yakima Herald 2/3/2008 I am once again
inspired to share my idea with you. 

This is one heck of a piece of concrete! I feel like the project has many
advantages and maybe some disadvantages but what about making it something 
that people from everywhere would want to see? Why not make the east end of
the dam the largest mural in the world? Toppenish is filled with wonderful 
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01
murals sprinkled throughout their town and I am sure it is a draw for people 
and the indian culture is definitely a great part of these murals and an 
integral part of this project. I am sure this would be very interesting to 
them. They have touted that this project would be a boon to the economy and
develop into golf courses, new homes and even a small community with stores, 
etc. Look at the picture and imagine it in beautiful murals (or mural) that
we could all be proud of. 

Sincerely, 

Darlene Dahlin 
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Page  Two of a Letter to David Kaumbeimer and Derek Sandison 

We face ever-tighter water needs in the future but so long as the Columbia River flows we 01
 
seemingly have a major solution for this area. 1 am not an engineer and do not understand the 
judgments made on the cost analyses, but among many other things, this country in the past: 

Built post roads under the Articles of Confederation and tbe carly Congresses 
Granted huge tracts of land to railroads and forests to sebools 
Gave Oklahoma and many other tracts to homesteaders 
Invested in massive [I00d controls required by the Mississippi 
Brought electricity to rural America 
Dammed many more rivers, including the Columbia, for power and water 
Committed to tbe Columbia Basin reclamation project for irrigation and power 

Look at this country! Look at the benefits of everything from sending Lewis and Clark west, to 
the purchase of Alaska, all of the above, and so many other undertakings. It is time to look again 
at the eostlbenefits that you have been tbrough. It may be that all of the above would have 
penciled out fine ifthey had undergone today's review processes, but assuredly none of them 
would pencil out at anywhere near tbe value they have become to tbis country. If Black Rock 
does not project tremendous return on value in utilizing water otherwise lost to the sea, the 
evaluation is at fault. It is not revealing the true value of having water available to our children 
and their children as America goes fortb into our future. 

This is not an appeal to find a way. It is an appeal to judge this proposal from lessons of history, 
from the present availability and future value of increasingly scarce water, and from multiple 
future needs. We Can't Not Do It! 

cc: The Honorable Doc Hastings 
Representative in Congress 

Comments and Responses
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 Comment IND-0010 

  

Fr om:  "Scott P. Holman" <forbin_407@charter.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>  
Date:  Tue, Feb 12, 2008  1:03 AM  
Subject:  Comments Regarding Yakima River Basin Wat er Storage Feasibility  
Study 
 
The Yakima River Basin does not have enough water to meet the needs of 
all the users in the basin, when the needs of fish are included.  This 
is obvious from the decline of fish stocks in the Yakima River. 
Sufficient water for all agricultural users is not always available, 
resulting in economic losses during dry years.  Population growth in the 
Yakima River Basin will increase pressure on fish stocks and agriculture 
unless more water can be made available somehow. 
 
The only alternative in the Yakima River Basin Storage Feasibility Study 
which allows for increasing the amount of water av ailable for use in the   
basin is the Black Rock Dam option.  By making Columbia River water 
available to users in the Yakima River Basin, stream flows in the Yakima 
River can be maintained at levels significantly higher than currently 
possible.  This is essential if water temperatures in the reach between 
Prosser and the mouth of the Yakima River are to be lowered, an critical 
element in improving fish stocks. 
 
The Black Rock Dam reservoir also offers the potential for use as an 
energy storage facility, in that wind generated electricity could be 
used (when available,) for pumping water into the reservoir.  This 
energy could be recaptured when releases from the reservoir are made.  
 
Further population growth in the Yakima River Basin is likely to be 
curtailed if additional sources of water are not made available. 
Calculating the cost of prohibiting further development is impossible, 
but it is certain that it would be substantial. 
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 Comment IND-0011 

 

Rec, 

u 
c FEBl3100a F 

February 9, 2008 A 0 
3030 Thrall Road 0 Yakima, Washin9ton 
Ellensburg, WA 98926 

Re: The Proposed Black Rock Dam 

As an 85 year old citizen of this Nation, 62 years citizen of Kittitas County, Washington, 
I well remember controversy, pros and cons, created by the needs and desires to build the 
great dams that are the life blood of our western states. 

Our Nation was in a. deep depression, yet men and women of fores ight prevailed. Coulee 
Dam and others were built and today we are still reaping the benefits of their foresighl. 

After following the studies, pro and COD, for the Black Rock Dam for the past two years, I 
believe this proposal is the best put forth. 

I believe the pluses outweigh the minuses, the irrigators will have their sure supply of 
water, wildlife and recreational projects will thrive, Thousands of people will be affected 
for the better and the profit returns will be much greater than anticipated by this last 
study, 

I believe if our government cun fund two very unpopular wars, "as they say" to help 
people of these nations, it should damn well fund this project to help the people of our 
great basin, Washington state and our country in general. 

Viewing the global weather sihtation, prudent people should start thinking of water 
stornge and conservation. My hope is to see your name and support behind this great and 
beneficial project. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Lowatebie 
)·509·962·3033 

Comments and Responses

189

01 



  

 
 

 
 
   

 

    

 

  

 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Comment IND-0012 


From: "Jim Dwinell" <jim.dwinell.b7s2@statefarm.com>
 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Fri, Feb 22, 2008  9:37 PM 

Subject: Black Rock Reservoir - Yakima 


 Please be advised that I am strongly supportive of the project known 
as Black Rock Reservoir in Yakima.  This effort will solve so many 
problems, both current and future.  Most that are hard to calculate with 
dollars now.  Problems that ARE coming and that will be MUCH MORE 
EXPENSIVE to resolve down the road than they are to prevent now.  I know 
you are aware of these.  Please have the courage to anticipate what's 
coming so that our grandchildren can proclaim as genius the people that 
made this project a reality.  

 Thank you, Jim Dwinell, 3800 Fruitvale Blvd. Yakima, WA 98902 
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 From:  "Diane Smestad" <dianesmestad@charter.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Sat, Feb 2, 2008 10:02 AM
  
Subject:  Black Rock 

 
Under continueing operating costs  
 
If Black Rock were to be approved with recreational opportunities provided.   
 
This lake would become a draw for tourists to the region and if there were to 
be land set aside for a state or county RV and Recreation Park, as well as a 
bike path and swim beaches around the lake, the amount of revenue from 
recreation would be substantial. The one thing the Yakima Valley does not 
have to offer its residents and tourists is a lake close to the city.  
 
Diane Smestad  

Comment IND-0013 
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Comment IND-0014 


From: Tom Utterback <utterbacktom@yahoo.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>

Date: Sat, Feb 2, 2008 10:27 AM

Subject: Black Rock Reservoir Proposal 


Sirs: 

I don't care how much lipstick one tries to slap on this pig, it's still a 

multi-billion dollar squealing, oinking, pig.

Regardless of Sid Morrison's rhetoric ( BTW- I though Republicans were 

supposed to be fiscally responsible. Guess that got dropped a long time ago): 

This valley has plenty of water for the original settlers' ancestors, the 

communities and the reservation. What it does NOT have is sufficient water 

for all the johnny-come-lately's who are junior water rights developers 

looking to exploit land that can't afford the development. Furthermore, with 

climate change looming, even those who were already here are going to have to 

shift from water-intensive agriculture (like apples) to water-thrifty 

agriculture (vineyards) and water-saving irrigation techniques like drip 

irrigation, dryland farming, etc.

Black Rock isn't going to solve anything but it will take huge amounts of 

money out of the middle-class tax-paying public (already burdened by Bush's 

Iraqi war, etc) and funnel it into the pockets of a few farmers who are 

well-connected politically, and a few recreationists who are happy to have 

the public subsidize their fishing and boating,etc.

NO THANKS. 

-Tom Utterback 

220 N 42nd Ave 

Yakima, WA 98908

(509) 573-3309 
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Comment IND-0015 


Comments and Responses

From:  Oly Olsen <olyolsen@bentonrea.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Mon, Feb 25, 2008  9:59 AM 

Subject:  Back Rock
 

To whom it may concern,
 

My brother and I first started farming with the purchase of an
orchard in 1972.  The first water short year, we experienced, was in 
1973.  That was followed by more shortages, 1977, then 1979, were 
more than water short they were serious.  The year of 1994 was a  
disaster.  We experienced extensive damage to our crops.  In fact, we
were forced to move water from one field to the next merely to
protect our trees, hops and vines. 

I have used the analogy of an employee who works all week and on
Friday picks up his paycheck as being different to what we had to  
do.  We worked all week and then went to the bank and pulled money  
from our savings and used that  money just to keep our jobs.  Working
all year, for no money, or worse at a serious deficit is no fun.  It 
is worse than no fun when you lose your farm. 

One might say that the water, in our basin, is over booked, if we 
were in the airline business.  Not only  is it over booked, as it is,
there are new players coming to the table.  To satisfy the current 
stake-holders now and to make sure there are ample supplies of water,
for new interests, we desperately need new storage.  Black Rock fits  
the bill because water to fill the reservoir is taken at a time of  
high river flows.  No one will get hurt by this "taking".  In fact,
everyone will benefit when that water is released at a time when the 
rivers are low. 

I live by the Prosser Dam. The Bureau folks  have told me that they 
like to run the water over the dam at least at 600 cfm. In serious 
drought years that level is dropped to 400 cfm or less.  Thank God  
they do that because without that action junior water right
districts, like the Roza, would dry up. the Roza Irrigation District 
may be junior but the crops grown there are of very high value. 

The farmers need Black Rock.  That is a given but what about the
municipalities, tourism, recreation and others?  Please help us. 
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Comment IND-0016 
 

  

From :  "Stephen Bohnemeyer" <bohne2005@gmail.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Tue, Feb 26, 2008 10:40 AM 

Subject:  Black Rock Dam Project 

 
I am writing to express my feelings about the Black Rock Dam project. 

It is clear that this project is too expensive, the site is too
 
unstable and there is no economic payback for the taxpayers of 

Washington. Why do we keep spending badly needed tax dollars to keep
 
flogging this dead issue? 

 
I urge you to stop all further discussion o n this project.
  
 
Stephen Bohnemeyer 
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Comment IND-0017 


Comments and Responses

From:  <DClark5526@aol.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Tue, Feb 26, 2008  6:37 AM 
Subject:  (no subject) 

Black Rock Reservoir Project: 

We are very disappointed about the study released on the Black Rock 
reservoir.  We feel a lot of things were not considered in the study that 
greatly
would have effected the outcome.  You need to look at the whole  picture 
before  
deciding the fate of the Black Rock project. 

My husband and I, my mom, brother and his wife own 3 homes and 60 acres at  
the 15-mile marker on Hwy 24. We have lived here for 26 years. We  are very 
much in favor of the Black Rock reservoir being built. 

1) We would much rather pay for water coming from the Black Rock  reservoir  
than have to pay the ridiculously high Pacific Power bill to irrigate  our 
alfalfa crop.  We pay a yearly $700 user fee whether  we use the irrigation 
water  
or not!  When we are irrigating, we pay  approximately $1200 monthly.  You  
can hardly raise hay with those charges. 

2) The value of our land and the surrounding Moxee area would greatly
increase. We live right across from the 5,000-cow, million-gallon lagoon, 
Devrie  
dairy. (We fought hard to keep this out of the area!)  This has brought 
everyone's land value down considerably.  The Black Rock project  would 
increase  
our land value. 

3) New construction.  The Moxee area has had a boon in new home  building. 
The Black Rock Project would dramatically increase new  construction all the  
way out Hwy 24 to Black Rock. Also, new home sites would probably be 
created 
around the reservoir and beautiful homes  constructed. 

4)  Recreation and Fishing.  People would not have to travel out  of the area 
to Rimrock, Chelan, O'Sullivan, Roosevelt, etc. to do their fishing  and 
water recreations.  We would have fishing in the Yakima area!  Along with 
this 
comes tourism from  the surrounding towns.  

5) Jobs. The Black Rock Project would create many jobs for a  long time. 

6)  Tourism.  As I stated above, fishing and water  recreation would bring a 
multitude of tourism from around the surrounding areas  which would be great  
for our Yakima Valley area and the wine industry. 

Millions of taxpayer money has been spent studying this project for  years. 
Lets get off the fence and "Get it Built".  Yakima Valley need  a project 
like 
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this!!! 

Thank You, 

Don and Carolyn Clark

15195 Hwy 24 

Moxee, WA  98936
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Comment IND-0018 


Comments and Responses

From:  <jfgilman@aol.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Tue, Feb 26, 2008  9:57 AM 
Subject: Black Rock Dam 

U.S. Bureau of Recamation?? [via email to storage@pn.usbr.gov] 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Re:? Black Rock Dam 

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a native of the Yakima Valley and the Columbia Basin and, thus, a direct
beneficiary of irrigated agricultural economics, I feel that I have a 
valuable perspective to share with you regarding the proposed Black Rock 
Dam.?  

While the benefits of?the existing?projects are great, I think that we failed 
to take into account the true costs of irrigation.? Apart from the huge 
capital and M&O cost of Black Rock, we need to take into account the further 
destruction of the native habitat of the area.? Again, my perspective stems
from my deep appreciation of what remains of the shrinking shrub-steppe and
its vulnerable wildlife and flora.? We don't know what we have and to 
dedicate another vast stretch of the Yakima Valley to a sterile reservoir at 
the costs that the Bureau have estimated would be a mistake. 

01 

I am not one who proposes any fundamental changes in the basis of the 
agricultural economy of my native counties.? However, I do propose that we 
finally allow ourselves to look beyond building more high impact capital 
projects and, instead, begin to get serious about conservation and truly 
effective desert irrigation techniques.? We don't need more expensive dams 
and reservoirs and, Lord, we don't need more water skiing ponds.? We need a
sensible approach to preserving the valuable agricultural lands that we 
have.? Not more, but better application of engineering and technology. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

Jena F. Gilman 
1480 SW 10th Street 
North Bend, WA 98045 
425.831.8744 

Born Yakima 1952 
Graduated Moses Lake H.S. 1971 
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 Comment IND-0019 

  

From:   "deidre" <linkdal@televar.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:   Tue, Feb 26, 2008  7:02 AM 
Subject:  Black Rock comments 
 
To Whom It May Concern,  
 
I wish to comment on the proposed Black Rock dam project.  No. It is a 
complete sentence.  I am opposed to a plan that is too costly, will not 
really help fish (this would be the invisable fish, the ones that are not 
actually there; better to spend some money and figure a way to get the fish 
around the Grand Coulee Dam), will cause more pollution from radioactive 
waste at the Hanford Nuc site and finally is sited on earthquake fault.   
Except for the fish issue any one of the above mentioned problems should have 
put spending millions for more study on hold, but NOOO, people continue to 
plunge on with a flawed idea.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  
 
Regards, 
 
Deidre Link 
560 Hawk Haven Rd. 
Cle Elum WA 98922 
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 Comment IND-0020 

  
From: <Patar55800@aol.com>
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>
Date:  Tue, Feb 26, 2008 2:57 PM 
Subject: Comment 
 
I assume that the open houses and hearings are limited to? 
  

1. 	 No Action Alternative 
2. 	 Black Rock Alternative 
3. 	 Wymer Dam and Reservoir Alternative 

 4. 	 Wymer Dam Plus Yakima River Pump Exchange
Alternative 

  
I am wondering if any consideration can be given to Jack
Stanford's idea of a direct pipeline from the pool behind Wanapum
Dam. Water would be pumped into a tunnel and open canal that
would drop the water into the Roza and Sunnyside canals. That 
plan was in the Yakima Herald Republic on November 20, 2007. 
  
I would hope that Mr Stanford would be available to attend one of
the hearings scheduled. 
  
Pat Reynolds
2910 W Yakima Ave 
Yakima, WA 98902 
 

Comments and Responses
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Comment IND-0021 


From:  "Wayne Ude" <ude@whidbey.com> 
  
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
  
Date: Tue, Feb 26, 2008  9:00 AM 
  
Subject: Stop playing around with the Black Rock dam silliness 


Dear Reclamation staff: 


It's time to stop wasting money on the Black Rock dam project. You have the 

evidence: the project will not be economically worth doing, there's a real 

threat of underground contamination from Hanford, the geology indicates 

instability. How much evidence do you need to stop a bad project? 


Yours, 


Wayne Ude 

Clinton, Washington 
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Comment IND-0022 


From:  Richard Artley <dartley@connectwireless.us> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Wed, Feb 27, 2008  6:17 PM 

Subject: The Black Rock Dam Proposal is Insane! 


Feb 27, 2008 


Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison
 

Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 


I am a retired US Forest Service employee and a NEPA expert.

The alternatives suggested fail to consider more environmentally and 

economically reasonable alternatives to new dams that respond to the 

Purpose & Need. 

BPA has screwed up the Columbia /Snake system enough.  Your agency
 
MUST stay out of it unless you want court action. 


Sincerely, 


Mr. Richard Artley 

415 NE 2nd St 

Grangeville, ID 83530-2257
 

201

01 

mailto:storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov
mailto:dartley@connectwireless.us


 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Comment IND-0023 


From: Lorna Emerich <lorna@my180.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>

Date: Wed, Feb 27, 2008 7:17 PM 

Subject: Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal 


Feb 27, 2008 


Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 


Dear Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River

Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and

Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 


We don't need to waste tax dollars on this project. Plus we 

should NOT destroy the land. Instead, we must SERIOUSLY

implement growth management. There is only so much water. The 

arid west is not meant to have so many people--and that's that! 


You should really think about encouraging composting toilets

somehow. I'm really not that radical. Just PRACTICAL!! 


Thanks. PLEASE don't waste tax dollars on this project. 


Sincerely, 


Ms. Lorna Emerich 

7710 E 18th Ave 

Spokane, WA 99212-3045 
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Alexandra Amonette 
1939 Marshall Ave. 
Richland, WA 99354 

March 16, 2008 

U.S.Burcau ofReelamatioll 
Pacific Northwest Region 
Upper Columbia Area Office, Attn: Dave Kaumheimer 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 
(509) 575-5848 x370 

RE, BLACK ROCK RESERVOIR PROPOSAL 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

I oppose the Black Rock Reservoir Project. 

As noted by regional geological experts, the proposed project lies atop faults. These 
faults have the polential to move and cause eaJtbquakes, jeapordizing the stability of the 
dam. lfthe dam fails, the nuclear wastes from Hanford could go into the Columbia 
River. Also, water could drain away if the reservoir is in contact with the permeable 
zones (aquifers) that oould provide a conduit for reservoir water to infiltrate the local 
rock. Both scenarios would have catastrophic and tragic consequences. 

Your report leaves too many questions unanswered and provides insufficient factual 
information to meet the high standards of an Environmentallrnpact Statement and should 
be viewed as no more than a feasibility study. I strongly recommend that the Bureau of 
Reclamation and Department of Ecology drop Black Rock fro m further consideration and 
find another site for a reservoir that is not fraught with all these uncertainties. 

Thank you . 

Sincerely, 

U 
C 
A 
0 

Received in Mailroom 

MAR 19 1018 

Yakima, Washlrllion 

V 
F 
0 

AJexandra Amonette 
BA. Geology, MS Chemistry 
Richland, W A 
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Black Rock Reservoir Public Comment 

The use of the proposed Black Rock Reservoir for water storage and recreational 
use would not be of beneficial use for the Hanford Reach area. While great support for 
this has come out of the Yakima Valley, the Yakima Valley is not the only area that this 
proposal would affect. The US Bureall ofR edllmlltinn Im.~ conrillclerilll l ea.~ t one ~tllriy 
of the effects of Dam Overtopping via Ule Grand Coulee Dam. This researcher intends to 
submit a Freedom of lnfonnatioo Act request for this studyl. For this definitely might 
have far reaching consequences for this project. There were several examples of studies 
of the usc of a concrete face on the dam; which is what this researcher was concerned 
with!. This helps answer the nature of the question that was asked during the open forum; 
would an earthen and rock dam of this size hold? It seems that USBR employed 
engineers may already have addressed this issue; both in this study done by Ms Frizell 
and within the lc:xl orlhe Yakima River Water Basin Feasibility Study. 

A second area of concern is that the Rattlesnake Hills are located over an 
anticline. Mioccne Epoch Basalt flows underlie the gcology of this area of Washington 
State. These inclines are folded upwards. Survey of literature for the geological features 
of the Pasco Basin serves to highlight this issue. Basalt is overlain by the Ringgold 
Fonnation, which 1S composed of closely packed particles. This is overlain by debris left 
by the Spokane Floods and Glacial Lake Missoula. TIus is composed ofloose gravel and 
loess SOill. Last of all is top geological layer that is tconed the Touchet Fonnation. This 
layer is found in irregular patches throughout the Pasco Basin. The ridges of most 
concern for this proposed project would include the Ahtanum and Rattlesnake Ridges. 
Both of which are part of the Rattlesnake Hills. The Hanford Reach is located south of 
the Columbia River and East of the Yakima Valley. The Rattlesnake Hills divide these 
two synclinal valleys. For this is an example of where an anticline transitions into a 
syncline; therefore increasing the likelihood of ground water seepage to increase4

; as was 
noted in the available literatureS. This researchers concern is for what is located with is 
the Hanford Rench. The Hanford Reach sits Oil that which is presently left from tlle old 
Manhattan Projects' Hanford site. On this site are buried radioactive byproducts of the 

6Cold War ern Hanford Project . Present day technology is being used to glassify this 
combination ofliquid storage in tanks. A second area of concern can also include 
construction materillis Ulat would date from this era. TIle elevation of the Black Rock 
reservoir will be higher that this area ofcleanup'. So the concern is that possible 
groundwater seepage would raise the water table of this area. This could conceivably 
cross contaminate the Columbia River Watershed immediately below the area of the 
Hanford Reach. Review of published hazardous waste literature and the US Bureau of 
Reclamation's own litcrature would seem to support this conjecture. 

Last of all, the Black Rock Dam Projcct should n ave included input from the US 
Department of Energy, US Fish and Wildlife Service and UIC Washington Department of 
Ecology. This researcher spoke with only somcone from thc Department of Ecology. This 
researcher has past experience in laying out sampling strategies and monitoring 
environmental projecls. The Washington Department of Ecology was helpful in Ule area 
of finding highlighted areas of suspect plumes. So thc final question that will be asked is 

I 
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Comment IND-0025 
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if monitoring wells could be located in the Western end of the Hanford Reach in the 
FitznerlEberhardl Arid Land Reserve Unit. 

Michael 
?J/l-Y~~ 

J. Luzzo, MS-IT - afety, CSHO 
Richland Washington 

I Ms. Debby Nelson (Administr.l.tive Officer, telephone number S09-633-9S I 8) of the US Bureau of 
Rednmation and Gl1Uld Ccul« Dam slated the following. A letter must be submitted to the Project 
Managcr for this. The address for the Grand Coulee Dam Project Meneger is 

David Muri llo. Power Manager 
Grand Coulee Power Office 
PO Bo:t 620 
Grand Coulee, Washington 
99133·0620 

1 Refer to Ms. Kathy Frizell; Hydraulic Engineer US Bureau of Reclamation. 
hupJlwww.usbr.gov/pmts/hydraulics_labkfrizclllindex.html 
1 All David D and Donald W. Hyndman Roadside Geology ofWas!tington, 1994. pp. 169-116. Mountain 
Press Publishing Company, Missoula Montana 
• US Depanment oflnterior. US Bureau of Reclamation and Washinl;:lon State Department o f Eoology. 
Yllkirnll River Water Storoge Feasibility Study, pp. 4-32 - 4-33. IanullI)' 2008 
' US Department oflnterior, Yakima River Water Storage Feasibility Study, Modeling for Cold Creek. 
Page 4·31 
6 Washington Department of Ecology, Ecology Publication II OS'{)S·OOI, §!!~~-!!'~ 
or www.tty.wa.gov/DromUls/nwp and A1t Roadside Geology of Washing Ion pp. 
1 Executive Summary Blad Rock Storage Enhancemenliniliative Potential T & E Impacts, Black Rock 
Reservoir Progress Report ror Benton County Sustainable Development October 21 , 2002 

Litcrature Reviewed; But Not Cited 

SulHvan F. P., Environmental Law Handbook, pp. 128-141, 179-180,2003, 17nth 
Edition, Government Institutes, Rockville Maryland 

Areas reviewed iI/eluded RCRA, Subtitle C, Hazardolls Waste Management Program, 
ReM Subtitle L Underground Storage Tanks (Excll/siolls), Clean Water Act alld the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 

Leonard, Jack E. and Gary D. Robinson, Managing Hazardous Materials, 2002, pp. 357-
398, and 579-600, Institute of Hazardous Waste Management, Rockville Maryland 

LiteraLUre was reviewed for hazardous materials management procedures. These 
il/elllded Managing Waler Discharges and Radioactive Materials 

D 

Comments and Responses

03
 

205



 
y 

1 2008 F 
0 

W<l9hlnglon 

-J 

t.iM 3
A 
C' 'I';~jfi) a . 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Comment IND-0026 
 

 

March 26, 2008 

To: Bureau of Reclamation - Upper Columbia Area Office 
Mr. David Kaumheimer, Environmental Program Manager 
191 7 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 

Cc. Mr. Derek I Sandison 
Central Regional Director 
1 S W. Yakima Ave. Ste. 200 
Yakima, Washington 98902-3401 

Fr: Kenneth A. Hammond 
7321 Cove Road 
Ellensburg, Washington 98926 

Re: Comments and questions on: 
Draft Planning Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 
Yakima Project, Washington - Dated January 2008 

GENERAL STATEMENTS 
Starting in the 19705, I have followed events and proposals for use of land and 
water in the Black Rock Valley. Not one of the proposals to change the area 
from its existing low intensity uses meets rational economic feasibility criteria. 
At varying levels aU have potentially negative environmental impacts. The Black 
Rock Reservoir proposal is the most offensive of the lot and should be dropped 
forthwith. Save some time and money to move on to more realistic options. 

The Black Rock Reservoir proposal has no obviouS merit other than that it is big 
and a lot of people like big projects. I oppose the project on both economic and 
ecological grounds. No benefits could be manufactured that would both survive 
objective analysis and make the project economically feasible. If the benefits 
could be tripled and the costs cut by half the benefit/cost ratio still would not 
achieve unity. Neither of those are likely and, more realistically, quite 
Impossible. Under no stretch of the imagination is Black Rock. on either 
economic or ecological grounds, the least cost strategy or project to obtain 
water for any of the listed needs in the Yakima River Basin. 

Under any reasonable configuration, Wymer ranges from only marginally better 
to even less desirable than Black Rock. Both place a new, large and unnecessary 
burden on existing or new sources of electricity. This merits a specific comment 
below. 
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Unfortunately, t his search for solutions to water problems In the Yakima River 
Basin was constrained by an irrational and misguided federal directive to confine 
the study to a storage strategy and to focus on the Black Rock project. It 
would have been rational to study a broad array of options and try to identify 
from among them the most promising for water problem resolution. That 
approach remains to be done. 

Potentially more effective and certainly less extravagant means do exist in the 
Yakima River Basin to obtain needed water for any legitimate purpose that might 
warrant expenditure of federal or state funds. Meaningful comparisons can be 
made only after, yet to be undertaken, serious study is given to numerous 
alternatives, 

Water for domestic, urban and industrial uses, dependable stream flows for 
endangered species, a more secure supply to protect highly valuable crops in 
proratable irrigation districts or for most any other use I can Identify could be 
obtained without huge storage projects and probably without any surface 
storage at all. To accomplish these objectives will require management changes 
to facilitate conservation and reallocation of existing water. With appropriate 
changes It would even be possible to irrigate some land currently without water 
when other land is retired from agricultural production. The process of removing 
land from irrigation agriculture has gone on for years and, currently, the pace is 
accelerating. Advantage could be taken of this fact to better manage water. It 
would be extremely unwise to allow expansion of total irrigated acreage in the 
basin. Expansion might be achieved with much greater efficiencies in use but 
probably would make current problems even more difficult to solve and require 
additional storage as well. 

ITEMIZED COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 
1. The writers of the report have it right in not assigning much value to 

transfers such as job creation, recreation, the multiplier effect of local 
expenditures or increases in local land value when calculating the stream of 
future project benefits. These economic events would happen wherever 
money Is spent. Local proponents of the project who stand to gain 
economIc or political advantage if Black Rock is constructed and money is 
spent locally, find the concept of "transfers~ difficult to accept. 
Nevertheless, It is sensible and In accord with accepted natIonal benefit/cost 
calculation practice. 

2. It is not rational to even attempt to satisfy "water supply demands in all 
years" (p.XV and elsewhere) when water prices range from zero to nominal. 
For irrIgators on federal projects, the largest extractive users in the basin, 
prices do not approach a level that could repay the total public investment, 
much less compensate the losers when most or all of the water is extracted 
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from a stream during the irrigation season. Somewhere near the first day of 
an elementary economics class it Is noted and taken as a given that under
priced commodities will be excessively demanded. 

3. The two most important properly discounted numbers in a benefit/cost 
analysis for a water project should be highlighted and put right up front with 
the benefit/cost ratio. Those two numbers are first, t he actual total cost of 
each acre-foot of water delivered when It is needed. That number can t hen 
be compared with the second number, the benefits derived from use of that 
acre-foot of water however it is used. There are no benefits when water is 
delivered at a time when it is unneeded. Benefits are not appropriate for 
water delivered in excess of what is needed. On that basis, any benefits 
from new storage to serve the Yakima River Basin are sporadic and variable. 
Importantly, many capital and operational costs of a water project such as 
Btack Rock continue during years when there are no benefits and as is shown, 
this operates to drive down the benefits in a benefit/cost ratio. 

If economic analysis is to playa meaningful role in selecting t he most 
favorable projects (even if aU of t hem are below unity) this cost per acre 
foot calculation is easily understood and allows ready comparisons among an 
array of alternatives. What we most need now are these numbers and 
benefit/cost ratios for numerous alternatives. 

4. Considerations other than costs and benefits may come into play. Strategies 
or project s with the qualities noted here are surely more desirable than those 
that lack the qualities. Black Rock totally fails all the desirable qualities listed 
below and on other criteria as well. More desirable projects: 
a) are flexible to match climat ic variability and reduce costs; 
b) work with, rather than against natural forces to reduce environmental 
impacts and operation costs; 
c) can be available to make an Impact In the near term; 
d) impose the lowest up-front and on-going costs both locally and out of the 
area; and 
e) maintain future options to allow change in tight of altered priorities, new 
information and changed conditions, 

5. The "No Action Alternative" section in this study seems to be so named 
more for psychological impact than for accuracy. it would be more 
accurately labeled a "No Major Surface Storage Alternative". Conservation, 
pipelines and, reregulation reservoirs certainly are actions and t hey surely 
would have a favorable impact on any attempt to actually resolve the 
periodiC demand/supply water imbalance in the basin. These very non
storage strategies and projects deserve much more attention, 
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The table on pages "xlvii and xlix appears to assume little or no favorable 
economic impacts from following the uNo Action Alternative". In fact, it 
would seem, there is potential for a wide range of economic impacts from 
various combinations of the non-storage measures induded within "No 
Actionn

• Moreover, a great range of potential projects not included in the 
listing could fall into that "No Actionn category. 

Reasonably, almost anyone or combination of t hem could produce economic 
benefits. It would be unreasonable to imagine the benefits from storage 
projects would simply increase enough to compensate for those benefits and 
remain at their stated higher or lower benefit level. Perhaps I am totally 
misreading what is presented. If I am at all correct, the validity of the 
numbers showing comparative benefits from the storage altematives is 
seriously in doubt. Bluntly, with every benefit obtained through 
implementation of non-storage options, the comparative benefits from 
storage would be smaller and, unless storage costs declined in tandem, the 
already unfavorable benefit/cost ratio for each storage project would be 
even more unfavorable. 

6. At Study page 2-39 we find comment on the mitigation of reservoir seepage. 
In the first place, it may not even be possible to stem the seepage toward 
the Hanford waste storage area. Clearly, any actions taken to attempt to do 
so will incur costs. There is no obvious gain in benefits so stemming the 
underground flow can only make worse an already hopeless benefit/cost 
ratio. The potential increase in groundwater flow in the nuclear waste area is 
not a chance worth taking. 

And, speaking of taking chances, let us suppose the dam actually did fail. 
However remote the prospect of failure, on occasion dams have failed. 
SOmetImes dams fail for totally unexpected and uncontrollable reasons. I 
urge and request you add a map to the section dealing with the relationship 
between the Black Rock dam and the Hanford nuclear waste storage area. 
All it needs to show is the area with an overlay of the projected likely 
footprint of flood water flow if the dam failed under the most unfavorable 
conditions. This would not be a major GIS project. Such a map would be 
revealing and, I would expect, get widespread attention. Most people would 
not want to assume responsibility for even the slightest risk of such a 
catastrophe. That map would make it clear to more people just how 
reasonable it is to abandon the project now rather than continuing to throw 
good money after bad. 

7. The discussion of salmon in the Yakima River Basin is inadequate. It implies 
Columbia River dams are responsible for the decline. Dams are not blameless 
but the study should be more accurate. There Is pretty good evidence that 
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properly discounted-stream of fish benefits would be. There would have to 
be assumptions for when the runs will become healthy and at what levels .. 

The amount of money expended under threat of extinction would be vastly 
more than would be expended if (when) salmon are extinct. This is especially
true if the extinction is caused by factors totally beyond anything that could 
be done in the basin. A possible, even likely cause of total extinction of 
salmon is much warmer oceans that totally disrupt the oceanic phase of their 
life cycle. It then would make no sense to spend any more money at all on 
salmon recovery, as there would be no hope of any benefits until the oceans 
cooled in, perhaps, a few decades or centuries. For practical purposes it 
might be never. In the event of extinction, in any benefit/cost analysis, the 
benefits of fish fall to zero. To the extent water is allocated for fish survival, 
that water need too falls to zero. 

B. It is not clear to me at what point in time, official permission will be granted 
for, an interbasin transfer of water. Perhaps official permission can be 
avoided or maybe a transfer permit is subsumed under some other permit. I 
do not see it on the list of required permits included in the SEPA fACT 
SHEEr. Is it included in the Hydraulic Project Approval permit to be signed by
the Department of Fish and Wildlife? 

This detail on interbasin transfers is important because of the potential 
impact it could have on salmon recovery in the greater Columbia River 
drainage. The Study deals with it but not adequately. This point leads 
directly to item 9. 

9. Salmon and steelhead move upstream following the scent of their natal 
stream. In the EIS a single study is cited concerning false attraction for 
salmon (p .4-164). This seems totally inadequate. First, the cited study was 
done under laboratory conditions where water mixtures could be 
controlled. Such precise control is not reality in a river. Second it 
dealt only with sockeye salmon. There are no sockeye in the Yakima 
River at this time but they are in the Columbia River. Other salmon 
species also use the Columbia River and susceptibility to false 
attraction well may differ among the species. Finally, the wording is not 
crystal clear but it appears that in the study, even at a mixture including less 
than10% of their home water some fish were falsely attracted. 

False attraction for steelhead is summarily dealt with by noting that 
the upeak adult steelhead migration occurs in October and November 
with a second run in Februaryn as though this should end the 
discussion, but it doesn't. First, steelhead possess an acute sense of 
smell . Second, the irrigation season does not end before October 
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when the run is beginning to peak and steel head do use the river 
during other months. Page 4-95 shows the steelhead run in the 
Hanford Reach occurs September through November. In the absence 
of better data, it Is reasonable to suspect steelhead would be impacted and 
possibly in a more than "minimal" way noted in the EIS. 

Anyway, is any level of impact on steelhead acceptable? If so, what level has 
been selected? Who decided on the acceptable level7 

The Bprecautionary principle" would require that we not take any risk 
with upsetting runs of endangered species. Before any move is taken to 
assume the risk, It would seem that extensive and detailed studies would be 
required to prove as best as can be done, there will be no impact from a false 
attraction on either Columbia River or Yakima River salmon runs. 

10. The report (p. 4-48) says t he Black Rock project would, by a small amount, 
negatively impact power production at Priest Rapids Dam. I assume Grant 
County PUD might have a different calculation of their losses and can make a 
good case for reimbursement. It is not clear how much that reimbursement 
would be nor how it would be calculated. 

, , .AII the water for the Black Rock Reservoir must be pumped far uphill 
whether the water flows in the Yakima basin canals, is consumed in or around 
the reservoir, leaks out, or is evaporated. There is no escape. It will be 
costly. Under the best of circumstances, all alone, the costs for pumping an 
acre-foot of water will be greater than the current highest price paid for an 
acre foot of irrigation water in the entire basin. It is likely to be two or three 
t imes as high and could be much more. 

Table 4.12 is t itled "Black Rock Alternative monthly pumping power 
requirements and costs." The table actually says nothing about monthly 
power costs and does not provide assumed monthly power rates as is done 
for the Wymer alternatives. It does provide a gross range from $33 to $93 
million for annual power costs and an average of $50 million. On the surface, 
the numbers look totally bogus because they are so imprecise and the 
accounting is unclear. At best, these estimates were based on history. I 
checked on current power prices and trends. I suggest the authors take 
seriously the caution noted on p. 4-49 that "costs could be higher or lower if 
a new rates analysis is performed due to changes in market conditions." 

There is nothing now nor on the horizon that even suggests costs and prices 
for electricity will be stable, much less lower, In the future. The trend is 
upward at all t imes of the year. If some entity (SPA is the only likely 
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salmon runs in the basin and in the Northwest for that matter, were highly 
depleted before any dams were constructed on the Columbia River mainstem. 
The fish runs were essentially destroyed by over harvest in the lower 
Columbia River, unscreened irrigation canals along the tributaries, totally 
depleted streams, water pollution as existed in the lower Willamette River, 
log drives in salmon spawning streams and deforestation. Many specific 
races of fish adapted for particular streams or season of the year became 
extinct and others have been pressed to the point of threatened extinction. 

It does seem reasonable to say that salmon runs are prevented from fully 
recovering by dams that cover and block access to spawning areas. In 
addition the fish must contend with artificial control of streams to the point 
that recruitment of new spawning gravel is impaired. There can be few or no 
salmon in streams where aU the water is extracted for irrigation during the 
irrigation season. Flood control dikes and levees combined with 
transportation causeways reduce connectivity of the stream with its flood 
plain and side channels to severely diminish habitat for young fish. Our 
tendency to dear woody debris from streams to facilitate flow also reduces 
fish habitat. When, as in the Yakima, you treat a river like a ditch, there is 
not much favorable habitat for anadromous fish. In brief. water is absolutely 
necessary but alone it is not sufficient to save species and restore salmon 
and steelhead runs. 

Should we ever get serious about restoring salmon runs we will restore 
riparian habitats and make dramatic changes in our use. management and 
confinement of both large and small streams in ways that favor the fish. 

Fish in the streams do have value and can provide a benefit from changes in 
water management that favor fish . Calculation of those benefits is not as 
easy as some would have it. First. the long-term value is substantial but not 
infinite. For any given amount of water needed at a particular time and 
place. the value of that water for fish may be greater than the value in any 
other use. In a t rue market system, water from a lower value use would 
rapidly transfer to the higher value use. 

The amount of money that would be willingly expended in any year when 
species are facing extinction cannot be extrapolated off into the future to 
calculate the stream of future benefits. Expenditures under conditions of 
threatened extinction are likely to be much greater than any reasonable 
expenditure when runs are thriving. When (if) the runs become healthy, 
expenditures should decline. At that point, the value of the fish themselves, 
while variable, might be high. It may be less or more than what will have 
been expended to save them. Objectively, there is no way to know what a 
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suspect) should provide a lower than market rate for pumping the water it 
doesn't mean the costs are actually lower. It means only that real costs are 
disguised by bookkeeping sleight-of-hand and paid by other BPA customers. 

12.Any serious consideration of means to reduce the rate of global warming will 
eye closely new demands on electrIcity. I am aware of the ingenuous 
argument that electricity used to pump water at the proposed Black Rock 
Reservoir is produced by flowing water and adds nothing to atmospheric 
greenhouse gases but the argument has no merit. Electricity used for any 
purpose can be transferred to other purposes over a broad geographic area 
in order to displace electricity produced at fossil fuel fired power plants. So, 
the new, large demand for electricity at Black Rock negatively impacts 
atmospheric pollution and, as such, contributes to global warming. 
Comments to that effect probably should appear in 4.25 (p. 4-281) 
uUnavoidable Adverse Impacts." In contrast, non-storage alternatives, 
specifically pipelines pressurizing major conveyance canals, would not only 
reduce existing demand for electricity but could produce additional 
electricity. They deserve serious consideration. 

13. The potential impacts on life in the Priest Rapids Reservoir are too casually 
dismissed. The fact that intakes wilt be built to State standards does not 
insure there will be no impact on Ijfe. Under any circumstances there is 
bound to be an impact on small creatures, larvae, eggs and even larger 
animals. An Environmental Impact Statement Is the proper place to identify 
the actual impact no matter that the destruction may be legally sanctioned 
by the State. 

14. As with Black Rock, there is nothing that could honestly make either of the 
Wymer alternatives economically feasible . They are neither eco-friendly nor 
least cost projects for resolving water problems In the Yakima River BasIn. 

Notably, however negative the B/C ratIos for aU three storage projects now 
are, they are calculated to appear more favorable than they really are. For 
example, in the case of Back Rock, failure to charge interest on investments 
until the project Is completed ignores hundreds of millions of dollars in real 
interest costs to the public. These three projects should be dropped. 

15. If the Black Rock Reservoir ever is constructed the decision will be done 
strictly on pork and political muscle and not on rational thought. If this is the 
unfortunate case, all of the effort by the Bureau of Reclamation to produce 
this detailed study along with all efforts put forth by anyone hoping to 
promote least cost initiatives to resolve real water problems will be for 
naught. It has happened before and storage proponents hope it will happen 
one more time. 
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Comment IND-0027 


From:  "Jack.Stanford" <jack.stanford@flbs.umt.edu> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>

Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008 4:15 PM 

Subject: comment on EIS 


Comment on Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 


by Jack A. Stanford 


I was asked to review this document by Mel Wagner, Yakima, in the

context of my previous work on the river. I directed the Reaches 

Project" that is referred to in the draft EIS. My research

clearly showed that recovery of the salmon and steelhead runs

would be problematic without providing substantial "new" water in

the Yakima Basin. Conservation actions, while laudable and

necessary on their own merits, cannot supply the additional water

needed to achieve "normative" conditions needed to substantially

promote target fish populations and restore a healthy river-flood

plain ecosystem. 


The main problem is that the EIS evaluates alternatives to

enhance water availability in the Yakima in a constrained way, at

least for the so called "joint" alternatives. The BoR concluded 

that water could not be pumped from the Columbia River during the

irrigation months (July and August) in the Yakima owing to

agreements that were formulated to maintain flows for

outmigrating salmon in the Columbia. These agreements clearly

exist, but I and others have noted that volumes of water pumped

to the Yakima to replace irrigation water in Roza and Sunnyside

are very small compared to the average flow of the Columbia

River, indeed, they would not even be measurable on average and

wet years and negligible on dry years. Even more significantly,

the flow agreements on the Columbia, as I understand them, apply

to fish outmigrating from the Snake River, so a pump/siphon

exchange at or above Priest Rapids that takes a package of water

in summer that is replaced above McNary is of no consequence to

those fish because the water is replaced by outflow from the

Yakima above the Snake River confluence. The analysis therefore

should not have been limited by pumping restrictions during the

outmigration period, which of course coincides with the

irrigation season. The constraint of not pumping irrigation

water in July and August obviously requires storage in a

massively expensive reservoir that probably is not needed if

pumping could be done during these months. 


Thus, the EIS was seriously flawed from the outset. Given the 

fact that the authors of the report were constrained to a flawed

design, the analysis reported in the EIS is reasonable. I 
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acknowledge that of the alternatives that were compared to the
no-action baseline, the Black Rock plan is the better one. I 
emphasize, however, that Black Rock would be vastly less
expensive if a reservoir is not needed, as I believe is the case. 

I note three rather weak areas in the analysis however. 

First, it was concluded on the basis of a USGS model that the
Black Rock flows would not reduce high summer temperatures. I 
could not get the key report that describes the model that was
used for this analysis as it is a draft USGS report (that in
itself is a flaw). But, I seriously doubt that substantially
higher summer flows that would be possible with Roza and
Sunnyside not diverting from the Yakima, would not reduce
summer temperatures toward normative conditions for salmon and
steelhead juveniles. I say this because of the massive
potential in the Yakima for higher flows to restore floodplain
function by moving substantially greater volumes of water through
the alluvial aquifers of the river, especially in the Kittitas
and Wapato reaches. This should reduce the summer temperatures;
however, I do not know if this process was included in the USGS
model. I did not model flow-temperature relations on the Yakima
in the Reaches study, but aquifer discharge into the river, where
it was functional, was clearly summer cool and winter warm.
Also, working with others, I have modeled thermal flux in
relation to flow on other Columbia River tributaries with a 
state-of-the-art simulator and we concluded that in-stream 
temperatures are entirely coupled to river-aquifer interactions. 

Secondly, it is unclear how changes in rearing habitat for target
fishes were determined. Shallow-water, off-channel rearing
habitat is a key bottleneck for salmon and steelhead production
in the Yakima based on my Reaches study. Any analysis of flow
enhancement in an EIS context must include a careful analysis and
modeling of river to flood plain coupling that creates rearing
habitat. The best way to do this is by using remote sensing
tools: multi-spectral imagery to determine aerial habitat at
different flows linked to a DEM from lidar imagery. Some of 
these data exist but apparently have not been synthesized. 

Finally, I think the estimates of improved salmon and steelhead
production under enhanced flows are too low. They seem to be
based on a combination of spawning and outmigration flow
considerations. Historically the Yakima was the salmon factory
of the Columbia owing to extremely good river-flood
plain-tributary connectivity. No flow enhancement project can be
evaluated solely on main channel flow-productivity relations. It 
has to be done in context of improved connectivity, including
restoration actions are interactive with flow enhancement. Small 
dams, revetments and other obstructions that sever connectivity 
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have to be removed so that the enhanced flows can enter the 
flood plains and facilitate movement of spawners into new
spawning habitats and juveniles into the restored fringe habitats
that we now know are essential to salmon productivity. Any
conventional estimate of how enhanced flows in the Yakima may
relate to fish populations will be, by definition, conservative.
This is particularly true if harvest of spawners is allowed and
if hatchery stocks intermingle with wild fish in any way. The
only way to really know how the fish will respond is to restore
flows and eliminate obstructions throughout the system. 

The bottom line is that restoration of the Yakima River has to go
beyond where this EIS has gone. Unfortunately, the current
analysis was initiated with the wrong parameters about
augmentation timing, and it uses information that lacks a
state-of-the-art ecosystem context. Restoration of the Yakima
must include the much needed augmentation of flows along with a
critical focus on restoring floodplain connectivity and function. 

Jack A. Stanford 
Jessie M. Bierman Professor of Ecology and Director
Flathead Lake Biological Station
The University of Montana
Polson, Mt. 59860
406-982-3301 ext 236 
www.umt.edu/flbs 
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Comments and Responses

From: Kenneth E. Lewis <klew@bentonrea.com> 
Date: Mon Mar 31, 2008 4:53:28 PM US/Pacific
To: kmmccartney@pn.usbr.gov
Subject: Black Rock reservoir discussion 

Dear K. McCartney: 

Enclosed please find my letter in discussion of the Black Rock
project, which I am emailing on 3/31/08 to qualify in your
deliberations. I am sending also a typed copy of a letter by Art
> Isherwood which he mailed to the Yakima Herald, which printed
it in "Letters to the Editor" on 3/23/08. I have never met him 
but called him after reading his letter, because I had begun to
think, as he does, that the ongoing studies are not adequately
addressing the vision -- the reality-- of the future, the big
real, and happening future. 

I have received permission from Mr. Isherwood to send you this
copy of his letter. 
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To the Bureau of Reclamation – This is to express support for Black Rock 
reservoir, and for Sid Morrison and others who have adequately addressed every 
issue to arise as negative context, and have rather fully developed positive reasons 
for construction. Further, this is to extol the visions portrayed by Art Isherwood 
in a letter to the Yakima Herald on 3/23/08.  His experience in development of 
major water provisions for the American West is possibly unmatched by other 
living humans.  He should be sought out and interviewed by decision-making 
authorities. 

I’m a former government hydrologist, and hydraulic design engineer with 
the U.S. Engineer Corps in Walla Walla, now farming on Yakima Valley junior 
water-rights land. More importantly, now in my eighth decade, I, like Mr. 
Isherwood, have developed some perspective on time.  That perspective leads to 
understanding of the real meaning of Black Rock reservoir. And that perspective 
denies the assertions of “ environmentalists” like Rick Leaumont (of the 
Audubon Society), who says (but without detail) the project “ costs too much”.   

One prominent issue is being addressed by government scientists who 
happily report remarkable success in stopping and destroying the flow of 
strontium to the Columbia.  Control of other harmful elements will, hopefully, 
follow. The credit and the onus are both theirs, as they must keep the impact from 
spreading from Hanford to across the state, as all studies continue.   
And yes, as Mr. Morrison suggests, the true benefits of Black Rock might well  
include recreation – perhaps even a state park (as opposed to real estate 
development)– but, as he emphasizes, are first found primarily in saving the 
existing infrastructure from the increasingly huge and utterly devastating 
economic losses (real, recent, and more to come) due to droughts, ignored by the 
Bureau of Reclamation in its emphasis on a small national effect.  
Secondly, Back Rock is the first and only idea to allow restoration of salmon 
migration as a blending of old and new, or of blending the wilderness largesse 
with the inevitable human development. This leads to the clinching theme of Mr. 
Isherwood: 
Isherwood says that the costs of Black Rock, as of Grand Coulee, the Los Angeles 
Waterway, and similar projects will be forgotten - - swallowed by the future.  
He’s so right! Call it swallowed by inflation, if arithmetic rules.  Consider: 

The Tri Cities at the confluence of the Yakima and Columbia are 
emulating development of other great cities of the West. It’s all happening. I’ve 
lived for over eight decades, and just twice that (16-plus decades -- 2 lives) takes 
us back to the mid 1840’s - - before the Civil War, before the California gold 
rush, before all but a very few of the wagon trains, before any West Coast cities, 
scarcely 40 years after Lewis & Clark.  And look at it now, from Los Angeles 
north to San Francisco Bay areas, and on to Portland, Seattle and the greater Puget 
Sound, and Vancouver. 
And it’s still happening now, like it or not - - Megalopolis! – so we must do it the 
best we can, blending old and new. Salmon beautifully saved.  At no remembered 
cost. 

I’ve hiked the mid and south Cascades of Washington, traversed the 
eastern and northern passes of the Olympics, explored the Pioneer Mountains of 
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Idaho, and camped the summer of 1947 on the Nushagak Peninsula of Alaska - -
but it’s time now to appreciate not only the natural beauty, but the gardens of man 
as well, and our arts and architectures. If there’s a bit of garbage here & there, 
recycle it, and behold the salmon in our midst. 

Copy of letter sent by Art Isherwood to “Letters to the Editor” of the Yakima 
Herald, and published 3/23/08: 

To the editor - - I worked for the Bureau of Reclamation for38 years; retiring as 
chief administrative officer of Grand Coulee Dam and I support Black Rock.  
When Grand Coulee Dam was authorized, Spokane newspapers found no 
justification for construction. Big question “Who will buy the electricity, 
jackrabbits” Grand Coulee has been expanded and is designed for future 
expansion. What would the West be like without Grand Coulee? 

I also worked on the California Aqueduct, taking water 600 miles to Los 
Angeles. Those against said this project involved too many impossible tasks.  
Four pumping stations.  Pumps at Bakersfield lifted water approximately 2000 
feet. One pumping station had penstocks going through the San Andreas Fault.  
Approximately 30 miles of canal were subject to settlement of 5 to 7 feet 
requiring flooding for months to consolidate soil.  Unheard of delivered water 
cost of $31 per acre-foot; when Roza water was costing between $8 and $10 for 3 
acre-feet. 

Neither Grand Coulee Dam nor the California Aqueduct could have been 
built using existing Bureau criteria for Black Rock.  It is time to take a futuristic 
view of the total long range benefits of Black Rock. 

ART ISHERWOOD 
Yakima 
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Wednesday, March 12, 2008 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Mr. David Kaumheimer 
Environmental Program Manager 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Wash. 98901-2058 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

Thank you for a copy of and an opportunity to comment on your recent 
report entitled MOraft Planning ReporVEnvironmentallmpacl Statement, Yakima 
River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study. ~ I suspect I am like most who . 
received it who are simultaneously impressed with its breadth while finding their 
limited expertise leaves them relying upon it mainly as a learning document 
rather than something they feel comfortable making a point-by-point critique. 

So, in general, I will say I find it exceedingly weJl done and I want to pass 
along my congratulations and thanks to you at your staff at Reclamation; the staff 
Department of Ecology and all others who aided in its preparation. I am on firm 
record as opposed to the Black Rock components covered by this study, and in 
the past have voiced suspicions that Reclamation would bias the study to justify 
this project so the Bureau could return to the glory days of dam building. I was 
wrong to have that suspicion and I have apologized for that attitude and 
apologize again after reviewing this exceptional document. It is very professional 
and very objective. I fail to see how anyone can fault it in any meaningful way, 
although I note the irony that some are now asserting bias by Reclamation 
against Black Rockl You must thinking of the adage: "You can't please all the 
folks all the time." 

I do note the Black Rock advocacy group, the Yakima Basin Storage 
Alliance (hereafter referred to as MAlliance1, continues to question the study and 
has called for the folks in the Yakima Valley to lise up in protest. In sum, the 
Alliance has essentially called for diminishing the factual and scientific review 
because the cause is perceived by its member as no where on that basis and 
instead is turning the issue into a political cause, or a lobbying campaign. The 
Yakima Herald-Republic (2/3/2008) has likewise called for strong public comment 
in favor of Black Rock. While the Alliance bills itself as a Ugrassroots~ 
organization composed of thousands of folks, the·spokesmen and leaders are 
composed almost entirely of the business, agricultural and political elites of the 
Valley. 

Since the Alliance has chosen that course, I tailor my remarks accordingly. 
I am not sure what the estimated cost of the Black Rock component is because 
every time I check, the figure has gone up again. It is like standing in the 
checkout line at the grocery after selecting the family's food for the month ... every 
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time I look up, the register has gone higher. But that analogy fails because at 
least as groceries in grocery basket remain constant in value and the food 
remains nutritious. With Black Rock, the value decreases every time I tum my 
head and the product seems more dubious than before , perhaps even unhealthy. 
In any event, the last figure I saw for Black Rock was $6.7 billion. It will surely 
grow higher. 

Regardless of the amount to be paid by this nation's taxpayers, the 
Alliance claims the gush of water is vitally needed for municipal growth, 
agriculture, sustain fish, recreation, resorts, and so forth . 

Except for the fish component which I shall discuss later, I submit that 
the very exact arguments for more water supplies made by the Alliance.can 
be made by hundreds of communities In the American West. It is 
abundantly obvious that if the Yakima Valley can stage a coup and get $6.7 
billion for its growth and enrichment, all those other communities can 
make a strong case for billions of dollars for more water. That being the 
case, and i f there is to be a policy by the fedoral government to created 
massive water enhancement projects similar those developed in the mid 
decades of the 20th Century, it needs to be articulated and approved by 
Congress. It should not be done on an ad hoc, leap-frog basis depending 
on who has the most political clout and best lobbying team. What, in the 
name of common sense and fairness, can be said to the folks in the 
Southwest facing a more severe water shortage with more certainty and 
sooner than those in the Yakima Valley can ever dream? 

That is not to say that there was not considerable Mpotiticking- which 
brought about the great dam building projects built in the American West in the 
last century. There certainly were considerable politics. But that histOriC 
unseemly, power-grabbing process should not be replicated and be allowed to 
over ride orderly, scientific methodology if for no other reason that the best 
places to build dams have been taken and the best water has already been 
claimed. Perhaps the best advocate for dam building on the Columbia was the 
late Rufus Woods, the legendary publisher of the Wenatchee Daily World. His is 
biography of Woods (URufus Wood, the Columbian River & the Building of 
Modern Washingtonft

), author Robert E. Ficken notes that in Woods' long 
campaign to build the Grand Coulee Dam he centered his advocacy almost 
exclusively because of its huge capacity to generate hydroelectricity. It was the 
broad regional benefit of electrifying the rural farms and homes and to power 
industry in the cities that was the key selling point. This was the way Woods 
envisioned gathering good will and votes from the broadest base for Grand 
Coulee. Capturing the water for irrigation or municipal uses was downplayed 
simply because such benefits accrued only in the vicinity of the dam itself. As 
Woods reasoned it, how could one get the vote from a Congressman from, say, 
New York to vote to spend millions to provide water to produce crops more 
abundantly and cheaply than his own famers in New York who were competing 
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with     Washington farmers? One could not, Woods concluded, so it was best to 
ignore or downplay the issue. 

Woods met with great success by tailoring his pitch carefully. The Black 
Rock proposal, as political issue, turns tactics on its head and asked for vast 
water for consumption for the Yakima Valley as its nearly sale objective while 
claiming a small return on hydroelectricity and benefits for fish (more on those 
issues in a bit). What of preverbal the New York farmer of yesteryear? Yes, he 
is still there, but so are innumerable farmers and cities throughout the American 
West crying for more water and letting their representatives In Congress know. 
Black Rock does not even pretend to provide other regional benefits which made 
other dams attractive for federal funding, such as hydroelectric power, 
transportation and flood control which might be useful to those outside the Valley. 
If Black Rock is successful in getting funded and built, the political will, money 
and available water for any other irrigation projects along Columbia will 
disappear. Without a national policy, other communities will take note, and 
commence their own -me too" campaign for more water. It is just amazing to me 
that the Alliance and other advocates can put on the blinders and soldier on with 
this almost entirely self-possessed proposal without fairly considering the wlde
range consequences. 

I should hasten now to note the Alliance does claim broader benefits 
within the Yakima Basin beyond just the Yakima Valley itself. It evens claims 
that 70 per cent of our water allOcation here in the Kittitas Valley where I live will 
be guaranteed. How they can promise that, as a non-profit advocacy 
organization , I am unsure. It will be only when (and if) the proposal is approved 
and funded will the proper authorities are able to make such assurances. As 
proposed, the only thing which is certain about Black Rock is that it will put a 
gush of water into the Yakima Valley for growth and economic purposes. 

Repeatedly, the Alliance says the best ancillary benefit for Black Rock is 
that it will make it possible to leave more water In the Yakima River for migrating 
fish . Again , nothing is certain in that regard until some authority beyond the 
promises of the Alliance agrees, but we call all agree saving our beleaguered 
salmon and steelhead would be a profound benefit. 

These dynamic fish going up stream- leaping, swimming-are symbols of 
the Pacific Northwest. Their fate evokes strong emotions. Their decline began 
almost at once with the arrival of the white settlers , and the blame for that is 
passed around almost universally. The dams blocked their path to their 
spawning grounds; the farms and ranchers ruined the spawning grounds; the 
fishermen took too many fish; fertilizers and pesticides ruined their waters ; 
introduced species took their food . The list goes on. The tenuous fate of the 
Pacific Northwest sahnon and steel head is an American tragedy unfolding before 
our eyes. 
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  That said, our efforts to reverse those factors have been weak at best. 
The dams, farmers, ranchers, fishermen , and competing fish species are still with 
us. Efforts to mitigate these effects are too often misguided, based on ignorance, 
often don't work, and sometimes were actually harmful. We should all be 
reminded that the proponents of The Dalles dam 50 years ago believed that the 
dam would actually help the migrating salmon because it would flood Celilo Falls 
and make it easier for the fish to swim up riverl 

We have been told fish hatcheries were the key to saving the fish only to 
learn that the hatcheries eventually produce an inferior type of fish compared the 
wild-run fish. The fish ladders haven't worked fully as we hoped. The evidence 
is clear that we know how to impede and destroy the migrating fish, and we get 
an F grade for that. But our efforts in correcting that failing mark might earn us a 
C for trying with some success, but probably an I for uincomp[ete" would be a 
better grade. 

The lesson here to be very careful in evaluating the benefits of Black Rock 
with regard to fish. The law of unintended consequences pops up all too often as 
we struggle to save our fish. Would the water from Black Rock be too warm or 
trigger the wrong migrating instincts for the fish? Would the quality of the water 
be good enough? Would the water drained through cities and farms from Black 
Rock contain pesticides and fertilizers making it unfit for fish? More water in the 
Yakima River for migrating fish looks good at first glance, but a much-needed 
unbiased assessment should to be conducted. 

While still on the subject of fish, $6.7 billion allocated for fish alone could 
go a very long way in funding their survival if we cared to spend that much and 
assuming we can ever get our science and effort going in the right direction. 
That amount could be paid to buy-out fishermen; buy spawning grounds, all sorts 
of things. Nobody is talking about $6.7 billion solely for fish; only $6.7 for Black 
Rock with fish tagging along (maybe) as a beneficiary. Which leads me to my 
own belief about the entire argument of tying the fish to Black Rock is a cynical 
Trojan Horse. The Black Rock issue seems to me to obviously unsalable on its 
face. Hence, that is the reason we hear the repeated arguments tying it to the 
survival of the iconic and beloved migrating salmon and steelhead. In fact, it is 
hard to believe most members of the Alliance believe helping fish is any where 
near central to their objective. Advocating for fish is simply verbal gift packaging 
to get the water they covet. I have never heard anyone from the Alliance note 
that the construction of dams have harmed the migrating fish and perhaps some 
of dams should be taken down. Instead, we hear the strange and seemingly 
counterintuitive argument that yet another dam must be constructed to save the 
fish whose migration has been damaged by dams. I would be astounded by all 
measure if the Black Rock issue fails to be realized if any of the Alliance key 
members continue working hard and providing funds for projects to save the fish . 
Once they lose their water, they will forget about the fish, I'm sure. 
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I would now like to comment on some of the so-called "studies" and 
assumptions put forth by the Alliance. The various Mstudies" commissioned by 
the Alliance invariably projects a rosy outcome if Black Rock becomes a reality. 
It is beyond my expertise to evaluate each one of them, but I must say the 
conclusions are so often fantastic and seemingly improbable, a serious, third 
party and objective evaluation needs to be applied to everything the Alliance 
has put forth . 

I was amazed to read he Alliance's belief that billions of gallons could be 
pumped out of the Columbia River for Black Rock yet it would actually result in a 
net gain in power. This so-called "study" has been largely discredited, but we 
need to return to it for a minute because by seriously advancing this scheme, the 
Alliance has demonstrated it will go to desperate, even inaccurate, lengths to. 
advance the cause of Black Rock. It sounds something like the old myth of a 
"perpetual motion" machine my high school physics teacher debunked so many 
years ago. Or, as my father admonished with the cliche "There ain't no such 
thing as a free lunch." Pumping billions of gallons of water uphill to will result in a 
net loss in energy regardless of clever arguments about associated wind power, 
recaptured hydro power as it the water flows out, and other shell-game analyses. 

In previous communications, I have said I think the Black Rock area is so 
bleak it seems an unlikely candidate for conversion into a virtual Garden of Eden 
as the Alliance would have us believe the reservoir becomes a reality. I can think 
of quite a number of placid, warm pools of water behind dams in Eastern 
Washington which do not come any where close to the vision the Alliance sings 
for Black Rock. Most of them seem to bleak areas with waterlines with rise and 
fall on the whim of water needs, contrary to the wishes of those living on the 
shoreline or using the reservoir for recreation. Anyone can pull out a simple 
highway map and note the proposed Black Rock reservoir will be sandwiched 
between a site set aside for intensive military training and another site where 
nuclear waste is stored. There is some belief that the very creation of the Black 
Rock reservoir will cause the contaminated nuclear waste at the U.S. Department 
of Energy Hanford Site to slosh around where it is not wanted. Is this really a 
Udestination" site for those looking for relaxation at a resort or to build an 
expensive home? 

As the Alliance members wax on about the benefits of Black Rock, it just 
seems to me they lose sight of the fact all the nation's taxpayers asked to pay 
quite a lot of money for this project and, with amazing myopia, they fail to 
recognize that what is a benefit to the Alliance members, might be of no benefit 
to the general public. Is it really a national benefit that our tax dollars go build a 
resort and a place for big waterfront homes for the wealthy to play and live? The 
emergence of the wine industry in the Yakima Valley is a credit to those 
industrious people who planted the vineyards in the last decades, and I enjoy a 
glass of Yakima Valley wine as much as anyone. Quality hops have been grown 
in the Valley for decades to flavor beer, and I'm sure I've hoisted a mug of beer 
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kissed by Yakima Valley hops. However, millions of people are opposed to 
alcohol beverage for rel igious and/or health reasons. Why should these people 
be impressed crops grown exclusively to produce crops for alcohol consumption 
will be aided by the use of their tax dollars to build Black Rock? Also the Alliance 
fails utterly to understand that folks in Portland, Maine, or Key West, Florida, or 
any number of towns and cities across this great country couldn't care less that 
towns in the Yakima Valley cannot grow as they desire unless federal taxes are 
used to bring more water to them. Do those communities anxiously watching 
their source of water disappear as Lake Powell and Lake Mead dry up care much 
that Prosser or Sunnyside can't prosper to their hearts desire without a new 
water source? Hardly, 

The advocates for Black Rock seem to be resorting to hyperbole, evell 
hysterics, as a diversion to blunt their critics. The 2/312008 editorial in the 
Herald-Republic succinctly captures that turn of events. Many of the Alliance's 
"studies" depend on some amazing and clearly Questionable assumptions, but 
the newspaper nonetheless has in the past relied on those results and assumed 
them as valid . Like the Alliance, the newspaper pooh-poohs the 16 cents benefit 
for $1 earned ratio found in the draft EIS. "We're not sure what this cents-per
dollar benefit ratio has to do with anything anyway," the newspaper says. "If a 
badly needed, and long overdue, reservoir helps anchor the area's basic 
economy, that would seem its paramount benefit.- The Yakima-Herald, like 
many members of the Alliance, are businesses and business people. These 
current business interests will benefit by the flood of new water coming into the 
Yakima Valley, either directly or indirectly, if Black Rock were to become a 
reality. Dare I ask: If they had before them a business plan which promised 16 
per cent on each dollar they invested, and could only improve if some fairy-tale 
assumptions became a reality, would they put their money in il? No, of course 
not. But it is OK for the nation's taxpayers to buy into such a venture. As it has 
in the past, the newspaper moans that the last reservoir constructed to benefit 
the Yakima Basin was in 1933, during the hey-day years of dam construction in 
the last century, but which for all practical purposes stopped in 1966 with the 
completion of the Glen Canyon Dam. Was there ever a promise to continue with 
those water proje'cts, especially after the best dam building sites had already 
been claimed and built and the water allocated? No, of course not. This claim 
that the Yakima Basin was somehow uniquely abandoned in creating new water 
supplies is just very odd and not substantiated. 

Finally, asontinishingly, the newspaper creates a hysterical scenario 
occurs if Black Rock is not approved. Fruit trees would die, vineyards withered, 
buildings boarded up. The newspaper paints a disaster of Katrina proportions, 
compelling the nation to action at last. 

Well, no. Folks would just have to continue to live with the water they 
have, or less if droughts and global warming mandate that. They will adjust; 
painfully and incrementally perhaps, but they will adjust. Yakima Valley may not 
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grow  and may shrink. There will be no resorts , and those hoping to get rich won't 
have their dreams realized. But life will go on. Maybe, just maybe, they wi ll look 
to some of the alternatives suggested, including more storage which is more 
modest and less costly. The Alliance could regain some credibility if it put as 
much effort and money into studying and advocating conservation as it has to 
push Black Rock. Black Rock has always been "Plan A" for the Alliance and its 
allies and have never seemed willing to compromise to a "Plan B." Maybe now is 
the time. 

In conclusion, I acknowledge I may have overstated my concerns and I 
may have made some errors. Such is the case when issues such as these are 
reduced to political campaigns. If the Alliance will apologize for their 
overstatements and errors, I will apologize for mine. 

Thank you for read ing this . As imperfect as it may be, at least my 
presentation was prepared entirely with my own resources. If the Black Rock 
issue is shelved as I urge, perhaps the Alliance can sca le back its activities to 
more reasonable efforts and cease holding out the tin cup to hard-pressed local 
governments for donations. Lowered expectations and compromise are now in 
order, I think, not any more questionable · studies· or political campaigns. 

Sincerely, 

Kurt Sharar 
390 Cattail Road 
Ellensburg, Wash. 98926 

PhonelFax: (509) 925-7216 
Email: jkshar2@fairpoint.net 
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  NOTE:  The following email is one of 183 identical or nearly identical emails.  

 
From:  Julie Alaimo <julie.alaimo@metrokc.gov> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Wed, Feb 27, 2008 10:45 AM 

Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  

 
 
Feb 27, 2008 

 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 

Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 

Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 

The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 

the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 

build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 

fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 

 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 

 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 

 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 

non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 

study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 

dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 

alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 

will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 

policies in the Yakima River basin. 

One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 

should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 

tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 

top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 

groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 

Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 

downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 

now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 

studying this risky and expensive proposal. 

Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ms. Julie Alaim o 

8515 13th Ave NW 

Seattle, WA 98117-3402 
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From: llyn doremus <llynadele@yahoo.com>
 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008 10:53 PM 

Subject: black rock dam comments 


This email is being submitted to express my opposition to the construction of 

the Black Rock dam on the Columbia River, and the continued expenditure of 

public funds to support studies that justify the damâiJs construction.  For
 
many reasons, the construction of yet another dam on the Columbia River does 

not make sense.  It is amazing that the eleven existing dams on the Columbia 

(not including the multitude located on itâiJs tributaries) have not been

engineered adequately to meet the current needs of the water and power users 

of Washington. What assurance is there that this dam (after investment of 

$18 million in feasibility studies) will meet the projected future

environmental and human needs for the Columbia River?  The economic analyses 

of the Black Rock dam alone reveal that the project is not economically

feasible, with an estimated return on each dollar invested of 16 cents.
 

There are many large-scale projects for repair and upgrade of public 
utilities and infrastructure that are needed at this time.  A comparison 
between a cost/benefit analyses for road and bridge repair, water treatment
facilities, or electrical transmission lines upgrades and the Black Rock dam 
would provide more quantitative justification for redirection of public funds 
away from investment into the Black Rock dam.  

The problems with the economics of the dam construction are magnified by 
the reality of the project logistics.  The dam would back up water in the
subsurface of the Hanford Reservation, arguably one of the most contaminated 
places on earth. Increased subsurface water movement will mobilize the 
contaminants isolated in the dry sediments underlying Hanford, and
potentially transport them to locations of greater human exposure. The costs 
to mitigate and treat the potential health impacts to humans and the
environment should be considered in the cost/benefit analyses of the dam. 

WeâiJve reached a point in our technological evolution where the necessity 
of producing large scale human constructions (and small ones, for that 
matter) that are synchronized with natural processes is well understood.  We 
cannot continue expending our collective energies on efforts that function in 
opposition to the natural processes in the world that sustains us and assume 
that infinite resources will always be available to sustain such foolish 
endeavors.  The skewed economics of the Black Rock dam is just one expression 
of the reality that it is dangerous and wasteful to invest in major public 
works projects that provide such a tiny benefit, and such huge damages to the 
world that we live in. 

Thank you for accepting public comment on the proposed Black Rock Dam. 

Sincerely, 
Llyn Doremus
4017 Willowbrook Lane 

Bellingham, WA 98229 
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Comment IND-0032 


David Kaumhelmer 
Environmental Programs Manager 
U.S . Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901- 2058 

Fax: (509) 454-5650 
email: storagestudyOpn.usbr.gov 

Re: Yakima Storage SbJdy, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Kaumhelmer:  

I have the following comments concerning the Draft EIS for the Yakima Storage Study. 
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0veA- ...... 
Thank you for considering my comments. Please add me to the list to receive USSR's final 
EIS and d&lsion in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Name;~~ 
Address: ..y.54=~ .s. ~tI/lv 'PlOSS 

NOTE: These com ments m ust be postmarked, filxed or e -mlilled by M(!Irch 31, 2008. 
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u.s. Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 9890)~2058 
March 26, 2008 

COMMENTS ON THE YAKIMA STORAGE STUDY 
DRAFT ENV IRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Black Rock Reservoir on the surface seems like a winning idea. However, the 
details show that it would be an enormous wa~te of tax payer's money that would almost 
certainly pose unacceptable radiological risks to the Columbia River and to those living 
along it. 

"fbe pathetic benefit to cost mtio (about 16%) should, by itself. be enough to kill the 
project. Howt!ver the radiological risks arc an even greater reason to stop th t! project. 
The report predi cts that a flow of30 CFS will enter the 1·lanford reservation ground water 
system. This may not seem likc much - but multiply it by the 3 1 ,536000 seconds in a 
year and you gel 646,080,000 cubic feet/year which is several times the amOlmt of water 
infiltrating the Hanford reservation ground water system each year from rain fall. This 
infiltrating water is, at present, the predominant cause of movement of radio nuclides 
towards the Columbia River. 

A great deal of radionuclides were released into the Hanfo rd ground not only from 
leaking tanks (several million gallons) but unbelievably from direct dumping of the waste 
streams from the separation plants. In other words, the incredibly radioactive material 
separated from the uranitun rods containing the plutoni um were just dumped into long 
ditches. Fortunately the soil in Hanford capturt=s some of this material which is slowly 
moving towards the water table over hWldrcd feet or so below the surface. 

Water from Black Rock will raise the water table and the hydraulic gradient. This will 
speed up the flow of ground water to the Columbia River and will materially increase the 
total mdionuclidcs entering the Colwnbia River. If the amount of radio nuclides entering 
the river becomes high enough, their concentration could exceed the allowable drinking 
water levels. Thus the source of drinking water for many ciues, including to some extcnt 
Portland, Oregon could be threatened. 

Since the pub(jc tends to gel hysterical about radiation the tourist industry would also 
suffer. The public may even refuse to buy foodstuffs produced with irrigated water from 
the Columbia River below Hanford. 

DOE is currently doing a ground water study to detennine the effect of ground water 
from Black Rock on the radioactivity at Hanford. Publication of the Draft EIS prior to 
the DOE results was premature since the ground water threat to Hanford is one of the 
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 most critical issues ext<l!lt. Furthennore, the ground water model DOE is currently using 
is inferior to one under development by DOE. Therefore, DOE should redo their study 
using the latest model due out in the next year of so. 

Finally, a separate study, such as might be done by a blue ribbon panel sponsored by a 
professionill groWld water organization, should review both the DOE and the State 
results. Study of the latter group's results is critical since an accumte estimate of the now 
into the Hanford reservation is needed. 

Until this work is done, no irreversible steps to move rorward on this project should be 
made. The potential disaster from building Black Rock, and it would be a disaster, would 
not show until several decades after Black Rock is filled. Once that happens and 
radiation levels increase, there is nothing, short of heroic, but more likdy futile, efforts to 
stop or clean up the ground water flow to the river. In short, nothing could be done about 
it. 

Duane W. Faletti 
2147 Cascade Ave 
Richland, WA 99354 
March 26, 2008 
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Comments and Responses

From:  "lilagirvin@juno.com"  <lilagirvin@juno.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>, <girvingw@comcast.net> 

Date:   Mon, Mar 31, 2008  3:05 PM 

Subject:  Black Rock Dam
  
 
This looks like a no brainer, the Black Rock dam is a loser.   

There was a time we thought dams could anything but this has gotten totally 

off the track.  
 
Let's put the public money somewhere else.
 
Sincerely, 

Lila Shaw Gi rvin
  

01 
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Comment IND-0035 


From: "George and Lila Girvin" <girvingw@comcast.net> 

To: <lilagirvin@juno.com>, <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008 9:54 PM 

Subject: Re: Black Rock Dam 


I agree that the Black Rock dam would create damages that far

exceed the benefits. This is not a good idea nor a good

investment. 

Sincerely

George W. Girvin MD 
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Comment IND-0036 


Comments and Responses

From:  <mzbirds@verizon.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008 10:26 AM 
Subject: Yakima Storage Study Comment 

David Kaumheimer 
Environment Programs Manager
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Re:  Yakima Storage Study, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

The purpose of this letter is to voice my concerns regarding the Draft EIS 
for the Yakima Storage Study.  In my opinion this Environmental Impact 
Statement is fatally flawed without the DOE report.  The geology of the area 
where this enormous damn is to be built is unstable. The dam is to be build 
on two different faults.  In addition one side of the damn will be held by a 
mountain prone to landslides and at risk for seismic activity. 

Another significant reason not to build this dam is the risk of contamination 
of the Columbia River due to groundwater seepage from the bottom of the Black 
Rock reservoir which will head straight to the Hanford Nuclear Reservation 
sending toxic and adioactive materials into the Columbia.  This reason alone 
should stop this proposed project! 

This report is filled with inaccuracies, it is not accurate enough to be 
considered and EIS.  Those backing this project say it will help the fish in 
the areas watershed.  This is untrue.  Water would be taken from the area at 
exactly the time the fish need it to spawn. 
The recreational benefits sited in the report are grossly exaggerated. 

I urge you to send this EIS back to the drawing board and put this proposal
on hold until a more credible report can be submitted. 

Thank you for considering my comments.  Please add me to the list to receive 
the USBR=s final EIS and decision in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
Marilyn Hayes 
1311 Goethals, Apt H 
Richland, WA  99354 
mzbirds@verizon.net 
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Comment IND-0037 


From:  "Cecelia Hickel" <cecelia.hickel@verizon.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008  5:09 PM 

Subject: Black Rock Dam Public Comment Submission 


Dear David Kaumheimer, 


I am a strong supporter for the proposed Black Rock Dam.
 

I am a Benton City resident and home owner since 1986. Benton City will be 

directly effected by the Black Rock Dam if it is built.  My reasons for
 
support are as follows:
 

The river has always been a polluted river from agriculture and dairy 

wastes. The state has always been lax about prevention of dunping into the 

river and as a result, our drinking water quality in this city has not been

of the highest quality.
 

Recent cancer studies show that agricultural nitrates from fertilizers are 

primary contributors to the increase in female cancers. In other words,

polluted drinking water from agricultural processes is a primary factor for

causing cancer in women from environmental sources, not genetics. Was this a 

known factor for a nuclear source, the whole state would be in an uproar.

But since we depend on economics from agriculture, it becomes just a blurb 

in the news.  


Bottom line, the people who drink and depend on their life's water supply

from the Yakima River need and deserve clean water. The water quality of the 

Yakima as a drinking water supply to my knowledge is not very well known 

process posted publicly. I think we may have a water source problem. The 

taste changes throughout the year. We replace water heaters every 2-3 years. 

Coffee pots fail constantly, fixtures plug up, hose sprayers last a short

while, etc. It is more than "hard water". The reservoir will replenish the 

water supply by keeping more water in the Yakima and thus not concentrating

contaminates as it draws down in heavy use times or summer months.
 

More water will improve the river enough to allow salmon to return. The

money we now spend for so many years has been mostly unsuccessful overall. 

Poor return on the investment.  If money is taken from the fish recovery 

account and pay for the electric load the pumping upstream will cost, that 

is very fair.  Dollar for dollar there should be no increase in the electric 

bill, and the salmon recovery will be better served giving salmon a natural

spawning ground, the fish need the Yakima reclaimed as their territory.

Where else will they spawn naturally?
 

The cost for the project is 5 years of fish recovery funds. If it works, 

then those annual payments from all our monthly bills can go instead to the

dam costs and our utility bills can come down. It seems to me that a

repayment can be made over a short time and we can have our fish and eat it

too. The fish will restore themselves IF they have the Yakima River to do
 
so.  This is a grand idea. The best I have seen yet. Bold and progressive

and smart. 


Tri-Citians do not have a lake to visit. We need a lake for water skiers. We 
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Comments and Responses

can build and design fish habitats for sport fishing such as Walleye. The
water will not effect native fish.  Camps for kids can be established. 

A wind farm can be built to offset electricity costs and power the pumps. 

The land below the dam can be used for biomass feedstock testing by the
universities, school programs of all ages, and build/re-build wildlife 
habitats with grasses such as switchgrass and other native grasses that are
a carbon sink. The land can  get water from the excess off the dam to 
support studies the universities need for growing to support biofuels. 

Solar can be used to power parks. 

The whole theme of the project can be about biodiversity, conservation,
learning to balance nature, green projects, alternative fuels and enjoying 
the outdoors with many activities. 

More water available for the Red Mountain vineyards will improve the Benton
City, West Richland, Prossor and Tri-City economies be allowing for the
entire small appellation to be used instead of only a portion. This brings 
greater success to all the wine industries. 

More vineyards , more grape marc as a feedstock for a planned biofuels 
refinery. 

My questions about the impact are as follows: 

The shoreline along the Yakima will change. There should be an impact on 
bridges, homes on the shoreline and such, especially at flood stages. While
I can not calculate this increase, I thought it a good question to ask.
Benton City has long thought it an idea to create a park on the river coming 
into town, yet it foods there enough to raise concerns. That shape curve has 
bypassed its own river bed before in very high waters. While nothing stops 
these floods, this could mean new bridges.  Benton City needs a new bridge 
anyway, seriously, for two reasons. (1) When we last had bad floods, that
bridge was closed a month from high water. (2) The existing bridge comes
directly off the freeway which is fine, but the road to the wineries by
passes the town. There is no crossing from the wineries to the downtown area 
so the wine tours completely miss the town. If Benton City had a second
bridge crossing in another location it would not flood out and the downtown
would be connected. We could use two bridges except at high water stages 
perhaps. 

There should be several homes in the lower lands to be considered. 

While the concern for an earthquake may be real, I doubt very seriously, and 
frankly it is very hard to imagine that any amount of water could impact the 
Hanford water table with highly toxic waste. That is even more remote than 
the earthquake notion.  

I do have questions and concerns about migration paths of wildlife. Somehow
they will need safe passage. 

I found many technical flaws in the logic of using  Hanford nuclear waste as 
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a reason for not building a conservation dam. These arguments should be
abandoned. 

The ground water flow towards Hanford may be a concern but I believe that is 
that if the water is used for plant studies and perhaps manmade streams, it
can be managed just as any other downstream water from a dam. 

In conclusion, every effort should be made to ensure this dam is built. I 
also think that the budget for this project needs a real scrutiny to lean it 
out and make it more conservative.  It is an awful lot of money for pumps, 
engineering and pouring concrete. A large scale nuclear plant can cost that
much and uses most likely close to the same amount of concrete. It is a good 
comparison question as to which uses more. 

Final note, some years ago in Texas they built an enormous dam for
conservation. My dad hauled gravel for concrete to it for 9 years. What is 
the estimated time frame for building this dam? 

Cecelia Hickel 

Cecelia Hickel 
PO Box 609 
Benton City, WA 99320
cecelia.hickel@verizon.net 
Telephone PST (509) 588-2650 
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Comment IND-0038 


Comments and Responses

From: "Higginbotham, Fred G NWW" <Fred.G.Higginbotham@usace.army.mil> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008  4:58 PM 
Subject: Black Rock-Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 
COMMENTS 

Dear BOR; 

I'd like to make a few comments and ask questions about the feasibility study 
mentioned above, with reference to an article on Black Rock that appeared in 
the Sunday edition of the Tri-City Herald. I apologize for not being able to 
refer to specific parts of the study but I misplaced my copies of the CD's 
and only found them yesterday. 

Irrigation:  Although I wasn't able to read the whole document, a cursory
review of references made about irrigation revealed no mention of current
techniques or recent improvements in technology that might be used in 
conjunction with additional water storage, whether in Black Rock or 
elsewhere.  I believe there is some potential to spend some of the money 
slated for Black Rock on improving the current (and I am guessing, somewhat
wasteful) use of water from the Yakima Basin.  The area could probably 
conserve a lot by replacing ditches with pipes, lining ditches with 
impervious material such as gunite, concrete or vinyl liner; and  better,
more efficient irrigation systems (I'm not sure what is out there but I bet
it's better than flood irrigation and leaking ditches. The government could 
spend WAY less money I bet if they subsidized better irrigation techniques 
instead of building this reservoir. 

Recreation:  Plain and simple, any reference to recreation and Black Rock
reservoir that is used in the same sentence borders on ridiculous.  Where is 
the water going to come from to irrigate the lawns, trees, and bushes?  Or 
supply the hotel (s) and resorts with potable water? If anyone says or said 
"from the reservoir", I'd like to know what happened to the 'irrigation and
fish management' part of this project.  It seems ludicrous to build the 
project for farmers and fish, and then let some land speculator and developer 
cash in on this project that will be partially funded by the U.S. public!!  I 
haven't heard much about the attractiveness of a reservoir shoreline that 
fluctuates up to 1/4 mile in some years and how that attribute alone would 
probably not attract ANY recreationists (or their money) to the area.  

Fish:  I must apologize again for not making time to find and read this whole 
document. However, I did skim this edition, read previous related documents, 
AND attended one public meeting in Yakima last year. But I STILL haven't 
seen anything written about the possibility of adult salmon and steelhead
coming up the Columbia and being confused by water that has been pumped from 
Priest Rapids forebay over to Black Rock, used in irrigation, and then runs
back into the Yakima River.  If any research has been conducted on the 
effects on returning adult salmonid straying caused by water introduced into 
the fishes natal stream, it needs to be referred to and quoted. If there is 
no such research, you should do some of your own or get someone from the 
region to do it for you.  This project has the potential to do MAJOR harm to 
fish returning to the Yakima AND the Columbia above the mouth of the Yakima
if they are confused by the 'smell' of the water. 
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Money:  The following math is based mostly on estimates and guesses, other 
than the figures found in the March 30 edition of the Tri-City Herald. 

Total cost of Black Rock, including operation and maintenance for 20 years:
$6.7 BILLION. 

-Estimate 300 farms, ranches, and orchards (1 owner each, family included) 
that use water from the Roza Irrigation District 
-Estimate 2000 employees for all of these agricultural businesses 

You could divide $4.5 billion between all of these people to (1) buy water 
rights, (2) cash them out ((3) or let them keep running their farms BUT use
the money to improve irrigation techniques and find less intrusive, and
questionable, water storage projects, and STILL come out money ahead because 
you wouldn't spend the $2.2 BILLION on maintenance and operations. AND, you 
might avoid a catastrophe for the recovery of salmon in the Yakima Basin.
The total for each of these 2,300 people would be  >>>>> $1,956,521.73!!!
Ask around and I bet you'll get more takers than you'd think.  Even if there 
were twice as many people involved, they would each get$978,260.86.  You 
could throw in an extra $100,000,000 to give each of them an even $1 million 
each and STILL come out ahead. 

Thank you for allowing everyone to comment on this project.  Good luck and I 
hope someone comes up with a better idea. 

Fred G. Higginbotham 
Fishery Biologist 
A US Government Agency
(509) 967-0168 

fred.g.higginbotham@usace.army.mil 
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 Comment IND-0039 


  

Fr om:  "Robert and Elizabeth Lathrop" <rathburne@harbornet.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Mar 31, 2008  4:29 PM 

Subject:  Regarding the p roposed Bl ack Rock Dam 

 
To all who will be reviewing the Black Rock Dam proposal : 

 
     Every action has a r  eaction. S o it has been with the dam b uilding on 
the Columbia River. At the time they were constructed the benefits seemed 
overwhelming, but with advances  and emphasis on science, an understanding 
of the damage is growing. 
   Not only would it be a mistake to repeat this outdated technology, this 
particular site has unique problems. 
     (1) The cost to me a nd my gr and and g reat grandchildren, w ould be 
ridiculously lopsided- 16 cents benefit out of every dollar invested.  The 
recreational lake that would b e created would not be gin to return dollars t o 
make up for that. 
     (2) An earthquake fault zone under the site makes this a particularly 
risky proposal. 
     (3) A very real scenario is that th is l arge water r eservoir would 
directly speed up flow of radioactive contaminants into the Columbia River. 
At the very least, construction would interfere with clean-up efforts there. 
   Global warming and world wide water problems are spurring research and 
technology on water storage, a gricultural techniques, water r euse, a nd water 
conservation. Simpler, less expensive solutions must be tried before we jump 
into the next stage of water use in eastern Washington.  We live in western  
Washington, bu t part of t he bill would be ours, a nd since we were part of 
the generation that built the first dams, we have an obligation to speak out 
against this latest proposal.  
 
Sincerely yours, 
Liz and Bob Lathrop 
9119 71st Ave. NW 
Gig Harbor, WA 98332 
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MH. JI. 2008 3,WM 

Davie! Kaumhelmer 
Environmental Programs Manager 
U.S. Bu reau of Redllmatlon 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yaklma, WA 98901-2058 

Fax: (509) 454-5650 
Email: storCl !1estudy@pn.usbr.gov 

No .• ~ oo P. 1 

fA>' /0 : DA.' ~"v,, ~f"1 "'''R. 
5o1-~~"'_,(,S-O , Ip , 

Re! Yakima Storage Study, Draft Environmental Impact Stab!ment 

Dellr Mr. Kaumhelmer: 

I have the following comments concerning the Draft 85 for the Yakima Storage Study. 

OPPc>5&. 'n-tii: CoN5>T~VCnON OF- THw. 1St-Act::: fi(.(>G~ DAM . 

Vsc::.e -Xo U To ~IND ~""NO A""€gNArIIlE s --reo 

.;:::.oNGTFZ.Uc:.TION OF New DAM::;. iN WASoHI/lJG"'-ON. 

A'2 riA? 8:>1S&N ??L.J'TI..! N e:V P'F?oe>t....e,....,$ WI Ttt""CftG: f3l-Ac.j:::., 

"""''''' PO"" INC~"De~/TI'@ """A -rn .. ..,~r PA..,~T IN 

AM e::A~T44&:k'AK-E :q?de/ AN c;,;..egc2vs. SE.gPAGe fJ 
.::A-rUr;A"T1C?N ,~5ve$o THFZ<;?QGH 6~VNDWATE& A'I 

f:\ANEeJ7.. 0 N tIC keA(2.. p;e:se:gvA'Trp,.J ~f?§:RUI R! N G;. 

MJ2g.e ~tie;.Rc;,t THAN cAN {3§ JcJ~'!F'rep;®No f'V~lHef02.. , 
VVA"t"_A1IAILA6L£ FEeN\ =t-01~>-A Zj j"r? =[",I"""""'''''&S-

10 FIl-t-1!tJ? ~jZ."" , o:.:@!5EAk esrA-re- INDiJSTfZ.'1 ~ 
J2E?NGE.ti$ c..ANNO"r 56: ~VST \FleD '5"i~HA'6I-rAT L-O$S 

f1?l2.. -=OMC C£= 1"HE: ~p!.v'B !::>Te::Pf" 's eNDAN66I<E;D , TI-\~eA\€.Neo.l 
• 

~ "I-HGH-L.."i rM~f<.16LED 5PEc.les ... FcEASE:~TIN()€ '10 
'5E:e,.; ~ t.J6e. BENeFlc/AL- f::O(...()T I 'oN.'S rG' W4.TE'F?. 1~c)e5 . 

Thank you for rnnsJderlng my comments. Please add ma to the list to receive USSR's f ina l 
EIS and decision in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Name; AN Ne ~ JAC):S 

Address: l7-hC14 .Jo=H 

Date: ? -, Z g - "''T 

NOTE: These comments must be postml:lrked, fa xed or e-mailed bV Matt:h 3l, 200a . 
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 Comment IND-0041 


  

From:  Arthur Miller <milleronskagit@yahoo.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Mar 31, 2008  1:57 PM 

Subject:  Black Rock Boondoggle 

 

I  was born within a stone's throw of the  Roza  Project boundary in a farm house without running  
water (1936). I  grew up on a farm in the Sunnyside District. My  father  and brother  farmed in the 
Roza. I  believe  there is no better way  for  youth to grow up than on a working farm. It was the  
quintessential American way of life. 

  

However, our society has changed. Less that 2% our population still live and work on farms. Just 
because someone says, "My family has farmed on the Roza for four  generations" (Tom  
Carpenter, YBSA), is no justification for the r est of the taxpayer to pay an outrageous cost  
to supply the Roza with supplemental water.  

  

Every land owner on the  Roza knew, at the time purchase, of the junior nature of their w ater 
rights and the possibility  of interuption of water delivery.  In the past two to  three  years, I have  
driven over a considerable  portion of the Roza. I see virtually  no row crops.  It  appears that the 
entire  Roza  is planted to perennial crops. Most notably orchards, grapes and  hops.  

  

If  one plants these crops with an uncertian and interuptable water supply,  then one cannot come  
crying to others when the  inevitable happens. They  cannot ask or expect others  to bail them out 
by paying  an exorbitant price for supplemental water. It was clearly  foreseeable low water years 
would occur.  

  

Using $5,000,000,000  as  an estimated cost for the Black Rock Project, the cost exceeds $10,000  
per  acre for the approximately  500,000 acres of irrigated land in the  ENTIRE Yakima  drainage. 
This is for supplemental water f or land that is already under irrigation. It  is my understanding  
that the  Bureau uses a guideline of 3 to 5 thousand dollars per acre as a maximun cost to bring  
new la nd under irrigation. Just  this analysis alone  should have  been sufficient to quash any  
expenditure for studying  the Project. 

  

According to an  early statement by  one of the organizers of the Yakima  Basin Storage 
Alliance(Charlie de  La Chapelle), originally  their  proposal was to provide supplemental water 
for only the Roza Project. At an estimated 73,000 acres in the Roza, this would be about $68,500 
per  acre. There are  approximately 300 families farming the Roza. For a lot less money,  the entire 
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Roza could be bought and just closed down. Shutting off the water to the Roza would free up the 
water for many of the benefits touted by the supporters of Black Rock. 

In our Northwest society we have had no problem walking away from billions of dollars of 
investment in other non economical projects that have affected more families. For example, the 
closing of several aluminum plants, stopping the construction of four nuclear power plants and 
demollishing a recently refurbished, operating nuclear plant. 

As part of the original study, the Bureau reported the the Bumping Lake alternative would meet 
the water requirements of 70%. It would cost less than $400,000,000. Less than one tenth of the 
Black Rock alternative! However that alternative was dropped. I was there and heard the rational 
for dropping the Bumping alternative. Quite frankly, it was all political and had little to do with 
solving the water issues in the Yakima Valley. 

By itself, the threat to the ground water under the Hanford Nuclear reservation and the possibility 
of additional contamination to the Columbia River should have been a show stopper before 
spending $18,000,000 of taxpayer's money studying a dead loser project. 

I commend the Bureau staff, especially Kim McCartney, for doing an outstanding job and 
maintaining neutrality in a clearly politically motivated atmosphere. 

Arthur Miller 

PO Box 1452 

Richland, WA 99352 
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 Comment IND-0042 

  
From:  "Elaine Packard" <espackard@msn.com> 

 

  

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Mar 31, 2008  4:28 PM 

Subject:  Black Rock Dam 

 
Register a strong opposition to this proposed dam from me.   

 
  
 
Elaine Packard 
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 Comment IND-0043 

  

 From:  "Peter Rimbos" <primbos@comcast.net> 
 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:   Mon, Mar 31, 2008  8:37 AM 

Subject:   BLACK ROCK DAM--PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 
Sir/Madam, 

 
Please consider these my public comments on The proposed $6.7 billion Black 

Rock Dam. I believe the dam is bad for taxpayers. The benefit-to-cost ratio 

is 16 cents on the dollar. We pay 84 cents on the dollar. As planned, the dam 

would be built on fractured basalts in an area at high risk for major 

earthquakes. I believe this risk is too great. Finally, expected leakage from 

the dam could raise groundwater levels at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

This would adversely impact clean-up efforts at one of our nation's most 

contaminated sites. We should not worsen the problem at Hanford. Thank you. 

 
 
Peter Rimbos 

19711 241st Ave SE 

Maple Va lley, WA  98038 
 
primbos@comcast.net 
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 Comment IND-0044 

  

 From:  "Richard and Suzanne Rivers" <rsrivers@comcast.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Mar 31, 2008  4:03 PM 

Subject:  Black Rock Dam 

 
    I think the proposed expenditure for the Black Rock Dam near the Hanford 
nuclear waste dump is at least a  terrible waste of money, and at worst could 
be a disaster for the Columbia River.  By raising and moving ground water 
through the contaminated Hanford Reservation, it would flush radioactive 
material into the Columbia.  At six and a half billion dollars to build and 
fifty million annually to operate, it will join with the lower four dams on 
the Snake as a colossal tax-payer boondoggle.  Stop this madness please!       
                                                                              
Richard J Rivers MD 
                                                                              
3110 N Sheridan Ct 
                                                                              
Spokane WA 99205 
                                                                              
509-326-0224    

Comments and Responses
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 Comment IND-0045 


  

 From:  mike sebring <mlsebring@yahoo.com>
  
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Mar 31, 2008  9:31 AM 

Subject:  Black Rock Dam NO! 

 
Hello,
 
As I learn about this project, I have to wonder who is going to benefit? I 

don't see a ny clear winners here.
  
 
There is not just one reason why the dam should not be built. There are many. 
1. There is no way we should be adding any more risk to Hanford. This is 
plain crazy - th e Hanford cl ean up is te rribly behind schedule and b udget, so 
there isn't' even a shadow of an argument that it ca n handle even a slight 
problem. Which b rings m e to the next point: 
2. This is an unstable area.   A recipe for disastator, and  at the very  
least, bu t also adds to t he cost: 
3.     - HIGH maintainenance costs.  
        - The project, at .16 to the dollar, is economically ridiculous. 
        - None of the irrigationdistricts in the Yakima basin have accepted 
the operation andmaintenance c osts of th e Black R ock D am. 
4. Not that there needs to be any more evidence of the folly of this pr oject, 
but there will undoubtedly have an ecological impact, especially, but not 
limited to the Columbia River.  
 
This is a bad idea.  

Please stop wasting time and money on it. 

 
Thanks, 

mike sebring 


Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
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; MAR 3 j 1008 
David Kaumhelmer 0 
Environmental Programs Manag'ei",ma, \'Ia.~" 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
YakJma, WA 98901-2058 

Fax: (509) 454-5650 
Email: storagestudylDpn.usbr.gov 

Re: Yakima Storage Study, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Kaumhelmer: 

I have the following comments concerning the Draft EIS for the Ylikima Storage Study. 

-rJ..{... f.IS,s (tlCRt>yPLetcdeI'cti.eSll.. ,t,s )I1/5511J. ~"'-
7~ "f e--rkds e-F /iu:;easgJ ?' "",?Vtd ~,,9'~ 
af- fhd',-t2d /JU~ &s.92~k· 

7k ~fa&J. ~ftt5 hi rec;eah;:n. ,ve /la-Cl'ed it!" 
7A~ are. Ufi.v.. dLtid eeW@ r{pJn, /1?!Ur/Pa/!2S 

!U'Gv6't lid- 4ff" 57""-";'''' reuMzq?''qj <9r<Yzf>",,/zio 
"-".'1;aN.d. .to- 12i.?SQ. p,p;,,t4 .& " "'- 81R./L 8..,i 
M, ' 

Thank you for consIdering my comments. Please add me to the list to receive USSR's final 
EIS and decision In this matter. 

Sincerely, 

N,m., Fr'<0. 5 imOneYI 

A",.,,(::<3D3 CCv"'ia~ftv<... 
D,t., tV/",cJ, 

P,eA/and, ;j;A-

NOTE: ThltSe comments must be postmllrked, f"xed or e-maflecl by March 31, 2008. 
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Davld Kaumhelmer 
Environmental Programs Manager 
u.s. Allreall of Reclamation 
1917 MlIrsh Road 
Y2Ikima, WA 98901-2058 

f21x: (509) 454-5650 
Email: stor2lgestudy@pn.usbr.gov 

Re: Yakima Storage Study, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Kaumhelmer: 

Received ill MIIllroom 
U 
C MAR 311008 A 
0 

Yaklmll. Wat:hlngtQll 

I have the following comments concerning the Draft EIS for the Yakima Storage Study. 

I~,a"./L>,:ttt. .w4t.u.~tan:Ut.4m';" z. k 
4~~,-.tf.tMK'A:7'I a¢4f.J2+ k 1b15~.., 4,(J,dU/JLt"/1(!Jl. 

~;t4 ~dR""",,f' . 

Sincerely, 

Name: t'.~ Akm-ur;b<) 
Address: <23~"3 ~ ~ ... 

Date : "3127 J.).P1o.£ 
~ . 

£,w"mi! W.4 QQ3S¥ , 

NOTE: These comments must be postmarked, faxed or e-malled by March 31, 2008. 

y 
F 
0 

Comment IND-0047 


 

01 

02 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

250



 

  
 

· RECLAMATION ._ 
/vlanaglllg Walet III the WeM 

u 
~ MAR311008 F 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study Draft PRl&'I~ ,_ ( 

COMMENT FORM 

"Vii rnll. W~' ~lnglr)n 

Namelpl.UII print lealblv): '.::),c".\ c;...,,_+h 
:.e.. \.(' 0 

Organlzallon: 

MaUin Address; H:", I-i . ok; - 1-

Cltv, Stat. a nd Zip Code: ~, ,.. hi ,- V) f -( ,':: ';</-

Telephone: Jp,. I E-mail: ,J1'r 

Requu l to be placw on Ihe mailing list: 
_ J want my name put on !he mailing list 10 rt<:ei~ ;n romuotionon the Yakima Ri_ Basin StOQgC Srudy. 
_ I waru. my ~ ranOW<! &om Ihis mailin& list. 

"'-UI now. 0.. pr.:tice ill '" make COIT"tIW1Ia. i'IducIi!g nones.. I'IDmo! IIddrase$. homO!! phone nunbo!,. ..-d ...... 
IddrftI.eI aI rnpondenIs, naiabla for public ......... ~ ~ m.-, '*!I*11hat _ wiII1I'dd Ihft nar... 
_ ....... ~eIr;...buljf,.....wi$h ... ItJ ........... wiIHIoIcirIoU.~.,.,...II'I\ISI~Ihit.~.h 
~oI~_. lfI_ition.,..... ...... I...-.~lorwllllholdinlJ~1nIorrnII1Ion. Thb .......... _ 
~tIIlMldiIc:IDhre""""*l C<lnS1iMe. clNrty...-ranl8dlnvaalon Dlprtvaq. ~ ~ wi! nat~ 
INa tIunMn. In h ........,. of exaoplional, ~ clrcurn&IM>cItI, .. ~ will fill raIuYd. w.. ... ~ 
...... 1IbrQ.*"" Irom~""'" buUII!uM, tlld ~ ~ ~ tIIem .......... repteMtltatiYeSOI 
oIIciaII 01 orgarfuIlIom ... ~ avaW:>Ie Ie>< public 0iId0I .... "'1MIt 1iI\IireIy. 

My comments on tbe Yakima River Basin Draft Planning RcportlEnvironmcDlallmpact 
Stalement are; 

\j..- y01 1 
:it> v. <;:,.,,:. "' 9 ( .... w·l.d_ J /\.),0.£ l , y.; J L'~~_ 

< " <; 

I~ 

YOI may kne yo.r~m"'~nu in Ihe box provided or "lin. ru. email. ornll in your ro .... ellll bdore Manh 31, 
1008. 10: David KlI ulllh~imer, bvimnlllenlil Proe ..... , "' . ... Ifr. O"I'HII of Rtcl. ",a,Io., 1911 Manh Road. 
Yakima, WA 98901-1058; flU (509) 454-S650; email , lon:glud y@pn. YJbr.f9y; pOOne 5(l9-S15-SB48, ul Ci l l-

~ U.S. Department of the Interior 
8ureau of Reclamation 

Washington Stale 
Department of Ecology 

Comment IND-0048 
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Comment IND-0049 


Fr om:  Brian Stadelman <stadelmanbrian@yahoo.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Mar 31, 2008  9:32 PM 

Subject:  Black Rock  

 
To whom it may concern,
  
    
  I do not support construction of the Black Rock Resevoir due to the 
following reasons:  
    
  1. The construction cost far out weigh the benefits.  
    
  2. The cost to continually pump water will be astronomical. 
    
  3.  Research has proven salmon need cooler water.  Any water s itting in the 
resevoir will warm qu ickly as it sit is the heat of the 100 d egree s un.  Alge 
and other f oreign materials will then be f  lushed into the Columbia. 
    
  Thank you, 
    
  Brian Stadelman 
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Comment IND-0050 

Ted Strong 
302 Division Street 

Grandview, WA. 98930 
(509) 882‐0339 phone 
(509) 882‐0345 fax 

March 31, 2008 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Environmental Programs Manager 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901‐2058 

My name is Ted Strong, an enrolled member of the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama 
Nation. I have no official position with nor do I maintain to speak in behalf of the tribe. My comments 
are mine only as an individual tribal member. I presently own and manage an energy and natural 
resources consulting company located in Grandview, Washington. For ten years I previously served as 
Executive Director of the Columbia River Inter Tribal Fish Commission located in Portland, Oregon. It has 
professional and technical responsibility for assisting the Yakama, Umatilla, Nez Perce and Warm Springs 
preserve and implement their treaty fishing rights on the Columbia River and at all of the usual and 
accustomed fishing stations. This fishery responsibility extended from the headwaters of the Columbia, 
throughout the Columbia Basin and out to the Pacific Ocean. 

I am writing today in support of the Black Rock Reservoir. 

As an enrolled member of the Yakama Nation, I have worked fastidiously to assure the implementation 
of the fishing rights the tribe has reserved under the Treaty of 1855. 

Because of population explosion since the signing of the treaty we have 50 times more people relying 
on the limited water supply for consumptive needs. The municipalities are all growing and the demand 
for water continues unabated. 

We have an agrarian economy that supports hundreds of thousands in the three county area of the 
immediate Yakima Basin. The planted crops need water that is guaranteed by federal statutes and no 
new water storage has occurred to assure that water delivery since the 1930’s. 

The Yakima Basin like other areas of the northwest have experienced 100 year droughts in cycles closer 
to 10 years and the results have proven to be economically and environmentally devastating. The 
Yakima River is over appropriated and in the hot summer months when salmon need cool and fast 
flowing in stream water for migration the river is a mere trickle that is heated above the 65 degree 
temperatures lethal for salmon. None of the alternatives studied by the Bureau of Reclamation have 
the capacity to deal with catastrophic droughts. Only Black Rock has stored water that can assist in 
offsetting the devastation to fish and wildlife and agriculture. 
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The historic water shortages have caused the need for the infamous ‘flip‐flop’ that has been ruinous for 
some tributaries of the Yakima River and has caused the decline of salmon and other fish and wildlife 
habitat. The ‘flip‐flop’ was to be a temporary fix and instead due to inaction has been permanent. The 
temporary fixes have become the norm and the BOR has no plans that can replace the ‘flip‐flop’. The 
temporary nature of this quick fix was known to have adverse affects on the Yakima River system if kept 
in place too long. The ‘flip‐flop’ has been in place for several decades and has been a cause of 
environmental harm but nobody is addressing this problem. 

The Yakama Nation has idle lands that are owned by both the tribe and by individual tribal members 
that cannot be farmed or leased because of insufficient water supply. Water is not available from the 
current regime imposed on the Yakima River to provide irrigation for the reservation as served by the 
Wapato Irrigation Project. A normative river flow would allow greater amounts of water to serve the 
tribe and its members and improve their collective and individual economies with greater income. The 
tribe has a Land Enterprise and needs every drop of water to successfully farm its lands. The individual 
tribal members need water delivery to assure the leasing of their lands for family income. The Yakama 
Nation is on record supporting the historic attempts to improve water storage. The tribal economy is in 
dire need of diversification. It suffers from lack of agriculture development on a large scale that could 
bring appreciable income to the tribe yet has some of the most productive lands in Washington State. 
The tribe often will forego the aggressive farming practices in order to demonstrate environmental 
loyalty. This causes the tribe to lose out on both accounts because the environmental practices are 
piecemeal and do little to help the Yakima River get back to the 700,000 salmon it once produced. The 
agriculture economy of the Yakama Nation should be capable of yielding tens or hundreds of millions of 
dollars. Instead the tribe ekes out a bare existence with its farming. 

If the Black Rock Reservoir were to be constructed it would allow the closure of the Sunnyside and Roza 
irrigation diversions. The irrigators at the urging of the Yakima Basin Storage Alliance have moved 
toward a position of cooperating on this closure. This is unprecedented. In the past, the Yakama Nation 
and the irrigators have fought bitterly over water and will do so in the future if a water supply solution 
like Black Rock fails to materialize. The money spent on litigation will be in the millions of dollars but is 
pale in comparison to the acrimony and disharmony that will ensue over water fights. At a time when 
these processes could have created venues for diplomacy the Bureau has erred in its policy of going it 
alone and reflecting the attitudes of the current Administration. I have not witnessed any tribal leaders 
being invited or being funded for participation in this water storage study. A negligible contract was 
offered by the Bureau to the tribal staff to come sit in as ‘observers’ of the process. This low level 
involvement fails to honor the government‐to‐government policy established by the Yakama Tribal 

01 

Council and former Administrations. The result could mean an end to the tenuous cooperation and 
collaboration YBSA was able to place into effect between the tribe and the irrigators. Several years ago 
the Chairman of the Yakama Tribal Council and the Chairman of the Roads, Irrigation & Land Committee 
at least met face‐to‐face with the irrigators, county commissioners, U.S. Representative Doc Hastings , 
representatives of Senator Murray and Cantwell and the Washington State Governor’s office to discuss 
water and salmon as reserved by the treaty of 1855. In recent years low‐level staff from the water 
resources program has attended without authority to speak for the tribe but have been instrumental in 
conveying what they have termed anticipated positions. The process has been reckless with regard to 
involving appropriate and commensurate officials with authority to speak for the tribe. It has been the 
YBSA process not the Bureau of Reclamation process that allowed the irrigators to discuss transferring 
their water rights to the Columbia and leaving approximately 700,000 acre feet of water in the Yakima 
River, primarily for the benefit of salmon and irrigation water for the Yakama Nation. The tribe will 
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Comments and Responses

never receive any offer from anyone of substance that offers 700,000 acre feet of water for fish and 
wildlife. It is to the credit of the magnitude of benefits emanating from Black Rock that such things 
could be put on the table for discussion. 

Now, water storage is needed more than any other time in our history and the federal government 
should not sit idly on its hands while the natural reservoirs called snow packs grow smaller and melt 
faster and sooner causing spring runoff that drains the water from the mountains too fast. This 
phenomenon results in too high water volumes in the Yakima River too early and leaves only a trickle of 
water in the Yakima River when the upstream migrating salmon need it most. The lack of water creates 
poor migration corridors, inhospitable water temperatures, high probability of pathogens that can wipe 
out salmon populations quickly, 

The most important need of all for the Yakama Nation is water for sustainable ecosystems to support 
existing salmon runs and the reintroduction of those salmon species extirpated in our recent history by 
declining water and habitat. Historically, the Yakima River supported an average of 700,000 salmon 
comprised in least four species plus steelhead. Today, that number is less than 40,000 salmon and 
steelhead. It is reprehensible to think that the Yakama tribal members cannot be assured of a 
progressive and responsible water supply program to support the reintroduction of salmon, steelhead 
and other fish and wildlife which is guaranteed by our treaty of 1855. The federal government has a 
trust responsibility to see to the meaningful implementation of fish and water protection measures that 
provides substance to the treaty promises. I am appalled by certain non‐tribal staff professionals who 
write opinions about salmon management that become the policy positions of the tribe. Our policy 
position should be to get back 700,000 salmon and steelhead not remnant runs that barely meet the 
Endangered Species Act threshold. The limitations should not be money or programs. The plans of the 
tribe currently rely on paper water and thus we only model and produce paper salmon. Our salmon 
feasts are excellent barometers of success when it comes to our salmon. First salmon feasts are too 
often an exercise in futility and humility. We find ourselves raging at each other and lamenting the poor 
salmon but don’t take the bold steps to fight for their water, habitat and reintroduction. We shrink 
when our staff tell us that we can’t ask for billions of dollars for our salmon. 

The Yakima watershed has been in decline since 1855 and the federal government has been deficient in 
reversing the damages. The rich biology of the Yakima River can be described as bankrupt. In turn, the 
strength and beauty of the Yakama culture is imperiled. Without life in the Yakima River system to 
support the fish and wildlife, the tribal way of life is reduced to a remnant of what it was at treaty 
making time. There are no spring or summer chinook runs which the tribal members can harvest. 
There is no longer any sockeye salmon for the tribal members. The coho salmon are very slowly being 
reintroduced and will fail to repopulate if there is no a guaranteed supply of cool, clean and fast‐flowing 
water in the Yakima River. Make no mistake we have grandiose plans and studies costing hundreds of 
thousands of dollars. We just have no water and habitat for salmon. One of our venerable leaders of 
the past said, “One day in the future we will have more biologists than salmon.” 

The Yakama Nation has a Yakima River Basin Watershed Plan for salmon and due to the inevitability of 
poor water have failed to seek the production of anywhere near the 700,000 salmon and steelhead that 
should be the tribe’s goal as stipulated by treaty provisions. It is a breach of promise that the federal, 
state and tribal governments are committing by not creating a normative river regime in the Yakima 
River. Yet, the Yakima River is recognized as one of the premier ecosystems in the entire U.S. for salmon 
rearing. The governing bodies do an injustice to the treaty promises and the salmon by limiting their 
water management goals and programmatic actions to political expediencies. It would seem simple to 
implement a natural river option if the political will were strongly in place. It is only a natural river that 
is going to enable the Yakama Nation to someday see even 100,000 salmon flourishing in the Yakima 
River and its tribal members fishing at their usual and accustomed fishing stations. Nothing in our past 
water management has come close to bringing about a remote semblance of our salmon runs. A few 
years ago we had one good spring Chinook run but it was attributed to good environmental conditions 
and had nothing to do with human practices. The only option studied by the Bureau that 
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helps get the Yakima River back to being a natural flowing river is the Black Rock. By closing irrigation 
diversions at Roza and Sunnyside water would be allowed to rejuvenate the Yakima River especially 
below Union Gap all the way to Prosser. This is area neglected for many years and the least hospitable 
for salmon. 

Some have expressed fear of salmon becoming disoriented in their journey to their natal streams at 
spawning time due to Columbia River water being dumped into the Yakima River under the Black Rock 
alternative. This is baseless concern. The Columbia River water would be transferred directly into the 
irrigation delivery systems and used to irrigate the croplands. The efficiency of the system would allow 
the water to slowly seep back into the ground and acquire Yakima River characteristics before being 
returned to the Yakima River. The idea that salmon would be subjected to false attraction from the 
Columbia River need not be a concern. 

There are serious questions and concerns raised about the water seepage from Black Rock. Of concern 
is the image of water rushing into the underground areas where radioactive wastes are stored on the 
Hanford Reservation and pushing the wastes into the Columbia creating widespread contamination. 
The study should address this concern in a scientific manner bringing the most modern technology and 
engineering to bear upon this concern. Early examination strongly suggests that the seepage would 
gravitate toward the Horn Rapids area not creating a raging river flooding the radioactive waste storage 
areas of Hanford . Further, very little exploration of pumping of the seepage water has been 
documented. It is entirely possible that the estimated 3% water seepage, which is standard on any dam 
built by the BOR, could be pumped down to insignificant amounts and actually used for other irrigation 
purposes, leaving a mere trickle of water that could be easily absorbed into the soil. The BOR has 
allowed irrational fears to drive the public to hysteria rather than allow an informed and reasoned 
approach to this perceived problem materialize. 

02 

The high cost of the project has been exclaimed by many in the public. It is entirely possible that the 
BOR could put the building of Black Rock out to private builders who are experienced in large scale 
projects. The BOR has never built any storage facility the size of Black Rock. Some design engineers 
have suggested they could reduce the cost by one third if they had the option to do a design‐build on 
Black Rock. They maintain they could build Black Rock on budget and on time. This has not been 
thoroughly studied. 

Over hundreds of years the non‐tribal economy has been built at the sacrifice of salmon. The cultural 
icons of the Yakama Nation have literally paid with their lives while the federal and state governments 
have spent many times more than the estimated $6 billion it might cost to construct Black Rock to 
insure the non‐tribal economies thrived. The Yakama Nation need never be bowed and go hat in hand 
to any government seeking money for the successful reintroduction of their Creator given salmon and 
their habitat. By acquiescing to the shrill voices expounding the cost to give water and its sacred life 
back to the Yakima River and all our non‐human brothers and sisters the tribe will suffer the indignation 
of no spring Chinook for its first food feasts. The tribe will make its tribal members live in the past by 
memory only of days when they fished by net at Tuptut and others ancestral grounds. The tribe will 
never realize the full economic benefits of its several hundred thousand acres of agricultural lands and 
its tribal members will be relegated to another generation of waiting for the fulfillment of the federal 
government’s promise to uphold its solemn trust duty to secure the treaty promises of salmon and 
water, among other promises. 

The Yakama Nation should have had a seat at the policy level planning for the best possible future that 
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04 
could be attained for the Yakima River. Early on in this study process the Yakama Nation requested a 
little more than $1 million from the BOR in order to conduct its own cultural study and engineering 
review. They received no favorable response. Instead, the lack of an inclusive public involvement 
process left the most valuable tribal wisdom out of the decision making. No professional and/or 
technical staff can ever substitute for the timeless knowledge of the fishers, hunters, root diggers and 
berry pickers who have the obligation of feeding families and those who gather in our longhouses and 
shaker churches during feasts, memorials, funerals, name‐givings and other holy events. Some of these 
people even get elected to a position on the tribal council and could have spoken for the ones who live 
by nature’s laws but have no language and voice to speak for themselves. 

The Black Rock Reservoir may not be the perfect solution to our water shortage but it is one of the best 
to come along in more than 70 years of apathy and dereliction. A no action alternative is a great 
disservice to humanity and our plant, animal, bird and fish brothers and sisters. 

257



 

  

 
    

  
 

   

  
   

  
  

   
 

  
  

   

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Comment IND-0051 


From:  <FStruck@aol.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008  2:58 PM 
Subject: Black Rock Dam- don't approve it 

Not only is the proposed dam a drain on taxpayers, but also those who are
expected to benefit will not take responsibility for costs. 

It would likely have negative effect on the Hanford clean up and could be a
hazard if the leaks at Hanford aren't fixed. 

Yakima county isn't even limiting wells now and that means they have enough
water- why do this. 

We need to stop diverting water from our rivers- the water is limited and we 
need to live within limits. 

01 
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Comment IND-0052 


From:  Mary Taylor <thetaylorranch@msn.com>
 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008  7:28 AM 

Subject: Black Rock Remarks 


The construction of this proposed dam is wrong. It's way too expensive.
 

It's supposed to be about irrigation, but there is nothing a farmer could

raise that would pay for that water.  

Then it was supposed to be about recreation. But, miles of mud flat created

every year by drawing the water down is not a recreation draw. 

Then it was supposed to be about saving salmon. If everyone was so interested 

in saving salmon, why is there a legal fishing season on them! It's not about 

saving salmon either.

Then, it's supposed to "cure global warming". Now I'm not a scientist, but 

this is extremely far fetched.
 

There is not a single reason that this dam should be constructed and dig so

deeply into the tax payer's pockets. I won't go into all the geology

problems, you know those. Enough said. 


I will talk, again, about my family's mineral rights. We have asked 

repeatedly about them, and to date, not a thing has been said. To cover those 

mineral rights with water could possibly be a major disaster to my family. We 

own a rather large share of them in the Black Rock Valley. We have not waited 

until the last minute to ask, we've been asking right along, and have yet to 

be given any kind of answer. Our place is a multi generational ranch. We are 

VERY VERY MUCH AGAINST this project. 


YBSA will tell you they intend to pump water from the Columbia all year long. 

Yet, come to find out, they are forbidden from pumping in the 2 hottest

months of the year. So you're still going to have the miles of drawdown that 

I spoke of above. I really don't see miles of mud flats being a big tourist

draw!  


YBSA speaks of million dollar homes and gold courses. Excuse me but a LOT of 

this land is privately owned! If people were interested in selling, there

would be for sale signs out. Oh we're old "this is for the greater good". I

don't see how sinking that much money and expecting more every year to the 

amount it would take for cost and maintance can be called "the greater good". 

This state cannot afford it.
 

It's time for all this to stop. It's time for reality to sink in. This 

project is a loser and always has been. Stop spending taxpayer money on it 

and go find a realistic solution. This is not it. Don't listen to YBSA's 

hype. A retired congressmen, used car salesmen, a hop farmer with a measly 10 

acres, are not qualified to give an opinion on a proposed project such as

this. They are not scientists, they are not geologists. They are just wanting 

their name attached to something big. This is nothing more than an ego trip

for them. They do not have the right to spend taxpayers money in such massive 

amounts not to mention commit generations yet unborn to having that over 

their heads for maintance and upkeep! Stick with the facts. The facts do not 

support this project. In fact, the facts shoot this project down as the loser 
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Time to stop living in la la land and be realistic. This project cannot be 
built. 

Mr. Mrs Lynn A. Taylor 
23063 State Route 24 
Moxee, WA 98936 

260




 Comment IND-0053 

  

 From:  Ken and Jocelyn Weeks <kjweeks@embarqmail.com>
  
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Mar 31, 2008 12:52 PM 

Subject:  Black Rock dam 

 
   Greetings:  please abandon this ill advised and economically   
unsupportable plan for the Black Rock Dam...it would seem that the   
Bureau of Reclamation has run out of rational  big dam sites some time   
ago...this idea makes no sense on any grounds. 
1. it is a real looser for taxpayers. with from your own anaysis a   
benefit to cost ration of 16 c  ents on th e dollar...great ag ri-business   
gets the water and taxpayers get the shaft. 
2. The dam would be built on fractured Basalts(!!) in a area of high   
earthquake risk....this is not good thinking. 
3.Leakage from the dam could raise groundwater (of course it will) at   
Hanford Nuclear Reservation, e ventually I would t hink this radioactive   
plume would reach the Columbia river and poison the river for all. All   
of this for agri-business in the Yakima basin?  For those  businesses   
that have lowered the water table by unsustainable practices and now   
want u s to bail them out....with a amazingly ex pensive   
boondoggle....this is nuts. in a nutshell.  
 
   Sincerely, Ken Weeks
 
    4 luftfeld r oad 

    Lyle, WA 
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Comment IND-0054 
 

David Kaumheimer 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

Thank you for this opportunity to mmment on the Draft Planning Report / Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study issued in January 
2008. I have the following concerns with the report: 

1. The report as an overall instrument (a draft plan, draft environmental impact statement 
and a feasibility study) is inconclusive and lacking information critical to fully 
understanding what the impacts would be to the environment of the Black Rock 
Reservoir site and [he region as a whole. The following areas are poorty researched 

and/or presented: 

a. Groundwater 

• Concem that the filling of the reservoir would create a hydraulic head 
that would negatively impact the Hanford Site pushing contaminants 
into the Columbia River. 

• Increasing the vertical elltent of the groundwater (raising the water 
table) down gradient of the reservoir which in turn would create 
springs and streams in areas that have been traditionally dry. This 
muld impact the shrub-steppe community by changing the character 
of the land from arid to semiarid. This could impact the Hanford 
Reach National Monument - Arid lands Ecology Reserve which has 
Cold Creek flowing through it from the urechargeU area of the 
proposed Slack Rock Reservoir. This could change the existing 
biodiversity of the monument from shrub-steppe to a wetter steppe 
environment, which would degrade the purpose why the Hanford 
Reach National Monument was set aside for. 

b. Hanford Reach National Monument Impacts 

• I am pallicularly concerned about maintaining appropriate flows in 
the Columbia River as stated in the Presidential Proclamation of June 

9, 2000 where the Proclamation states, " ... a quantity of water in the 
Columbia River sufficient to fulfill the purpose for which the 
monument is established." If vast amounts of Columbia River water 
are removed to the Yakima River this could Impact water flow In the 
Hanford Reach National Monument. For example, during Spring 
Chinook salmon and native steelhead migration. Critical water levels 
could fall below those necessary to maintain spawning and migration. 
Please note that these are endangered species. 
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c. Impacts to Native American Sites 

• There did not appear to be a full cultural review conducted in the site 
and area of the reservoir. With two significant Paleo Indian sites 

located relatively nearby in Wenatchee (Richie-Roberts Site) Clnd 
Kennewick (Kennewick MCin Site) there is Cllways a chance a significant 
site could be located in the area of the proposed reservoir. 
Particularly if the landscape was wetter 10,000 years ago in the 
reservoir area. 

d. Biological Impacts 

• The EIS seems to be a little shallow regarding the impacts to biota 
particularly in the Columbia River for potential anadromus fish and 
other aquatic biota which need stable river water quantities to meet 

. their life cycles. 

• Removing water from one river (Columbia) with its constituent 
chemicals could impact water quality/constituents of another 
drainage system (Yakima), and therefore, impact the biota of that 
river system. 

e. Chemical Contamination 

• Chemicals within the Columbia River water may exceed state and 
federal standards or could exceed those standards in the future. 
Pumping water which is contaminated from heavy metals from the 
Kellogg Superfund Site upstream of the Columbia in Idaho and the 
Canadian Smelter (across the u.s. border) into the Yakama River 
system is generally not a good idea. What concentrations could build 
up in the Black Rock Reservoir? How could this impact the hUman and 
biological food webs? 

2. Economic impacts do not seem to be fully defined . It would be most helpful if the 
document e>:plained in a dear and concise way what the costs of running the giant 
pumps taking water out of the Columbia River and transporting it to the reservoir would 
be. Also, where will the electricity come from to do this if Hanford starts operating their 

vitrification facility? Will there be enough electricity for both? 

3. The report attempts to do too much at one .tlme. I believe a more focused report on 
Black Rock is justified. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the reports. I appreciate the effort you have 
made to prod uce the report. 

Sincerely, 

Dana Carl Ward 
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David Kaumhelmer 
Environmental Programs Manager 
u.s. Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Fax: (509) 454-5650 
Email: storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov 

U 
C 
A 
0 

Received in Mailroom 

y 
APR 02 2008 F 

0 
Yakima, WashingloJo 

Re: Yakima Storage Study, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: ~ • 
I have the following comment, concemmg the D,aft EIS fo, the Yakima Sto,age St"dy. "'~ 

$..J. mJu. ..... y";"'~, indMi .. ~ ~ ~-.;;;;:J+- . . 
o \ -<- . '? .. . P 

I 

cel 

Sincerely, 

NOTE; These comments must be postmarked, faxed or e-malled by March 31, 2008. 
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Comment IND-0055 
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Yakima, Washington 

COMMENT FORM 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study Draft PR/EIS 

Name (please print leQiblv): Fr-e..B r- I t- /-. PkL~f" 

Oraanlzallon: LI\£''''':£ua. I 

Mailing Address: Po BoX 35)3' 

City, State and Zip Code: c.ocvrc.-v..e. WA- nV.3 

Tele hone: 509-9/'5 -5b '19 E-mail: t'\ (.> I"\. e. 

Request to be placed on tbe mailing list: 
_ I want my nnme put on th~ mailing list to m :eive information on (he Yakima River Basin SlOrage Study. 

_ t want my name J"eIT\(}""d from th is mait ing tist. 

Ptease noto: OUr practice is to make comments . including names, home addresses, noma p11ane numbers and emait 
·addresses of respondents, available for pubtic review. Ind lviduat respoodenlfl may request that we withhold their natTles 
and/or home addresses. etc .. but il you wish us to considerwilhhokting this information yoo m,,"lslati! this prominently at \lie 
beginnIng of your comments. In ildditioo. y<;lU mu, t present iI ratiooale forwithoolding tilts information. This rationale must 
demonstrate that disclosure would constitute a dearly unwarranted invasion of privacy. Unsupported asset1lons wilt not meet 
this blJrden. In \he absence 01 exceptional. documentable ci"cumstances. this Informalion will be released. We witt always 
makll "",Omissions lrom "'lIonilations or businesses, and from individuals ide<1Ufying themselves as representatives or 
offldals of organizations orbusineS1les. available for pubTIc disclosure In tMlr en~f1Ity. 

My comments on tbe Yaldma River Basin Draft Planning ReportiEnvironmental lmpact 
Statement are: 

reierd-,"Ofl/-C/OI""t1.ge'; b,ouJe Iler fA e. Bf!LC K Roc..K 

1.5 I\l!Jt C\.. f'a.r± tk.<x-t "ge..Qs l\ fill fuytAer ~f<A.J.. " 
r I 

CQnsikce..1;Qo« Blo..c.k. RocK n.e-e &.!. +t-.~ tv--a.:sh. c;.o..l""\) 

.so ce.$OL{r c.e. .~ C\"l"'\,dL c.g.~~ c-c,.r. bs,.. <"'<"$e.J/. (2') y ja.ble, 

~e t k ofshett or addit ional shttt~ ~ n~ts~nry) 

You may leave your commenls in ' Ill' box provided or mail , fu, emai l, or t aU in your comments IK-rlll"e Ma rch 31, 
2008, to: David Kaumhe imer, I<: nv ironmen ta l Programs Manager, Dureau of Reclamation, JII17 Ma ... h R oad, 
Yakima, W A 98901-2058; fn (SOli) 454-5650; email sto rngcs.udy@pn.u. br.goY; phone 5011.575-5848, exl. 612. 

~ '4$00> U.S. Department of the Interior 
_~~-- Bureau of Reclamation 

Washington Slate 
Department of Ecology 
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Commenls (continued) 
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Davld kaumhelmer 
Environmental Programs Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamatron 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901 -2058 

Fax: (509) 454- 5650 
Email: storagestudy@pn .usbr.gov 

Re: Yakima Storage Study, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Kaumhelmer: 

~Yed in Mailroom 
U 
C APR 01 2008 
A 
0 

Ya~rma, Vlashingl!l(l 

I have the followIng comments concernIng the Draft Ers for the YakIma Storage Study. 

- \J\t..(k \~(I..<... is 0- I::,(,J idl..'r ..... ~r -rk fud"w, .... ) !"Y",~ ... -..~ 
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Thank you for consldenng my comments. Plea;e add m e to the list to recelv(! USBR's final 
EIS and dedslon In thIs matter. 
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NOTE: These comments must be postmarked, fIXed or e-malled by March 31, 2008. 

F 
p 

01 

02 

03 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Comment IND-0058 


268



 

 
 

 

:PY2-06~'" M~eve 

::t woWJ. I:kc:.. 

I11MU R'1';),d ;~23~y 

c APR 011008 F 
A 0 
o Yakima, Washington 

to c,,-"'" ",,~T 

\ IA -f~vo V( 0 f --tho JS l ",-,,-k Roc.-k-

ReSeV2-VOI v<. . -n...:.S See<M.S +u loe 

-l'k.e !o~ s --t- so l ,,;:t ) a IA --to w <vi e "Z 

s lAo..:;\-"j e f f<' 0 ~I ""'"' <; +0 ~ " V<-~lj,,---UOtA 

~ 5", 1 "'D'" vz.eCCUC':j' 

Ih e V\."j ~~{ vI'. e <A-v'. ","-0 '" "",e",,+ ~ I 
F "'-0 b I e. 1M. S .:wae ~ iA" "'" "'- \ ~ 

-t1A.e '" e "' '' -f; + 5 -j >w",-,t-, 

<!.. .... " \. I I I" :J) U; ,I/l. ( 't 5e~ 

5 1 L( 5"",-+1., h'le< i- Sf

::D""'J +0,"" W A 
Cf93zi? 

Comment IND-0059 


Comments and Responses

269

01 



 

  

  

  
  

 
  
 

 
  
 

 
   

     
    

 
 
  
 

  
     

 
  

 
  
 

   

   
 
  
 

     
  

 
  
 

 
  
 

 

 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Comment IND-0060 


From: "Bob Birney" <bob@pnwsolutions.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Sun, Apr 6, 2008  2:00 AM
 
Subject: Black Rock Storage comments
 

Sirs, 


The Black Rock storage facility is the only viable possibility I am aware
of.  Those who are fighting this proposal fall into two categories IMHO, 
those being the anti-progress crowd (in conjunction with the NIMBY crowd)
and the environmentalist extremists who want man to abandon everything so we 
can set back and watch it from a distance. 

No one opposing this facility have proposed viable options which will 
fulfill the needs of the area! They are simply against this viable proposal 
with minimal technical justification, ignoring the options to deal with
their objections which have some validity. 

Nothing of adequate scale has been done for decades to address the
constantly growing water needs of the area, which affect the state and the 
region by adversely affecting food production, quality of living, etc.  This 
proposed facility will aid the needs of the area for many years to come. 

Please base your decision on the technical facts of the proposal and the 
needs of the Basin for water, NOT the anti-progress pitches of those who are 
fighting this proposal yet offer no options. 

01 

I support the proposed facility. 

Robert Birney 

1858 Kapalua Avenue 

Richland, WA. 99352 
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Comment IND-0061 
 

  

 From:  "Julie Titone" <juti.one@gmail.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Sun, Apr 6, 2008 12:29 PM 

Subject:  Black Rock would be a black mark 
 
 
I'm writing to protest the Black Rock Dam or other proposal to store water 

that could potentially spread radioactive contamination from the Hanford 

nuclear site.  The risks of failure are simply too great.  We can't build 

our way out of most water supply problems. Our state and federal governments 

should  focus instead on water conservation and forest preservation. 

 
  
 
Sincerely, 

 
  
 
Julie Titone 

 
Pullman, WA 
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From: <Aljohay@aol.com>
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>
Date:  4/14/2008 7:54:08 PM
Subject: conservation 
 
Mr. David Kaumheimer, 
 
I have farmed in BK 15 for 50 years,now retired. I feel well 
informed in subject such as water loss . I know I have lost an 
argument in the Federal Court . I believe that water loss is man 
made. Now one knows the out come until the damage is done, often
times. 
 
I believe that Rick Leaumont ,understand the out come of the
Black Rock dam. 
I support his position.
Alton Haymaker 
  
aljohay@ aol.com 
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 Comment IND-0063 

Fr om:   Daniel Hawley <sweepboat@cox.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>
  
Date:   Wed, Feb 27, 2008 11:46 AM
  
Subject:   Black Rock Dam  

 
 
Feb 27, 2008 

 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 

 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 

 
I wish to comment on the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility 

Study/Draft Planning Report and Environmental Impact Statement. 

The statement fails to consider th at there are mo re environmentally
 
and economically viable alternatives to new dams. Water conservation 

and efficiency should be considered. 

 
The draft study makes clear that the proposed Black Rock dam should be
 
abandoned.  It is overly expensive, economically inviable, and a
 
potential environmental disaster. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Mr. Daniel Hawley
 
PO Box 49 

Ketchum, ID 83340-0049 
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 Comment IND-0064 

  
From: <klarichcj@charter.net>
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>
Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2008 12:41 PM
Subject:  Testimony on EIS 
 
Attention: Mr. David Kaumheimer 
 
Attached is my response to the Draft Planning
Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Yakima River Basin
Water Storage Feasibility Study. 
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 Purpose of and Need for Action 
 The Black Rock Project 

The purpose of the Storage Study funded by Congress and the State of Washington is to 
evaluate plans that would create additional water storage for the Yakima River Basin. 
The need for the Study is based on the finite existing water supply and limited storage 
capability of the Yakima River Basin. 

The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) stated when they started the Storage Study, ''the 
Federal Government will not pay for the complete Black Rock project". State, local, and 
private funds will have to help pay for the Black Rock project. With that policy in mind 
why did the Storage Study only look at the National Economic Development (NED) 
benefits and draw the conclusion the NED benefits amount to only 16 cents on the dollar. 
The true benefit package should include both State and Local benefits if the Federal 
Government requires local participation in the cost? 

Was the process used to scare the public by saying the project was not cost effective? 
The Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land 
Resources Implementation Studies (P&G) present four accounts for the evaluation and 
display to compare storage alternatives. These accounts are National Economic 
Development (NED), Regional Economic Development (RED), Environmental Quality 
(EQ) and Other Social Effects (OSE). 

The RED examines how the regional and local economies are affected by the alternatives. 
It measures employment, industry output, construction expenditures, farm income, and 
recreati onal spending and focuses on economic impacts to the local region. 

The EQ evaluated water resources, fish, vegetation, water quality, threatened and 
endangered species, and land use. 

The OSE examines social effects of environmental justice, recreation, and public health. 

The RED, EQ, and OSE were buried in the Storage Study and were not mentioned or 
taken into consideration when the Bureau announced the benefits was only 16 cents on 
the dollar. 

Why did the BOR announce the results of their evaluation only on the National Economic 
Development NED without mentioning the local and regional benefits? The local and 
regional (RED) benefits would exceed the ratio of $1.00 benefit for each $1.00 of cost 
without taking into account the EQ and OSE evaluations. 

Why spend the money on a study and not recommend the only alternative that meets the 
criteria set by Congress??? 

p 

Comments and Responses

01 

02 

03 

275



The Storage Study Needs to Consider the Following 
Prior 10 Calculaling Ihe Cosll8enelil Ratio 

Fish 

The Storage Study doe~ not include the value of Sal mon Recovery benefi t~ by the mack Rock 
Project even though hundreds of millions of dollars are spent in the nOlthwest annually to restore 
salmon1 With additional water and more habitat the Yakima River will become a "fi sh factory". 
Only with additional waler for instream Ilow can we restore the S:llmon mns. 

Yabma Nation 

With additional water, Treaty Rights can be met. Salmon. as a traditional palt of the Yakama· s 
culture and subsistence, will be available. The Supplementary Hatchery can be expanded. 'l11e 
social elTects of the Black Rock project are enormous. 

Climate Change 

The Storage Study docs not include impacts related to cl imate change. Additional storage (Black 
Rock) will be needed to meet the water suppl y demands due to climate change. With an 
increased winter mnoff due to wimer precipitation as rain rather than snow and a decrease in 
snowpack, which histori cally provides more than 50% of our needed water supply. c limate 
change will leave us with drought conditions every few years. 

Agriculture 

The Storage Study does not include all the benefits related to agriculture1 The value is applied 
based upon the years when proratable irri gation districts would receive less than 70% of their 
water supply and only to net farm income. The losses based upon reduction of agriculture jobs, 
purchascs of supplies and C(luipment , manufacturing of necded supplies for harvcsting and 
shipping locally. nationall y. and exports wcre not given a val ue to our regi on or State . 

Recreation 

The Storage Study did not include recreation constructi on imp.1cts around a large body of water. 
The value of building-out around the lake, includi ng resort development was omitted from the 
evaluation even though a recrelltion study by a consulting firm showed a large impact. A 
destination reSOlt with all the amenities devclolXd over the next 50 to "100 years will provide a 
huge benefit to the region and the State. 

Energy 

The Storage Study did not include all the hydropower benefits that can be developed. Power 
ge neration from return Ilow to the Columbia River could generate needed power to assist in the 
alternate power generation requirements and future needs for additional powerthat will oceur 
due to climate change. 

Jobs 
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The Storage Study did not include all the jobs lost that occur when there is a drop in farm 
production. Iligher unemployment occurs. Purchases are reduced and construction jobs are lost. 
Tax revenues are reduced which affect out counties. cities. and schools ability to provide servi ces 
and II ripple efTcct occurs in the Yakima Basin' s economy. F 
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Comment IND-0065 


From:  Jennifer Wynkoop <olsonjwindy@yahoo.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Wed, Feb 27, 2008 12:16 PM
 
Subject: Black Rock Dam Proposal-Not the right solution
 

Feb 27, 2008
 

Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 


Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 

Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and

Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 

The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 

the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to

build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives

fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable

alternatives to new dams, including aquifer storage and recovery,

water conservation and efficiency, more robust water markets, aquifer

recharge, or a combination thereof.
 

The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 

non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the

study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 

dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 

alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 

will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 

policies in the Yakima River basin. 

One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 

should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 

proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 

tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 

top of that, the leaky reservoir has the potential to cause 

radioactive groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to

impact the Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water 

supply for downstream communities. Money to further study the dam 

could be better spent on studying feasible alternatives.  In 

particular, aquifer storage and recovery is growing in popularity

throughout the southwest where water resource issues have reached a 

critical level. The State of Washington should invest resources in

exploring this exciting new technology that potentially has far fewer 

environmental impacts than traditional dam and resevoir structures.

The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned in favor of using a more 

environmentally friendly and cost effective alternatives. There is no

need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars studying this risky and 

expensive proposal. 

Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study.
 

Sincerely,
 

Ms. Jennifer Wynkoop

3020 N 31st St 

Tacoma, WA 98407-6409
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My concern with the Black Rock project is the lack of a real EIS study. A brief review of 
the proposal does not seem to satisfy the true scope and depth needed for a venture of this 
magnitude. 
Just the possibility of an effect on the ground water on the Hanford site needs a through 
review by competent engineering personnel that have only a professional interest in the 
project. 
Also the return on the taxpayer's dollar is less than minimal if the figures that were 

published in the Tri City Herald are accurate. 

Jack Dawson ~ 

f ;l.-?,~ 

D 
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 Comment IND-0067 

 From:   "Craig F. Miller" <craigfmiller@comcast.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:   Thu, Feb 28, 2008  8:02 PM 
Subject: Dams 
 
Hello, 
 
  
 
I recommend against the proposed new Black Rock Dam, Wymer Dam, and Wymer 
Dam pump exchange. 
 
  
 
Washington state has a duty to protect and allocate water for the common 
good. These dams would dry up our rivers, deplete our drinking water 
aquifers, harm fish and wildlife, and risk our water future. Economically 
these projects do not make good sense. 
 
  
 
I oppose these new dams. Please support sensible water policies for our 
state. 
 
  
 
Thank you. 
 
  
 
  
 
Craig Miller 
 
405 Prospect St   Apt 202 
 
Seattle, WA   98109 
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 Comment IND-0068 

  

 From:  "Mark Hamlin" <mrhamlin@sisna.com>
  
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Fri, Feb 29, 2008 12:42 AM 

Subject:  Black Rock Dam debacle
  
 
To anyone who claims to care what people think and what is really good for 

our future,
  
 
With all due respect, how long do you think it will take to realize that 

this i dea w as misguided? Just how s ustainable is this kind of d evelopment? 

Are we re ally looking t o a healthy future for life in this region? I do  n=t 

think this is a good solution. Ho lding water wi ll no t increase the q uantity
 
or help protect the quality. It will create more problems though. If making
 
money is one of the motivations, we s hould c onsider who that will benefit
 
and for how long and who will really pay for it. I don=t want to pay for it. 

If you are considering supporting such a foolish scheme, please reconsider.
  
 
Thank you, 

 
Mark Hamlin
  
8010 E. South River Way
 
Spokane, WA  99212-1811
  
home: 509-922-0940
  
fax: 509-924-7295 

mobile: 509-999-9759 

<mailto:mrhamlin@sisna.com> 
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Comment IND-0069 
 

  

From:   "Ellen Smith" <smithem55@gmail.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:   Fri, Feb 29, 2008  1:01 PM 

Subject:  No Black Rock Dam 

 
To: US Bureau of Reclamation 

Upper Columbia Area Office 

1917 Marsh Road 

Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

 
RE: Stop the Proposed Black Rock Dam Project 

 
I am writing to state my opposition to the Black Rock Dam project.  As I 

understand it, this new dam would be located on the Columbia River just 5 

miles above the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, the Hanford Reach wildlife 

areas, and residents of the Tri-Cities, where I have family.  Seepage from 

the dam could affect the nuclear waste stored on the Hanford and help flush 

it into the Columbia.  And, according to your office and the Washington 

Dept. of Ecology, the Black Rock Dam would return 16 cents on the dollar 

spent to build and operate it.  This project makes no financial sense and is 

a hazard to the health of populations downstream. 

 
Please include my comments in public response to this project. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Ellen M. Smith 
 
7116 Greenwood Ave. N #402 

Seattle, WA 98103 
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Comments and Responses

From:  Jon Soest <jfs@seanet.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Fri, Feb 29, 2008  1:14 PM 

Subject: Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  


Feb 29, 2008 


Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 


Dear Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin

Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 

Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 


As a contributer to the Wenatchee River Watershed Plan for many years, 

I know that there are many other alternatives for providing water to
 
our area. The same is true for the Yakima area.  Please consider 

other  more efficient and less costly alternatives and drop the Black 

Rock proposal.

As a physicist, I have great concerns about the radioactive waste in

the Hanford area.  No proposal should even be considered at all until 


the Hanford waste problems are finally and completely cleaned up.  And 

I don't mean just talk about it, I mean clean it up.  We cannot put 


our future generations at risk because of short-sighted and uneconomic 

proposals like this one. 

Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study.
 

Sincerely, 


Dr. Jon Soest 

18150 River Rd
 
Leavenworth, WA 98826-9218 
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 Comment IND-0071 


  

From:   <cgopher4582@charter.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:   Sat, Mar 1, 2008  4:53 AM 

 
I definitely do 100 percent beleave in the black rock reservoir. We need it 
during the time when there are drought times and the salmon wont get confused 
they are not as dumb as those people think they are, I mean those people are 
not salmon them selve ARE THEY. The black rock reservoir is worth the cost 
and it would pay for it self the very first time when we and the farmers 
around here get a drought.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my opinion. 
 
Carl M. Jensen  
507 N 4th Av #602 
Pasco, Wa. 99301 
 
509-494582 
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Comment IND-0072 


From: "Marshall Goldberg" <mfgold@comcast.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Sun, Mar 2, 2008 11:17 AM
 
Subject: Public Comment on Proposed Black Rock Dam
 

To Whom It May Concern:
 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Black Rock Dam.  


The dam will be located 5 miles above the Hanford Nuclear Reservation (HNR). 

This is an earthquake prone area. Such an event could cause the dam to 

collapse and then wash across the HNR, thereby releasing nuclear waste 

downstream.  Since the HNR has not been cleaned up, this prospect is

especially worrisome. Moreover, seepage from this dam would accelerate the 

Columbia River migration of the radioactive waste plumes that are currently

under the HNR.
 

Given this potential for such an egregious environmental catastrophe, I

believe a decision to approve this project would be reprehensible and 

completely irresponsible.
 

Marshall Goldberg, M.D.

Oak Harbor, WA
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 Comment IND-0073 

Received

U ~t
C MAR 
A 

27 Febru~r/l/j\5al'

Kim McCartney 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901 

Dear Mr. McCartney: 

Thank you for your time on Wednesday evening, 27 February 2008. 

Here are the questions I could not find the answers to (admittedly my search was 
limited) in the documents on the CDs I received. If you could provide me with paper 
copies or where to find the answers on the disks, I would appreciate it. 

1) Water pumped into storage, especially if it is to be held for long periods, will 
disappear from storage due to evaporation or leakage (infiltration). As a result the 
amount of water available for use will be diminished (the leakage will reappear 
elsewhere, potentially in places where it may be recovered but at a lower elevation so 
that the energy of pumping it will have been wasted). Have the losses been estimated 
as a fraction of the water pumped and across the multiyear storage scenario? 

2) Climate scientists are warning us not to use the past as a guide for the future, but are 
not providing clear guidance on what to expect in the future - either changes in total 
annual precipitation for an area or the form and availability (what fraction will be snow 
and when would it be expected to melt). How sensitive to different possible future 
climates are the models for increasing storage? 

Thank you for your help in finding the answers to these questions. 

Sincerely, 

, / 7 /-~ . . / 
/)~~? V-~- t7'------
phelps fi:Jeborn 

i./ 3408 Taylor Way 
Yakima, Washington 98902 
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Comment IND-0074 


27 February 2008 

River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study Draft PR/EIS 

The problem whim the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study is to consider is: 
how do we address the mismatch between the irrigation water consistently available and the 
area currently under Irrigation. That is our "wants' appear to be greater than ~Is possible~ 
using water from the Yakima River. There are two approaches to "solving" the problem - 1) 
Increasing the amount of water available during years with iow precipitation (indudlng years 
with adequate precipitation but too much run olf early In the season which cannot be captured 
by the existing storage facilities) and 2) reducing the area under Irrigation to match the water 
available. 

As I understand the situation, the Bureau of Redamation can study the first approach but not 
the second, but Ecoiogy can consider both. 

Many of the speakers on Wednesday evening, 27 February 2008, explicitly or Implicitly stated 
that they would not consider the second approach and most of them equated the second 
approach with totally eliminating irrigated agriculture In the basin. Many of the speakers also 
assumed that growth in agriculture and population, etc., was inevitable, good and necessary. 

The earth Is finite and as Malthus pointed out ccnturi~ ago, growth cannot continue 
Indefinitely when there is only a finite resource available, e.g., water or land. The current 
world population has exceeded the expectations of people like Paul Ehrlich due to the Green 
Revolution and related advances. Unfortunately, most of the advances have significant (often 
not obviOUS or hidden) costs. The ones I am aware of Ind ude: overappropriation of water 
(see RWhen the Rivers Run DrY' by Fred Pearce, for several examples, both surface and 
groundwater), contamination of rivers and other waters by pesticides, and Increases In 
nutrients in surface waters due to the use of fertilizers imported Into the drainage from 
elsewhere resulting in deterioration of water quality (for example, the Yakima River from 
Prosser to the mouth). As a species, we are smart enough to understand these problems, the 
challenge Is are we smart enough to change our practices and forestall even worse problems 
which are likely to result from continuing to believe In Indefinite growth. 

The problem to be solved is that the amount of precipitation which lands In the Yakima Basin 
Is finite and our desires are potentially infinite (certainly more than is conSistently available) . 
This same problem Is true of the larger Columbia Basin, with proposals to take Columbia River 
water to meet the desires In the Odessa basin and the Umatilla, Oregon area. In the United 
States, water problems of insuffiCient water availability are widespread: the depletion of the 
Ogallala Aquifer, the shortfa ll In the Colorado Basin, the drought in the southeastern United 
States this year, and there have been terribly water short years In many areas of the UnIted 
States In the past decade or so which I cannot cite by date. The problem in the Yakima Basin 
Is not uniqu.e. So, if we "solve- the problem for the Yakima River by taking water from the 
Columbia River (there Is a contention that it will only be -rerouted" through ~he Yakima River 
with no net loss to the Columbia below the mouth of the Yakima which is approximately true 
but does not appear to be correct - evaporative losses from the increased storage won't be 
returned to the river and In water short years there will be a net transfer out of the Columbia, 
perhaps at a t ime which Is " less" critical for now in the river), this model cannot be applied to 
all of the areas with water shortages now, and it will be more true in the future if populations 
and desires continue to grow. 

The solution to the problem for the Yakima Basin should be a solution which can be widely 
applied, that Is not a solution of the sort characterised as ~robblng Peter to pay Paul- . That is 
water use In the Yakima Basin should be limited to the water available in the basin and not 
create the nightmares currently plaguing california as a result of their attempts to move water 
across long distances and many watersheds. 

There arc several potential approaches to reducing the water needs In the basin to match the 
water available. These include: 1) foregoing the fisheries (one speaker cleariy did not want to 
see this approach taken and I agree - we should leave a healthy environment with as wide a 
diversity as we inherited to our descendants), 2) having the government buyout enough 
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j unior water right holders to assure the remaining junior water right holders can expect 
adequate water in all but the most extreme (not seen to date) years [I would set the lands 
acquired aside as wildlife preserves available to the taxpayers who bought the lands]. or 3) 
the landowners with junior water rights could purchase a large block and dedicate only a 
fraction (e.g., one third, given that durin!l short years in the past there was only a third as 
much water available as was wanted) of the land to crops which require a reliable water 
source and plant the remainder in crops appropriate to the water availability that year 
(including fallow in some years). My preference is for government acquisition of rand, but at a 
larger fraction and setting some of the water rights obtained aside to Increase instream flows 
so that there would be additional flows available for fish every year, even in water short years. 
The last choice is apparently available now and requires little or no government action (I am 
not an expert on water law in Washington, so there may be some issues with consolidating the 
water usage on a small part of one's acreage instead of spreading it across the entire acreage 
within the irrigation district, which might have to be addressed). This choice would not 
improve flows for fish but would appear to cost the taxpayer nothing. Given the history cited 
in "Cadillac Desert" and the apparent ratio of costs to potential profits for the Black Reservoir, 
constructing additional storage and pumping facilities will be at taxpayer expense, with only 
indirect benefits to the general taxpayer and considerable benefits to the owners of lands 
which can move from annual crops to perennial crops as appears to be the intent of the Black 
Rock proponents. 

1 am disappointed that the options for reducing the amount of irrigation water needed rather 
than increasing the availability of water for irrigation did not receive greater discussion. The 
last two of my proposals would not result in transferring taxpayers' money to irrigators, which 
is what the increased storage proposals appear to be. My third proposal above is an 
elaboration of what would be possible (and in fact likely with further consolidation of land 
holdings if there is no hope for additional water) under the "no action alternative". 

Another area which did not seem to receive sufficient discussion is the assumption that 
conditions in the past are sufficient to predict the future. Admittedly, the prognostications for 
climate and preCipitation are consistently that it will be different in the future than it has been 
for the last century or two, but how different is unclear, both in direction and magnitude. 
Banking on the effectiveness of increased storage, is a gamble that there will be no net 
decrease in preCipitation in the future, just a change in timing or timing of runoff. The model 
of reducing the area Irrigated can be applied over and over if need be, or even reversed if the 
situation warrants such a change. 

Phelps Freeborn 
3409 Yakima Avenue 
Yakima, Washington 98902 
(!;09) 454-0871 
no e-mail address 
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.520 Carpenter Rd. 

Gra!'!ger , ' fA 98932 
Feb. 27 . 2103 

U. S. Bureau of necll.rl\atbn 
De?ar unent of the Inl;erio r 
1917 Mar !lh Rd, 
Yakima , iiA 98901~?'053 
Attn. Mr . David Kaumhei"ler 

Dear Sirs : 

As a landoto"!'ler and a. farmer on the Roza Irrigation District I wish 
to \~eigh in on behalf of the proooslld 8lttck Rock Storage reservoir . 

He !limply mus t have mor e storage available in the Yaki!lla basin. I 
have suffered throul!:h several dro~hts since I took over t ile f ami ly filnn 
i n 1975 after the death of my father. The last one in 200.5 just about 
!"ulnoo. 1118 . Wh .. t Nas tota.l1y r ui '\!!O. was II. beautiful nlllt seoo.1ng of alfalfa 
planted t he preceding fall . 

The benefits to salmon and to recreation have not been valued 1n the 
study . I rea11u it is difficult to do . Ifiththe gl"O·rt.h of the oity of 
yakima there will be an 1ncre~sing de~and for the municipal water supply. 

Yours truly, 

B~~q~ 

Re~elvecl In Mailroom 

PR':'>- 11D 
MAR 031008 

Yakima, Washin!llOf} 

y 
F 
0 

CJ 

Comment IND-0075 


Comments and Responses

289

01 



 

 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Comment IND-0076 


290

01 



 

 

U 
C 
A 
o 

Received In Mailroom 

P'~ 

MAR 06 1008 

bingloll 

y 
F 
o 

p 

-'.1,1 
" Cf/f'_1To Yabnc. WESGovernor Chris Gregoire and 

/ To U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Columbia 

(RE: Black Rock Darn 

I'm writing to oppose the Black Rock Oam as its location is just five miles above the 
Hanford Nuclear Reservation in an earthquake prone area. The additional risks of 
adding a dam to an already huge environmental problem is irresponsible to say the 
least. I'm very concerned about Hanford already! 

The return on each dollar spent on the Black Rock Darn is 16 cents, on Wymer Dam 29 
cents and Wymer Dam pump exchange seven cents according to U,S. Bureau of 

Reclamation and WA Dept. of Ecology. 

While the State has a duty to protect and allocate water for the common good, these 
series of new dam proposals just are not sensible water policies. 

Regards, 

'J~ \tZ\licJL 
Jeanne Poirier 
P.O. Box 228 
Cashmere, WA 98815 

• -;/
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Comment IND-0078 


From:  <bobpatcolyer@aol.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Mon, Mar 10, 2008  4:13 PM 
Subject: New dams on the Columbia River 

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

01 

292

mailto:storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov
mailto:bobpatcolyer@aol.com


 

  

 From:  <Bluebotl@aol.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Tue, Mar 11, 2008  5:06 PM 
Subject:  black rock dam 
 
Dear USBR, 
 
I'm writing to express my opposition to the Black Rock Dam, the Wymer Dam and 
the Wymer Dam pump exchange.   These dams, according to the U.S. Bureau of  
Reclamation and the Washington Department of Ecology will return much less in 
benefits than they will cost to build and operate. 
 
Perhaps more importantly, The Black Rock Dam is sited on 5 miles above the  
Hanford Nuclear Reservation in an area that is earthquake prone.   Should  
this   
dam be built and then collapse, water could flood across the nuclear  
reservation releasing reactive waste that cause severe damage from the Quad 
Cities to   
Astoria, Portland and Vancouver.   Even were that now to happen, flumes of  
radioactive wastes are already are moving toward the Columbia river.    Dam 
seepage  
would only exacerbate t his problem.  
 
Thank you f or your ti me a nd consideration of my c  omments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Joe Ginsburg 
12210 Densmore Ave. N. 
Seattle, WA 98 133-7729 
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u. S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

'!.!l 
.~ ." .:-" , .'; 

, ~lO~. it ~ay,~ptlcem: 
. ' ,'. •. . _ '''_ ', . I 

!.am writing.to 'y,Oll regarding the Black Rock Dam project. 

J'he Black Roc~ - Dam .. proposal does not make economic sense. It would return just 16 
cents

.~-

.for each 
~

doDa
-

r, spent to build and operate it. These figures, from the Department of 
Ecology and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. indicate to me that in these recessionary times, 
this ",aula not be a wise investment. 

The location propo~ for the dam 5 miles above the Hanford Nuclear Reservation also 
does not make sense. This is an earthquake prone area so the risk of collapse cannot be 
discounted. If the dam were to collapse, a radioactive wave from Hanford would be 
released across the area ranging from the Quad Cities to Portland and even to Astoria. 
Then there is dam seepage. Dam seepage has the potential for accelerating the plumes of 
radioactive waste already migrating toward the Columbia River. 

I oppose this dam for the reasons cited above. I aJso oppose the proposed Wymer Dam 
and Wymer Dam pump ex.change because they too would not be economically viable. 

Please do not build these dams. Please support more sensible water policies for our state. 

Thank you, _ -I? 
'l'N-LvLall or "if 

Meredith Long U 
45 Chum Lane 
Riverside, WA 98849 
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February 28, 2008 

Black Rock Reservoir Proposal 

The proposal to build the Black Rock Reservoir is extremely short sighted to say the 
least. The astronomical cost ofthc project and the impact on the environment not oruy at 
the site of the reservoir but the paths of the pipelines are not the main points of concern. 

Please research the history of other projects that havc been proposed that would have 
impacted the Hanford Reservation. Two examples that comc to mind were the Ben 
Franklin Dam to be placed across the Colwnbia River near the 300 Area and the burial 
site for hazardous waste (BWlP) that was proposed in the Cold Creek Valley near the 200 
East and 200 West areas. These projects were haIted when it was made apparent that the 
geology and ground water would not aJ low either project to continue. 

Pay attention to these facts. Listen to the geologists and sciences that have studied the 
problem of radioactive contamination under Hanford. All the real estate development. 
additional water for farmers, and economic growth will disappear if the watcr from Black 
Rock were to cause this contamination to reach the Columbia River. Such a happening 
would impact the entire Northwest and bring our now thriving area to a halt 

Murrel Dawson 
9614 Vincenzo Drive 
Pasco, WA 99301 

Phone: (501) 55 1-9920 
jmdawson@clearwire.net 
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Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Office 
j"ir. David Kraumheimer i Bnv. Proj. Hanager 
1917 }Iarsh Road 
Yakima, );,[A 98901-205E 

fAr. Krawnheimer; 

:\m h'ri ting to express my concern about the proposed Yakima 
River Basin Hater storage plansl. The cost of the Black 
Rock Dam is 6.7 billion plus .... and estima-t.ed return is 
16 cents on the dollar ... Not profitable .. '.}onder./, if 
developers Hill be the big Hinners? 

Also have concerns about dam (;: reservoir seepage into the 
radioactive Hastes under the Hanford Reservation that are 
moving into the Columbia River. Surely this 1,;ill hasten 
the movement of these Hastes ... and I'li th Federal financial 
crunch; the cleaning up of' these Hastes is not a top federal 
priori ty .. 

I urge you to reconsider your plan for this reservoir and 
the dams. ·"hank you .. 

~~~4?A 
G"Hen Rai-lllngs 
7 South Reed 
Kenne\4ick, ':Iii 99336 
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Comments and Responses

From: "EDGAR A MEYER" <emeyer2@verizon.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Thu, Mar 13, 2008  7:46 PM 

Subject: Black Rock Dam proposal
 

Just the threat of groundwater movement from a large reservoir to the 

radioactive-contaminated water under the Hanford area adding to the risk of 

Columbia River contamination should end this proposal. 


Thank you for considering this view. 


Edgar A Meyer M.D. 

105 Chase Ave.
 
Cashmere, WA 

98815
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From:  "Dennis Neuzil" <dennisneuzil@foxinternet.com>
 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Thu, Mar 13, 2008  1:46 PM 

Subject: Reject Black Rock and Wymer dam proposals
 

Dear US Bureau of Reclamation Upper Columbia Office:
 

Please reject and drop the Black Rock and Wymer dam proposals.  These dam
 
proposals are both ecologically and economically unsound and do not support

sound water resources policy for Washington state and the Pacific Northwest. 


Dennis  Neuzil, Dr.Eng., P.E

Civil Engineer, retired

2307 - 94th Avenue NE
 
Clyde Hill, WA 98004
 
Tel 425-455-1419  (Fax 425-454-9122) 

Email: dennisneuzil@foxinternet.com
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 From:  <tajenkins@pol.net>  
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:   Sun, Mar 16, 2008  2:13 PM 
Subject:   oppose new Columbia R dams 
 
 
 
I am writing to oppose the construction of new dams on the Columbia River, 
for 
reasons of safety, financial viability, and  environmental health.  The  Black  
Rock Dam is not a good investment for the public, with expenses far 
outweighing 
benefits.  In addition it poses an unacceptable safety risk of flooding of 
unstable  nuclear waste at Hanford.  Finally we  are moving towards reducing 
dam 
obstructions to our Northwest Rivers, to restore the health of salmon and 
river  
habitat.  Please do not go forward with the Black Rock Dam, Wymer Dam, or the 
Wymer Dam Pump exchange. 
Thank you for your attention. 
Tracy Ouellette, 
MD  14078 MacTaggart Ave., Bow, WA 98232 
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March 14, 2008 

Dave Kaumhelmer 
US Bureau of Reclamation 

Pacific NW Region 
i 9 i 7 ivlarsn R.oad 
Yakima, W A. 98901-20058 

RE: No to Black Rock 

Dear Mr. Kaumhelmer: 

Black Rock Reservoir is a threat to the NW with Hanford only 5 miles away and contaminated 
ground water already leaking into the Columbia River. The DOE report on seepage impacts from pollution 
under Hanford must be included in any evaluation of Black Rock. The pressure to store water is reflected 
all over the Western United States and Canada, and the planning is rushed and inadequate. It is similar to 
the planning that left us without fish ladders along the Columbia at Grand Coulee. 

Do not give in to immediate pressures at the expense of sound, long range planning. This planning needs 
to include Canadians, Oregonians and all stake holders. The pressure is only going to increase so saying No 
now to rushed planning and loud efforts to force things through is a good policy. Do not accept the Black 
Rock EIS. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Evans 
434 Orondo Avenue 
Wenatchee, WA. 98801 
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David Kaumheimer 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901·2058 

JamCs Daniel Kinney Jr. 
207 Santa Roza Dr 
Yakima Wa. 

March 21, 2008 
Draft Planning ReportlEnvironmental Imp:lct Statement 
Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 

Dear Mr. Kawnheimcr, 

Thank you for allowing me to comment regarding thc Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study. 

As a resident and busincssman in Yakima for over 40 years, I have worked to provide a 
viable community, one that is both economically prosperous and offers the recreational 
opportunities of the Great Northwest. 1 believe that water is a very important ingredient 
in our lives here in Central Washington. Truly the water has turned the desert to into the 
Fruit Bowl of the Nation, and is the lifeblood of our valley. 

As a member ofllie Yakima River Watershed Counci l's Storage Committee (Fonned 
1994), 1 studied and ICllmed a great deal about the water needs and uses throughout the 
Yakima Valley. In June 1998 the Yakima River Watershed Council issued a Report with 
the fo llowing Recommendation: 

Recommends pursuing the least cost, least ecologically damaging, surface watcr 
storage reser"oirs as :l potential way of making water a"ailable during the water 
short years for the recovery of the basin at risk fish species and the legitimate 
needs of the current agricultural and municipal base. 

In reviewing the Black Rock Study plan with Ihis recolllmendation in mind, Ihe main 
problem I find with this Feasibility Study is thai Black Rock is ccrtainly NOT a least cost 
ProposaL With Total Project Cost of$4.5 Billion, and Annual Operational costs of$60 
million this solution is too expensive for waler users and taxpayers alike. I might add 
that it is also NOT very energy efficient - With annual pumping costs of$50 million. 
Thai's enough energy for 54,000 bomes, which would require the construction of another 
wind farm, the size of the Wild Horse Project above Ellensburg, to produce that much 
energy. 

Black Rock looks to me like it's an overblown solution. Why is the Dam so large? 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS
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Black Rock would store 1.3 million acre-feet of water behind a 7oo-foot-bigh dam - A 
dam higher and longer than Grand Coulee that holds back the Mighty Columbia. 
The main driver of this Study has been the goal to provide 70-percent ofprora!able 
entitlements, but Black Rock would impound almost 3 Vl times the amount of water that 
would be needed to bring the Junior Water Districts to 70% of their entitlement in the 
worst year on record, 1994, when they received only 37% of their entitlement. [800,000 
ac-ft May-Sepl - 425,000 available (proration of May-Sept) :: 375,000 additional supply 
for proratable entitlement at 70% (717,000 needed for 100% entitlement)) 

The National Economic Development Benefit Cost mtio ofanly 16 cents shows the true 
fol ly ofthi5 proposal, There has already been far too much spent on this unacceptablc 
proposal, By contrast the more conservative Bumping Lake Enlargement could produce 
a 425,000 ac ft incrcase - Bureau o r Reciamation study estimated the cost to bui ld it in 
1983 would have been $ 151 million, and annual operating costs of$loo,OOO. I am sure 
that adjusting those figures to 2007 Cost estimates would fall far short or the Black Rock 
$4.5 Billion price tag. 

The Golf courses, Resorts, and the real estate boom, that proponents' talk about are pure 
speculation and definattly should not be used as justification for increased irrigation 
storage. Recreational Values, and Commercial ventures are truly pie in the sky. And, 
how can the operational objective to maintain Black Rock reservoir at full capacity be 
achieved, when the Columbia River Basin Management Water Management Program has 
already stated thaI withdrawals of water from the Columbia River in July and August 
would be prohibited. Are not July and August not only the prime Recreational months, 
as well as the months of highest irrigation demand? How could the Black Rock lake 
level be maintained with No water supply during the largest two months of demand? 

I have one additional Concern, that of Groundwater movement to Hanford which could 
possibly wash contaminanents into the Columbia River. Proponents have offered the 
idea of sealing the reservoir bollom or construction of a collection system, Unfortunately 
the Dam is proposed to be bui lt atop raults that are associated with the Yakima Fold Bclt, 
in an area of relatively high earthquake potential. Surely the darn will be designed to 
withstand seismic activity, but what assurances will we have that an earthquake will not 
shift the rock structures under the earth and permit both leakage and increased seepage of 
groundwater. 
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Fr om:  Joseph Caggiano <jacagg@verizon.net>
  
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2008  1:40 PM 

Subject:  Black Rock Reservoir
  
 
To Whom It May Concern:
  
 
I oppose the construction of B  lack Rock Dam and R eservoir.  While it
    
might benefit a few farmers, on balance, it would be a negative for 
  
the area.   I oppose the reservoir on several grounds: 

 
1. Financial 
 A projected return of $.16 per dollar invested i s another wa y of   
saying that $.84 of every dollar will be lost.  The economics do not    
make sense under any circumstances.   I do not want the U.S.    
Government borrowing more money from China or other foreign   
government to fund a pr oject o f dubious value.  Even i f there a re   
offsetting cost factors, such as creating a recreational la ke w ith   
attendant homes and development, this would be private money and not   
affect th e taxpayers share of the c osts of t his f acility.  The only   
possible benefit would be increased taxes for the jurisdictions   
affected.  Not w orth the risk and the po tential e ffects on the   
ecosystem of the area, including the potential effects on anadromous   
fish, notably salmon.  
 
2. Geological 
 One abutment of the reservoir would be built above a fault with a    
significantly thick zone of fault gouge.   Not only does this present   
challenges for foundation stability and stability of the resulting   
reservoir, but r eservoir induced seismicity is well known from other   
areas of the world.  Given that this structure would be built on a    
fault and l eakage from the reservoir could r each the f ault zone,   
thereby reducing shear stress along the fault plane, the potential   
for reservoir-induced s eismicity is i ncreased.  Should a ny slippage   
occur along th e fault, further in stability i s possible, both to th e   
dam and the impounded water.  
 
3. Hydrogeological 
 This is a leaky a quifer system, wi th e stimates o f thousands of   
gallons of potential water loss.  Thus, the anticipated capacity of   
the reservoir might not be reached unless increased pumping from the   
Columbia River is allowed, and that is a matter of significance for   
river flow in the Columbia River from wh ich the w ater to fi ll t he   
reservoir would be extracted.  Water flow in the Columbia River is    
regulated and extraction requires a permit.  The leaky aquifer has   
the potential to r aise the water table and h ydrologic head beneath   
the 200 Areas of t he Hanford S ite w here groundwater is c ontaminated   
from y ears of intentional an d unintentional releases t o the g round.    
Raising the water table would increase the hydrologic head and could   
accelerate the rate of contaminated groundwater toward the Columbia   
River--another potential negative consequence.  Significant water   
losses from any reservoir from surface evaporation would accelerate   
the rate of p otential w ater loss, l eaving less water t han currently   
anticipated that would be available for irrigation and other uses.  
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4. Modeling
Computer models of natural system processes are only as good as the

assumptions, boundary conditions, and data that are used as input.
The fact that very little characterization has been performed to 
accurately determine various geologic and hydrologic parameters
indicates that the results of any modeling necessarily have high  
degrees of uncertainty because of the uncertainty that is inherent in  
the input data into the model.  To rely on regional scale studies by
the U.S.G.S. for input at the scale of this model is unacceptable,
because the scale of the investigations and the scale of the model
are entirely different. 

For these reasons, I am opposed to further development of the Black 
Rock Dam and Reservoir. There has been sufficient study to indicate
that Black Rock Dam and Reservoir would be a bad investment, so
further taxpayer money should not be spent on gathering additional data. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 

Joseph A. Caggiano
WA State LHG #757 
330 Snyder St.
Richland, WA 99354 
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Fr om:  DAVID E OR TMAN <deortman@msn.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Tue, Mar 25, 2008 11:01 PM 

Subject:  RE: Yakima River Basin Storage Feasibility Study
  
 
 
  
Via Email t o: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>
  
  
  
March 24, 2 008
  
  
TO: Bureau of Reclamation
  
Upper Columbia Area Office 

Mr. David K raumheimer, Environmental Program Ma nager
 
1917 Marsh Road 

Yakima, WA  98901-2058 

  
RE: Yakima River Basin Storage Feasibility Study, Kittitas, Yakima and Benton 

Counties, Washington / Draft Planning Report and Environmental Impact 

Statement
  
  
Dear Bureau of Reclamation: 

  
The following are comments on the a bove referenced feasibility study, draft
 
planning report and environmental impact statement. 
  
  
I join with others who are strongly opposed to Governor Gregoire=s efforts to 

construct massive new water storage dams for irrigators in eastern
 
Washington.  One project alone, the Black Rock reservoir, would cost over $6 

billion dollars.   Groundwater seepage from this project would threaten the 

already long overdue cleanup of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. Other 

projects such as the Wymer site in the Yakima basin would likely cost over a 

half billion dollars if it were ever built.  This project, and other sites in 

the Yakima Basin, has b een studied and found to b  e perennial losers over the 

last thirty years at a time in which Yakima irrigation districts have yet to 

take water conservation seriously or pay off the existing Bureau of 

Reclamation=s Yakima River Basin Project.  In addition, the feasibility study 

fails to analyze h ow the Wymer pr oject could co ntribute to instream flows
 
when the 1945 Consent Degree (see page 1-15) already allocates all existing
 
water within the Yakima Basin.  As the feasibility study states (page 1-17), 

the 1977 adjudication o f the Y akima R iver system does not supersede the 1 945 

Consent Degree until a final judgment is entered.
 
The five page summary o f anadromous f ish o n pages 4- 94 t o 4-98 of the 

feasibility study fails miserably in disclosing the status of anadromous fish 

in b oth the C olumbia and Yakima Rivers.   A thorough r eview o f anadromous
 
fish under the Endangered Species Act should be provided.  A thorough review 

of fish hatcheries in the Columbia and Yakima Rivers should also be provided. 

Congress passed the Yakima River Basin Enhancement Project in 1979.  Since 

then, the Bureau of Reclamation has failed for nearly forty years to address 

issues of water-spreading, water-pricing, project repayment, surplus crops,
 
or water conservation by senior irrigation districts in the Yakima Basin.
  
The following information should be provided as part of any final planning 
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report/FEIS: 
 - What are the Yakima River Bain irrigation districts growing?  Surplus 
crops?  Is the Kittitas Irrigation District still growing hay for the 
Japanese race horse industry? 
-  What percentage of crops grown in the Yakima River Basin are exported out 
of state or out of country?  What is the estimated carbon footprint for 
transporting such crops o ut of st ate or out of country?  
- What have the irrigation districts actually done on the ground since 1980 
on w ater conservation? - What are t he cu rrent costs to t he irrigators of 
water (per acre feet) and electricity for pumping (are they still subsidized 
by BPA?)    
  
- What would be the true costs of irrigated crops if they had to pay market 
rates for water and power? - Where are the irrigators at in terms of 
repayment f or the existing Bureau o f Reclamation Yakima River B asin Project?  
- What is the water consumption from the Yakima River Basin wine industry?  
Are there any eastern Washington vineyards that do not rely on irrigation? 
  
- What co ntribution could th e Wenatchee National Forest and o ther state o r 
private forest lands make to increasing Yakima River Basin water supply later 
in the year by managing such lands for snow pack retention instead of timber 
harvest? 
  
- What is the estimated evaporation rate from the proposed water storage 
projects?  
  
In summary, the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study is nothing 
more than an attempt by Governor Gregoire to bu y off eastern Washington votes 
in exchange for environmentally damaging and wasteful mega water projects.  
The Black Rock and Wymer projects should not be constructed.  The Bureau of  
Reclamation should pull the plug on any further dam project studies. 
Sincerely, 
  
David E. Ortman 
Attorney-at-Law 
7043 22nd Ave N.W.  
Seattle, WA 98 117 
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Comments and Responses

From:  Susan McDonald <ssmcdon@msn.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Tue, Mar 25, 2008 10:47 PM 
Subject: BLACK ROCK DAM 

WE ARE VERY MUCH IN FAVOR OF THIS BLACK ROCK DAM.  WATER SHORTAGES WILL ONLY 
CONTINUE, LAND USE FOR AGRICULTURE NEEDS WILL CONTINUALLY INCREASE, AND
INSTALLATION COSTS WILL ONLY SOAR,  THE MORE TIME THAT PASSES. 

THE ENVIRONMENTALISTS IF THEY HAD THEIR WAY, WE WOULD ALL BE LIVING  BACK IN 
THE DARK AGES.  PEOPLE AND THEIR SURVIVAL NEEDS HAVE PRIORITY.  THIS WILL 
CREATE A RECREATIONAL ENVIRONMENT, AS WELL AS A COZY HABITAT FOR WILDLIFE OF 
ALL KINDS.  IT WILL BENEFIT HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS, ENHANCE MANY COMMUNITIES, 
AND AGRICULTURE ENDEAVORS.  GREAT IDEA TO GET MOVING ON. 

STEVE/SUSAN MCDONALD 
RICHLAND, WA  
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Comment IND-0093 


From:  <Skybradley10@aol.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Wed, Mar 26, 2008  3:47 PM 
Subject:  Blackrock Dam 

Dear Sirs: 

I am opposed to the construction of the Blackrock Dam.

 The proposed site is mostly undisturbed natural habitat. 

 The cost to the taxpayer would be huge and the limited benefit will be to 
large corporate and agricultural businesses. 

We do not need any crops which might be grown using the water because we can  
import them at much lower cost - if we stop subsidising American agriculture  
directly and through tariffs. 

Farming is the most destructive use of land since the natural habitat is 
destroyed Additional water is bound to result in more large scale farming and 
loss 
of wildlife and native plants. 

We who actually live on the east side of the State can no longer accept it 
being treated as a sacrifice zone by the west side politicians. 

The claimed recreational benefits must be deleted from the draft EIS since 
there are already many large slack water recreational areas near this site 
which  
are very lightly used do to low population in the vicinity. 

02 

Sincerely, 

Schuyler L. Bradley 
2015 Riverside Dr. 
W. Richland, WA 
99353 
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Comment IND-0094 


Comments and Responses

From:  "Mickie Chamness" <mickiec@charter.net>
 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Wed, Mar 26, 2008 10:34 PM 

Subject: comments on Black Rock Reservoir
 

Mickie Chamness 


4255 Tami St. 


Richland, WA  99352 


509-628-0709 


I learned a lot at the public meeting, and appreciate getting copies of the

EIS and the supporting technical reports on CD's to read.  Thanks.  I also 

appreciate the opportunity to voice my concerns. 


1.  I started my professional career as a geologist mapping faults on 
Umtanum Ridge near Priest Rapids Dam for the Department of Energy. The 
Untanum anticline in that area has a steeply dipping to overturned northern
limb with a major south-dipping thrust fault that is exposed in the bedrock
between the dam and the ridge front.  Wells drilled for the Puget Power
Sound and Light Skagit Hanford Nuclear Project encountered the fault. Each 
of the basalt layers in that steeply dipping northern limb slid past each
other as the basalt folded, creating breccias that are often, but not 
always, cemented.  These cemented breccias are actually more resistant to
erosion, and form vertical walls parallel to the folded basalt layers. There 
is a secondary thrust fault (the Buck Thrust) 1/3 of the way up the north
side of Umtanum Ridge just above Priest Rapids Dam that formed to 
accommodate deformation as the basalt layers not only tried to fold about a
vertical plane along the folds axis, but also bend as that axis changed
trend from east-west to slightly more northwest-southeast.  My point is that 
the geology of Umtanum Ridge is complex, and drilling a tunnel through it
will probably be more difficult than you anticipate. Drilling through both
Umtanum and Yakima Ridges will probably be much more expensive than planned. 
I am concerned that any leakage of water through the lined tunnel could
lubricate existing fault surfaces and allow them to reactivate.  That could 
be minor faults that would disrupt the tunnel, or potentially larger faults
such as the main Umtanum Thrust or possibly even the Buck Thrust where it
extends back into the anticline core.  There are springs on the ridge 
nearby, and you may encounter confined aquifers as well.  And you'll 
definitely encounter Grande Ronde Basalt in the tunnels. 

2. Seepage of water from the dam into the unconfined and confined (basalt)
aquifers will move to the east, toward the Hanford Site.  Increases in head 
based on the different model runs appears to range from 1 to 20 feet beneath 
the 200 West Area, that is the area of groundwater contamination on Hanford
Site closest to the dam.  Since discharges of water ceased on the Hanford 
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Site in the late 1980's, unconfined water levels have dropped as much as 20
feet.  This has caused changes in the movement of contaminated groundwater,
and may have left some contaminants "stranded" in the vadose zone.  If head 
levels rise again, it will probably cause further changes in groundwater 
movement and may remobilize "stranded" contaminants. 

3. It appears that water will also flow at the surface down Dry Creek and 
Cold Creek. There may also be the impacts to flows at Rattlesnake Springs
on the Hanford Reach National Monument.  Both cases will change the 
environment of the Hanford Reach National Monument.  I wasn't able to find a 
discussion of this in any of the technical reports, and hope it has been 
evaluated. 

4. The cost-benefit studies indicate that none of the joint alternatives
are economically justified.  I'm not sure I understand the mechanism for 
continuing with this proposal when the return on the dollar for the three
alternatives are all below $0.30 and none are deemed economically justified. 
Does that mean the dam could be built anyway?  Recreational uses and resort 
homes should not be used as part of the justification for such a large 
expense. 

5. The no-action alternative and the state alternatives for enhanced water 
conservation and market-based allocation of water resources all provide
significant water savings.  I would like to see the no-action joint 
alternative selected, and some combination of the 3 state alternatives 
tried.  At some point, we will have to recognize that water will be a 
limiting resource, and we should start preparing for that now but starting 
major conservation education efforts instead of waiting another 20 years 
when there is no more "excess" water to utilize. 
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Comment IND-0095 
 

  

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

Comments and Responses
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Comment IND-0096 


From:  Mary Peters <marylynne888@msn.com>
 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Wed, Mar 26, 2008  1:44 PM 

Subject: Yakima River Storage Study, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
 

March 26, 2008
 

David Kaumheimer
 
Environmental Programs Manager

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

As a 32 year resident of Richland, Washington and neighbor of the Hanford
Reservation, I am concerned over the proposed Black Rock Dam and 
Reservoir/Yakima River Basin Water Storage Facility. 

Having read a summary of the feasibility study, I would like you to consider 
it a study and not a final nor correct sets of facts. Some of the maps, the
listing of Franklin County as part of the study and the evergreen trees that 
are pictured makes me question if anyone has visited this area.  Yes, we are 
the evergreen state and at the very western edge of this project there are 
evergreens and mountains, however, the main part of the area impacted by the 
dam and reservoir is a shrub-steppe, treeless, high desert. 

Some of the figures in the study don't add up.  The amount of water that will 
be removed from the river at a critical spawning time for the salmon is a
concern of mine. Also will the volume of the water after spawning be great
enough to wash the silt out of the spawning redds? 

Why was the Environmental Impact Study completed before the Department of
Energy Study? How much electricity will be needed for this project?  Where 
will it come from?  Will I experience brown-outs?  Who will pay for it? 

What about the earthquake factor? There is a fault line near Rattlesnake 
Mountain. How big of an earthquake is 'too big'?  What about slippage?
Sand? Clay? We have them both and the size of this structure is huge even
compared to Grand Coulee Dam (the "largest structure by the hand of man"..as 
the song says).  Will the land stand up to the stresses? 

As you, and others 'back East', read this study, there is a large emphasis on 
Recreational Benefits.  There is a listing of annual visitors to some lakes, 
rivers and reservoirs in our state. Many of these are at the western end of 
the Yakima River Basin, with trees. The figure for visits to these areas is 
108,000 visitors.  The study projects year 1- 250,000 and after 20 years 
700,000 visitors.  Yike!  Before I moved here Desertaire sold lots along the 
Columbia River and tauted it as the perfect vacation home area.  In over 30 
years it has never taken off or developed into anything large or well 
populated.  A high-end resort at Black Rock?  I don't think so.  What about 
the lake itself? It will fluctuate and have the 'bathtub ring' scenario.
That is not aesthethically pleasing.  One map shows 4 miles of mud at some 
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Comments and Responses

times during the year.  The drop off into the reservoir is very sheer.  This 
is not conducive to swimming. boating, hiking or viewing. 

As a Richland resident ,downstream from the Hanford Area, I am extremely 
concerned about ground water movement and contamination. This is a huge 
project.  Large amounts of earth and then water will be moved.  As water 
leaks out of the reservoir, it will move towards the contaminated area of the 
Hanford Reservation.  What measures will be put in place so contaminates do
not reach the Columbia River? 

What is the rush with the project?  Please take time to reevaluate this first 
study. Please allow for an Independent Review. 

Thank you for considering my comments.  Please add me to the list to receive 
USBR's final EIS and decision in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Peters 

508 Fuller Street 
Richland, WA 99354 

Marylynne888@msn.com 
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Comment IND-0097 


om:   Gayle Robinson <gayle.robinson@hotmail.com> 

: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

te:   Wed, Mar 26, 2008 12:20 PM 

bject:  BLACK ROCK DAM 
 

e Black Rock Dam should definitely be constructed.  It would be a win-win 

tuation.  It would create a habitat for wildlife, a recreational area, and 

ove all, it would help to insure water for agricultural use.  As the demand 
 
r more food products increases, we will need such structures in place to 

ep up with the demand.  Otherwise, if there are shortages of food, prices 

 food items will go up, and we will be in as bad a shape for food as we are 

r gasoline.  We should not let environmentalists rule to the point that 

erage people suffer.  Also, if the building of the dam is put off, the 

nstruction prices will be much higher at a later date. 


yle Robinson 

st Richland, WA  
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· RECLAMATION 
Managing Water ill the West 

COMMENT FORM 
c MAR 26 2008 F 
A 0 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 
o Yakima, Wash!r.gton 

Draft PRiEIS 

Name IDlease Drint legibly): ? r;,,!....o...rJl Va r " ~ "'-0 

Oraanization: 1!d. ~iJ 

Mailin" Address : 8'3< IV t( r--}t.. A-~ -

City, State and Zip Code: _ V4-k. . ~ WAs t ,!P'10f -

Telephone: ro. 9« un I E-mail: "" N..r 

Request to be placed un the mniling list: 
L I want my name pul On the mailing lis\ 10 receive information on the Yakima River Basin Starnge Study. 

_! want my name removed from this mai ling list. 

Please note: Our practice is to make comments. induding names,lIome addresses, home phone numbers and email 
addresses of respondents. avai lable for public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their names 
and/or home addresses, elc., bUill you wish us 10 considerwilhholding Ihis infonnalion you musl slale Ihis prominenl ly at the 
beginning 01 yoorcommenb. In addilion, you must present a ratlonele lor YVilhholding Ihis Inlonnellon. This reUonale must 
demonstrate that disclosure woukl coMtilUle a d early unwarranted invasion 01 privacy. Unsupported assertions will not meet 
thl~ burden. In the absence 01 e~ceptional, documentaille circumstances, this Infonna~on will be released. We will always 
make submissions from organizations or businesses, and from Individuals Identilylnglhemselves as representatives or 
officials of organizations or businesses, available lor public disclosure in their entirety. 

My comments on the Yakima River Busin Draft Planning Repor l/Environmenlallmpael 
Statement are: 

Wg,"fec rV- o/g: c :£ • '" pit " ....... .r 6 Q..re.£ .~ yJ/~ 12. v_ 

~c~ '""'" ..,::' e.z...rr 6(5.: .r'C!:~s. "". ,tAj Qb.i. W-v' cfrQ !:$;c~rf-.£ 

£Ioev J' 

~ 

e '" l2'!-e ........ /, • (...rI fl"';' , .f do. 

Ct!>AJ 6. 6 U:, # ,.,.II#o....;{- e~ .IaN'" ~ ;",'c 
(Use back ofsh~et or addilional sheets as necessary) J 

You may leave you r comments in the box provided o r mail, rax, email, or call in ynur cnmmenl$ be fo r e M:arch 31, 
2008, to: David Kaumheimer, Envi r onmental Progr ams Manager, Bureau of Red:amalion, 1917 Marsh Road, 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058; fax (509) 454-5650; email s tonH:esludylW tlll.ushr.gov; phone 509-575-5848, uf. 612. 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation 

Washington Slate 
Department of Ecology 
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 From:  <PLCRJC@aol.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:   Thu, Mar 27, 2008  8:28 PM 

Subject:  Black Rock Reservoir 

 
As this years' spring runoff begins, wouldn't it be great if that extra water 

was going into the Black Rock Reservoir instead of being flushed down the  

Columbia, with no benefit to man nor beast? 

 
It is high time that we started actually doing something to address the water 

crisis that we are facing in our region.   It is high time that we quit being 

tangled up in our underwear with more studies and what-ifs, and start helping 

ourselves.   It is high time for Black Rock! 

 
Bob Cummings 

4321 Mt Challenger Ct 

West Richland WA  99353 
 
509-628-2878 home 

509-551-7374 cell 

 
 
 
 
 
 
************** 
 
Create a Home Theater Like the Pros. Watch the video on AOL  
 
Home. 

      (http://home.aol.com/diy/home-improvement-eric-stromer?video=15&amp; 
ncid=aolhom00030000000001) 
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 Comment IND-0101 
  

ReCEived in Mailroorll 

u y 
C MAR 271008 F 
A o 

March 23, 2008 0 
Yak ma, Washington 

U. S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Re: BLACK ROCK DAM 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

We were shocked to learn that the State ofWasrungton is proposing the building 
of a dam, the cost of which is approximately $6.7 BILLION Dollars, which would be 
located just 5 mil es above thc Hanford Nuclear Reservation, which is an earthquake 
prone area. Surely, there is some mistake here. 

All parties are aware, that should there be an earlbquake, it could cause a washing 
of waters across the Hanford Nuclear Reservation releasing radioactive waste from the 
Quad Cities area to Portland, and beyond. As you are also aware. there are currently 
plumes of radioactive waste migrating from Hanford to the Colwnbia River. Any dam 
seepage from Black Rock would accelerate this tragedy. 

We have also learned that this dam would return 16 cents for every dollar spent to 
build and operate il These facts come from the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Washington Department of Ecology. 

Is this an example of wise use of tax payer dollars? We do not think so. 

We Wlderstand that there are two other dam items lUlder consideration (Wymer 
Dam, and Wymer Dam pump exchange). These faUlo the same category ormoney 
wasted. 

We look forward to learning that this " folly", as well as the other two, has been 
removed from the taxpayers table, never to be heard of again. Thank you. 

V rY truly yours, \ .. ""'h" I, If
'fA.., r.J- -LV MA-f..- tJ/) .. n JkU

seph F. and Diane M. Williams 
880 Stikes Drive, S.E. 

Lacey. WA 9850,3 
Cc: Governor Chris Gregoire 

Office of the Governor 
P. O. Box 40002 
Olympia. WA 98504-0002 
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Comment IND-0102 


David Kaumheimer 
Environmental Programs Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 

SUBJECT:  YAKIMA STORAGE STUDY, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

I have the following comments concerning the Draft EIS for the Yakima 
Storage Study: 

First of all, this “study” does not meet the standards of a true 
Environmental Impact Study. It does not address concerns regarding 
affects on migrating salmon. It appears that you are mixing Yakima and 
Columbia River waters, which will confuse the fish.  Your greatest 
drawdown of Columbia River water is in September and October, during 
the major migration of salmon.  This will be disastrous to our fish. 

In the paragraph “Large Dam Height,” it states that the “design would need 
to be independently reviewed by an expert board of consultants.”  Why 
has this not been done and included in the study?  Why have you not 
waited until the Department of Energy completes their study on the effects 
of increased ground water seepage which would move contamination to 
the Columbia River? This would be a catastrophic event that could not be 
cured. It must be prevented! 

I also have concerns about the geology of the dam placement. You are 
planning to build on a trust fault in an earthquake zone and against a 
landslide prone Horse thief Mountain.  It may be stable now, but what 
happens when a great deal of water of applied? 

This project will consume vast amounts of electricity and produce none.  
Who pays for this? We taxpayers?  As for “recreational” aspects, what 
mountain lake, with forests on the banks, did you use as your picture for 
the “….River Recreation Survey Report of Findings?”  Most of the 
summer, there will be only mudflats shown on the banks.  That is not very 
appealing. If this is a real estate developers dream, they should pay to 
build and operate it. I certainly don’t want my taxes creating profits for the 
real estate industry! 
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Finally, I am appalled that you spent 18 million dollars to prepare and 
produce this Feasibility document (IT IS NOT AN EIS)  that does not 
justify the $4 billion cost to benefit very few.  Wise management of water 
supplies will provide for the farmers to produce needed crops. 

Thank you for considering my comments. Please add me to the list to 
receive USBR’s final EIS and decision in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Charlotte Reep    March 28, 2008 

8205 Sunset Lane; Pasco, WA 99301 
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 Comment IND-0103 

  

Fr om:  Nancy and Richard Rust <ndrust@comcast.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Fri, Mar 28, 2008  9:10 PM 

Subject:  Black Rock Dam 

 
There are l ots o f reasons wh y the B lack Rock Da m should not b e   

built.   I t hought we had decided against i t years ag o.
  
 
The facts a re there: 

 
 It would be built on unstable geology, on a fault and subject to   
earthquake damage. 
 There wo uld be a threat to the nuclear re servation if i  t should fail.  
 There wo uld be a drain o n energy needed elsewhere as water is pumped   
from the Columbia.  
 Water in the Columbia is already spoken for. 
 It would be a bad use of taxpayers dollars.  Studies have shown it   
would yield $0 .16 on the dollar. 
 
Why are we still t alking about it ?  Because someone ones to b  uild a   
resort?  It that supposed to pay for it?   If so that's voodoo economics. 
 
Please stop subsidizing water.  Conserve instead!  
 
Nancy Rust 
18747 Ridgefield Rd NW 
Shoreline WA 98177  

01 
02 

04 
03 

324

mailto:storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov
mailto:ndrust@comcast.net


 

 

-- , . - - '- . . , 
" - . ~ 

-- , 
) .! II 

~ " " \ , 

II 
k' Q .. ..." hcl.....,.e.c· , 

~ .. ,- c. lii Q. c. ~s-:d:i ::!::I::; .£- ~--"'<t. ~L ~"'li::,":~ 
, .~ . , 

L..o .... '(" "~----::T. " ., 2< ~~f- Q S ; 1"" • a 

+. -"~ (,2,1~ " \ Ac.1<:. ~ - o.ll!:.~ , ~ S~':U:>!!!":fi! f:"''"'i:.t'7---
y q, kl ...... e . ,-'O 'R.J~f.r ... 13 sli_H ... . , 

~~7 "'''s:&:cH=i . \ ; ... ,;-~ .. '"t c ,.",.,· 
; I ~W Q oS h .I..J!J...;j .... .., ore...... . 

r~" !2k. Q ",,:;t: • at ~< +0 'I c. ....... oJ ... oA-..er 
-., • ..,. /, ~ r~t., .. kJ v.et" • /0'\0: • -, "~'" 

fU=Ad_.e..ct=.;J L. c ... :::t~.L:t_~"'4J:L~-O E t.V.,. fHeL....~ 

-< $"""'''0 bo~I'";:>' (AH.;c.'I .. ~ -"'-. .. ~c.,""y...2 
.U • • ~ r .r:.,~ d.~ .. £:L. &.f!r"l~ C . 

-;-". .. s.~ cL. :s c..~....J.e!. ~o£:I'1. "... t. /":l:2 
7 

r. :-;:=L-~~s 4....,( bn:<- ~~ ..... i" T<:J 

~h Co /...<. h,-

7' • '" t£ l;:S/ P ... p:s;J"h-ry- S " ... .111' , 
51, a. •• lel i.L <::G"'f'c/_d _I" f~ 'H: iv/;y __ • , as ~ , 
< ~~ .. . h'~ <2';7 ~:e-e..... --{o '"~~+ -. 

p 

Comment IND-0104 


Comments and Responses

325

01 



 

 
~:7'C""'S G I: S 

IV, E ed, 

____ -J""~.~cdP~J~~hwe~<~~~.tL_~~~n~~~~.~c~~~, ,~~~~,~g~<J'~.n.w~e~aLT~L4II~ ____ __ 
. :., "." ". " ~ , .I _ 

7 
-----lC ~ . d ... u ", =f'I Oh 

~.~ "nTh"), p! ..... ; ;.~. ~" ' I'M 'i~~'; I 
c!; .... - ....... ee S ...... t.Q"'~ . :;-, cI< S) ~ a £.r.~:= I 

_~~ __ ~e,'"C~, .CoL' S':"':c-c...,.L~i:tiI-H""" € J ... -F~.4.f!. M . o!. '. ,!}".r: ;; 

.. ' to ,C " 'L • .:.e.Lr_ ", ' ... " >". I I, 

il 
; " ~ ,;,·S .'h.< :>« ~'i , " ; C , ' " , 

_-4'''''''::'''-''~='~'''-'' , ~: r"-' ',,-,-, ,~',<:'~;:." ,::.;co' ,,'~ 
,i ___________________ ..L/~?~5C'_"",,;?;"'~":">~ y...I. ~ /.J v C • .It • ~\ " 

.. " l?a cl../~ • Wa ,.', '7&0 l;:";"-"-""--~;ili.~---Il------
" .... ., .. " . ' 

'. ,~ '. .' . ., , ~ ..,' . J '. 

'7~' ,", .. • ~ •• V' '-" , ... "" 
.'- .- ... ,," 

• > .... 

" ', 4<' ,,0 

,,'."" .. 

."1.., . -, , ,,, :,~ 

. ' " . 

, '.' . :' 

, ~" 

. " 

.', 

, 

\ ' .. ,.-,.._" 

~ '. ,,, 

., ," , ~ .. " 

, 

, > 

'. -, 

p 01 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

326



   

 

      

  
    

    
 

    
      

   

  
   

      
     

      
  

    

 
 

   
   

 

  

Comment IND-0105 


Comments and Responses

From:  <cbaudrand@charter.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date: Sun, Mar 30, 2008 11:26 AM 
Subject:  Black Rock 

David Kaumheimer: 
I have read parts of the Yakima RiverBasin Water Storage Feasibility 

Study, newspaper articles, and newsletters about the topic. Thank you for the 
opportunity to express my many concerns.

 First, the study appears to be a feasiblity study and not an 
Environmental Impact Study. Is this shrub-steppe habitat? I just attended the
Sandhill Crane Festival and heard biologists speak about the reduction of
habitat and its effect on wildlife. The public has been told in the last few 
years that dams should be removed to save salmon. This report is trying to 
tell us the dam will be good for salmon. Salmon are sensitive to their river 
waters, and the water in two rivers should not be exchanged. Second, the 
geologic study says that more investigation into possible landslides are 
needed, and there is the possiblity of earthquakes because the dam  is being 
built on faults.  I read that the removal of soil and a large roller can 
solve the problem. Really? It does not sound reasonable to build a dam that
cost billions of dollars on a fault. There should be no chance that water 
from the dam could enter Hanford, the contaminated Hanford groundwater, and
contaminate the Columbia River. Third, the recreational visitor dollars seems 
greatly exaggerated. Looking at the maps it appears the only access would be 
from the area that drains leaving 4.5 miles of what? Mud flats?  Fourth it 
costs too much money!
 Sincerely,
 Cherie Baudrand
 Teacher, Kennewick 
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 Comment IND-0106 


  

Fr om:  jeff marty <jeffmartysworld@yahoo.com>
  
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Sun, Mar 30, 2008 10:33 AM 

Subject:  Blackrock  Reservoir Study
 
 
   I wanted to comment on the proposed Reservoir.   I 
have lived in the Mid Columbia for over 30 years and I 
know th at this reservoir is needed.  Water use  
continues to increase and the need for water storage 
will co ntiune to increase.  We ha ve been fortunate for  
the last few years, but a drought will eventually 
arrive.  When this occurs several bad things will  
happen.  Agriculture will suffer serverely.  A large 
number of jobs will be lost, a nd several businesses 
(farms) will either be lost, or will file for 
bankruptcy protection.  State and federal tax revenues  
will decline, and overall economic growth will be put 
on h old.  (And my ya rd will die, again.)  
   If a reservoir is built, a number of positive 
effects will occur.  Economic development will 
continue, and residential as well as commercial real 
estate investment wi ll continue.  A very diverse job 
market will contiue to flourish and employment nu mbers 
will at least remain steady.   Without secure water 
supplies a great deal of investment money will look 
elsewhere for investment opportunities.   
   I have read several articles in newspapers about 
fears of landslides and instability in some of the 
barren hills in Yakima County.  This is 
inconsequential to me.  If that is the best scare  
tactic that can b e devised, it fa iled on me. The  
short term need for water is here, and the long term 
need for increased reserves is coming fast and certain 
groups want to only criticize good ideas, a nd provide 
no workable solutions for future needs.  I urge the 
panel that reviews this proposal for the Blackrock 
reservoir to see the need for increased water storage, 
and if not at the Blackrock site, somewhere else in 
the Yakima r iver drainage.    
 
Sincerely,   
 
Jeff Marty 
1127 Foxtrot Lane  
Richland, WA 99 352 
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Comment IND-0107 


From:  "Pat Tucker" <pat@sandpiperfarms.com> 

To:  "Black Rock" <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>, "Claude Oliver" 

<claudeoliver@aol.com> 

Date:  Sun, Mar 30, 2008  5:58 PM 

Subject:  Comment on Black Rock Study 

 
Simply put: Black Rock is too expensive and of too little value. 

 
AN ALTERNATIVE SUGGESTION:  Develop the Horse Heaven Nor th High ditch 
currently promoted by Benton County.  Buy out water rights from the Roza and 
other Valley districts and place them in the Horse Heavens.  Because of 
increased efficiencies each acre of rights bought out in the Valley would 
irrigate 1.5 acres in the Horse Heavens.  The rights could be purchased from 
willing sellers at market rates and sold to willing buyers at a markup rate. 
USBR would build the ditch and the market would take care of the rest. 
 
ADVANTAGES:  
 
* Those remaining on the Roza will have firm water in drought years. 
* Water from many valley farms would go back into the Yakima for the 
fish. 
* It adds irrigated ag land in Benton County with the same water 
volume.  
* Capital outlay is reduced since the ditch will be cheaper than Black 
Rock. 
* Frees up land in the Valley for development. 
* Environmental impacts are less than Black Rock. 
  
DISADVANTAGES 
 
* No momentum. 
 
 
 
The area needs to put the Black Rock idea to sleep.  Replacing it with an  
idea that might actually work is one way to do it.  Let's study this for a 
while and quit wasting time on Black Rock. 
 
 
...Pat Tucker, Paterson WA.   

Comments and Responses
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Comment IND-0108 


From: Margie Van Cleve <vancleve@charter.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>

Date: Sun, Mar 30, 2008 9:59 PM 

Subject: 


March 29, 2008 


Mr. David Kaumheimer 

Environmental Program Manager

Bureau of Reclamation 

Upper Columbia Area Office

1917 Marsh Road 

Yakima, WA 98901-2058 


Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for the
Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study. 

Even if the supporters of the dam were able to get the federal
government pay 100 percent of the dam=s construction cost the
local farmers could not afford to pay the yearly pumping cost.
The only sensible decision of the EIS is to choose the no action
alternative or the State alternatives as the preferred option. 

Besides cost there are two many negatives with the Black Rock Dam
to allow it to be a preferred alternative. The negatives
include: 

•	 Impacts to the ground water under the Hanford Reservation.
•	 The dam being located on a fault.
•	 Impacts to the Columbia River because of the water


diversion. 


The preferred alternative should be the no action alterative or
the State Alternatives of: 

•	 Enhanced water conservation. 
•	 Market based reallocation 
•	 Groundwater alternative 

01 

Kind regards, 

David Van Cleve 
272 Mapleway Road
Selah, WA 98942 
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Comment IND-0109 


Comments and Responses

From: Margie Van Cleve <vancleve@charter.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov>
Date: Sun, Mar 30, 2008 9:48 PM 
Subject: Comments regarding Draft EIS for the Yakima River
Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 

March 29, 2008 

Mr. David Kaumheimer 
Environmental Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for the
Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study. 

All efforts regarding the continuation of studies or construction
of Black Rock Dam should stop as soon as possible. The proposed
dam is too expensive and too dangerous to be built. 

As a taxpayer I am greatly offended by the potential use of my
tax dollars to fund a project with a benefit cost ratio (per the
recent EIS) of sixteen cents to the dollar. As I stated in my
comments on the scoping document, my husband and I own six +
acres serviced by the Naches Selah Irrigation District. Other 
than what I now pay, I do not know what these proposals would
cost me if built. I was also hoping for clarity on items such as
who would pay for annual costs (such as the electricity needed on
an annual basis to pump water from the Columbia upstream behind
the proposed Black Rock dam). 

It is wrong to put forth an environmental impact statement on
this proposed dam without knowing the potential impacts of
seepage from the proposed dam on contaminated groundwater under
or near the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

If anything goes forward it should be measures such as those
suggested in the Enhanced Conservation Measures. 

Kind regards, 

Margie Van Cleve
272 Mapleway Road
Selah WA 98942 
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 From:  <svest3@verizon.net> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:   Sun, Mar 30, 2008  7:03 PM 

Subject:  [Fwd: FW: Black Rock Project(Southeastern Washington)] 

 
Forwarded message showing my support for the Blackrock Project. 

 
 
 
 
Hello Senator Murray, I recently attended a real estate seminar in Kennewick, 

Wa, in which I learned of the Black Rock Project. This is a proposed 

reservoir pumping water from the Columbia river into the Black Rock valley, 

during peak flows of the Columbia. This would provide a reliable source of 

water for irrigation, and a constant, steady flow of water for the Yakima 

river, improvinghabitat for salmon and other fish species. Presently, 10,000 

salmon return to spawn in the Yakima each year. Biologists/scientists 

estimate that 200,000 could return with improved stream flow, and habitat 

improvements. Several projects are planned around the reservoir,including a 

world-class fishing/golf resort, and 2 planned housing developments. Being a 

realtor in the Tri-Cities, I could see the benefits for myself, but for the 

community as well.According to scientists, the reservoir would resolve water 

issues in the area for the next 100 to 150 years. Engineers have indicated 

that any reservoir has a percentage of leakage, and Black Rock would be no 

exception. But, because it would be a slow leakage, it would have the effect 

of restoring underground aquifers in the area. I see this as a win-win 

situation for the area and the state, resulting in increased tourism and 

revenues for the region, not to mention the jobs provided in building the 

dam, whick would require 3 years to build, at an estimated cost of 3 to 4 

billion. I, as a realtor, strongly support this project, and urge you to do 

the same. Thank you for your time and consideration. Take care.  Best 

Regards,Steve VestRealtor ReMax First Advantage1110 N Center Pkwy Ste 

AKennewick, Wa 99336Office:   509-736-3344Fax:      509-735-9755Cell:      

509-378-5597TollFree:800-736-2964email: stevevest@remax.netoff website: 

www.FirstAdvantageInc.com          
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Comment IND-0111 


March 24, 2008 

Dave Kaumheimer 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Pacific Northwest Region 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer. 

I am writing to ask several questions about the proposed Black Rock Reservoir. 

My first question stems from the fact that the proposed dam would be located on a thrust fault. 
What is the basis for detemnining that the risk of earthquakes or landslides is inconsequential? 

An article appeared in the Tri-City Herald on March 16, 2008 by a Washington State University 
geologist who, based on his publications, is a recognized expert in this area. In this article, he 
questions whether the reservoir would be able to hold water given the extent of the pemneable 
zones. Where in the EIS are his concerns addressed and could you summarize why they have 
been dismissed? 

Another question is associated with the possible impact of leakages on groundwater flow that 
could increase the flow rate of contaminants from the Hanford area into the Columbia River. 
Since the study by DOE on this potential impact has not yet been finished, how have you been 
able to address this concern in the EIS? 

I am also concerned about the cost to benElfrt ratio associated with the proposed dam. The idea 
of this area becoming a major recreational facility which would somehow mitigate the project cost 
seems at odds with other similar developments in Eastern Washington, e.g., Desert Aire. What is 
tine basis for this optimistic projection of USl6 of the proposed dam as a recreational facility? What 
is the basis of your estimation of the cost in electrical power to pump water to the project? How 
does this compare to the current cost of electrical power and projected future costs? What 
evaporation and leakage rates have you used in your calculations and on what are they based? 
What impact will the pumping have on the power supply in the project area and what is the basis 
for this detemnination? What is the probability that BPA will be forced to buy power from outside 
the region at a higher rate and how will this affect the cost to benefit ratio? 

I am looking forward to your responses. 

Sincerely, 

Comments and Responses
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 Comment IND-0112 

  

 From:   Randy Bowerman <gbowerman98@yahoo.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:   Mon, Mar 31, 2008  1:57 PM 

Subject:  Comments on Blackrock Res. 

 
To Whom it man Concern; 
  It's ridiculous to have this issue still in the planning process and only 
further illustrates that there is no conscience when spending public money.  
I never planned on having to comment on the feasibility of this project 
because it is so ill conceived and fraught with environmental and technical 
issues that it should have died long ago.  But after spending hundreds of 
thousands of taxpayer dollars we have promoted a project that will never 
stand the scrutiny of a thourogh Environmental Impact Statement because of 
the ecological and cultural concerns and very likely won't stand seismic 
concerns.  What is point of that?  You can not inundate the area with water 
and not create problems for the wildlife that inhabits the area, and not 
create major ground water concerns and you can not remove large volumes of 
water from the Columbia without creating problems for already endangered 
salmon.  It's a plan doomed to failure and so please let it die.  I agree 
that it could be a 
 boon to agricultural and recreation interests and if those that benefitted 
from it were the ones financing it, it might seem somewhat palatible but it's 
another case of minority interests trying to get a publically financed 
windfall.  There are other more pressing needs, please let us spend our 
rescources and efforts in resolving problems associated with them. 
    
  Regards 
    
  George Bowerman 
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Comment IND-0113 


Comments and Responses

From: carole byrd <carole_byrd@yahoo.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008  7:53 AM 

Subject: Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study 


Dear Mr. Kaumheimer, 


The Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study is unacceptable as
an EIS because it lacks sufficient information on the impacts of the project. 
One major flaw is the absence of the Department of Energy report on the
results of a study of possible impacts of seepage from Black Rock on Hanford 
ground water.  Without this critical information, this report cannot be an 
EIS.

 Another example is that the study raises the issue of stress faults, 
landslides and potential for earthquake but does not adequately address them. 

Yet another example, on page 35 under Large Dam Height, the report states
that such a design would need to be independently reviewed by an expert board 
of consultants, but such independent review has not been done.  

The study acknowedges a benefit of 16 cents on the dollar.  This is a 
totally unacceptable benefit. 

The report misrepresents Black Rock as if it would be a mountain lake, and 
greatly over estimates the visitor traffic and revenue.  In fact the 
reservior will be drawn down and be a mud flat in an arid area for a part of 
the year.

 The project should be dropped because of the low benefit.  However, if it
is pursued, the EIS must be redone and resubmitted to the public for review. 

 Carole Byrd 
 427 Shoreline Court 
Richland, WA 99354 

 509 371-0789 
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Comment IND-0114 


From: "Chinn, C. Bradley" <CChinn@spokanecounty.org> 

To: "'storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov'" <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008  9:51 AM 

Subject: Black Rock Dam
 

Dear Bureau of Reclamation; The Black Rock project is a total loser both 

ecologically and financially. The best estimate for energy costs would dump 

over 80% of the costs on the citizen taxpayers. This is a welfare project 

which needs to be eliminated. Also, the geologic foundation for this dam is 

faulty, and would be a major 

disaster with even a slight earthquake. There is no reclamation issue here, 

this is total pork barrel and it needs to expire accordingly. Thanks you. 

Brad Chinn, 1319 West Dean Ave., Spokane, WA  99201-2014. 
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Comment IND-0115 


Comments and Responses

From:  BRC <garden.gnome@gmail.com> 

To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date: Mon, Mar 31, 2008 12:13 PM 

Subject: Black Rock Dam is a terrible idea 


Dear USBR staff, 


I strongly oppose Back Rock Dam. Below are some very good reasons for its

rejections and some suggestions for improvements elsewhere.
 

Thank you, 

Barbara Christensen 

3105 Plymouth Dr

Bellingham WA 98225 


*P**ROBLEMS WITH BLACK ROCK DAM* 


o *Unstable Geology* 


The Black Rock dam would be built on a thrust fault in an earthquake zone, 
in an area prone 

to landslides. There is risk for failure of the dam due to seismic activity. 
The Bureau says 

these problems can be engineered away, but we disagree. Even if we had the 
money to pay 
for safeguards, there would still be substantial risk. 

o *Hanford Contamination* 

Groundwater seepage from the bottom of the Black Rock reservoir will head
straight to the 

Hanford Nuclear Reservation, saturating and re-suspending contaminants that
the public 

has paid billions of dollars to isolate. These toxic and radioactive
materials would then seep
into the Columbia River, including the Hanford Reach. This is an 
unacceptable impact! 

o *Regional Energy Drain* 

Black Rock would require pumping of water uphill (1400 feet) from the 
Columbia River. 

This would be a substantial energy user in the Pacific Northwest, both in
terms of power for 

pumping and foregone energy production at five downstream dams. We need that 
energy 
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for other, more productive uses. Note: although some energy could be
re-captured as the 

water is pumped down into the Yakima Valley, it is vastly less than what 
would be required 

to pump the water uphill in the first place. Some supporters claim Black 
Rock could be 

used as a pump-storage facility, but the economics don't work B water cannot 

simultaneously be pumped back and forth from the Columbia River, sent down 
into the 
Yakima Valley for irrigation. 

o *Water Not Available from the Columbia River* 

Black Rock reservoir would be huge. Water in the Columbia River is already 
spoken for by 

hydropower, irrigation, and to maintain instream flows for fisheries. 
Ironically, it is the U.S. 

Bureau of Reclamation's own Columbia Basin Project that has the biggest set
of water rights 

B only half used at this point. Water is not available from the Columbia 
River to fill the 
Black Rock reservoir. 

o *Outrageously Bad Economics !* 

Sixteen cents on the dollar B need we say more? Under federal law, the 
economic analysis 

indicates that the Black Rock project cannot be built. 

o Regional Benefits Are Private, Not Public 

Black Rock supporters say that a master planned development could be built 
on the shores 

of the reservoir, creating regional benefits. Not true. First, Black Rock
would be an 

operating reservoir with frequent bathtub rings. Folks with property at
Banks Lake and 

Dworshak Reservoir can tell you this is not an attractive option. Second, is 
the Black Rock 
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Comments and Responses

Valley really an ideal place to put a resort? If the real estate developers
believe that it is, 

they should pay to build and operate the reservoir. It is not the obligation 
of federal 

taxpayers to create profits for the real estate industry. 

*'YAKIMA VALLEY WATER SUPPLY SOLUTIONS 
* 

o *Conservation & Pricing* 

Aggressive, mandatory water conservation that applies to all water rights
and water users is 

the first step toward sensible water management. Second, water should be 
priced 

according to its real value. Stop subsidizing water supply and farmers will
grow crops that 
reflect the true value of the water. 

o *Fish Passage at Existing Dams* 

The first step for improving fisheries in the Yakima basin is to open up 

habitat in the
 

mountains. This means installing passage at the Bureau's storage dams 

(Keechelus,
 

Kachess, Cle Elum). Riparian habitat and water quality improvements are

needed too. Yes,
 

the Yakima River does need more water in certain reaches at certain times of 

year. 

However, the public does not need to build a multi-billion dollar dam to 

provide that water.
 

o *Watershed Restoration*
 

Healthy forests and floodplains provide natural water storage. The state and 

national 


forests of the Yakima basin must be managed to maximize their water storage

capacity.
 

Similarly, the Yakima River must be re-connected to its floodplain. These

actions will 
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capture and hold water runoff, help fill reservoirs and maintain instream
flows for fisheries. 

BRC 

"A LITTLE PATIENCE, AND WE SHALL SEE THE REIGN OF WITCHES PASS OVER, THEIR 
SPELLS DISSOLVE, AND THE PEOPLE, RECOVERING THEIR TRUE SIGHT, RESTORE THE
GOVERNMENT TO ITS TRUE PRINCIPLES" - Thomas Jefferson 
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Comment IND-0116 


Comments and Responses

From:
To:
Date: 
Subject: 

 "Tom Clarke" <thomasc@bentonrea.com> 
 <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Mon, Mar 31, 2008 10:29 PM 
 Blackrock 

I find many statements in different sections conflict such as dam height and 
underground seepage (dam is 700 to 800ft?; seepage to Hanford site drainage 
is 31 cu. ft. or 51 cu. ft.). 
Your estimate of ground water seepage to the Hanford Site is unacceptable due
to possible movement of contamination and water table affect.  
Two reports are due out soon one from DOE and another on earth quake
evaluation on the Upper Columbia River Dams, neither of these are referenced 
or acknowledged. 
This is not an EIS without supportable data. On the Hanford Site the EIS must
include worth case scenario of catastrophic occurrences (floods, ground water 
contamination). 
The recreational value is not as I see it, when the waterline vary 60 to 100 
feet seasonally at peak recreation time value is lost. 
Frankly this looks like a real-estate scheme the public is to pay for.  

Please add me to the list to receive USBR's final EIS and decision in this 
matter. 

Thomas L Clarke 
27704 E Ambassador PR NE 
Benton City, WA  99320 
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Comment PUB-0001  
 
 

Comments portion of Public Hearings Summary 

Economic analysis of Black Rock Alternative is incomplete/ 
incorrect/outdated 
• 	 Economic analysis does not, and the final PR/EIS should, take into 


account the following: 
	
o 	 Benefits of recreational development above the waterline, 

(estimated $3.5 billion in Mitchell Nelson study commissioned by 
YBSA); 

o 	 Benefits to salmon recovery (estimated $2.6 billion by YBSA), 
including Yakama’s cultural values for salmon recovery,  

o	  Economic benefits to the area of constructing Black Rock,  
o 	 Benefits of eliminating agricultural losses resulting from droughts 
o 	 Benefits resulting from amelioration of Treaty rights 
o 	 Economic benefits resulting from recreation, tourism, and 

commercial development; and generation of energy.   
o 	 Effects of climate change. 
 

Amber Hansen, Port of Sunnyside; David McFadden, Yakima County 
Development Association; Doug Palachuk; Carpenter Farms; Michael 
Morrisette, Greater Yakima Chamber of Commerce; Steven George, Hop and 
Dairy Association; Thomas Allen, Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County Public 
Services; Gary Lukehart, YBSA; Warren Dickman, YBSA; Ken Nelson, Lower 
Yakima Valley, Yakima Valley Tri-Cities Association, Washington Association 
of Realtors; Tom Carpenter; Arnold Martin, Port of Sunnyside; Phil 
Williams; Glenn Clark; Art King, YBSA; Pete Gier; Harlan Hall; Charlie de 
la Chapelle, YBSA 
 
• 	 Need future value of Black Rock (not using historical values for 


commodities) 

Charlie de la Chapelle, YBSA 
 
• 	 The methodology used to determine the cost-benefit ratio is flawed.  All 

factors related to the cost of the project must be assigned monetary values 
to create an accurate ratio, e.g., decision to use offstream storage facilities, 
creation of more normative flows; decision to not bring new acreage into 
production; creation of a reliable water supply, not a new supply. 

Mike Leita, Yakima County; Rick Glenn, AmericanWest Bank; 
 
• 	 Rationale of no less than 70 percent proration is not included in the 

economic analysis.  
Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County Public Services; 
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•	 Economic analysis misses the point, premise, and legislative intent. 
Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County Public Services; 

•	 Economic analysis is inconsistent with Economic and Environmental 
Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources 
Implementation Studies (P&Gs). 

Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County Public Services; 

•	 The multiplier effect for the basin is 2-5; those benefits were not included 
in the study. 

Arnold Martin, Port of Sunnyside 

•	 OSE and EQ accounts do not reflect potential mitigation for seepage from 
the Hanford Site. 

Terry Keenhan, Yakima County 

•	 Was loss of 20,000 acres of orchard in 1 year accounted for in the 

economic analysis?
	

Jim Amundson 

Black Rock Alternative is the appropriate alternative 
•	 Black Rock Alternative is the only alternative that provides sufficient 

water for fish passage and drought relieft; additional storage is needed; 
water conservation and other methods are inadequate.    

David McFadden, Yakima County Development Association; Jim Breedlove; 
Steve George, Hop and Dairy Industries; Michael Morrisette, Greater Yakima 
Chamber of Commerce; Arnold Martin, Sunnyside Port District; Donald 
Leippert; Rick Glenn, AmericanWest Bank; Tom Carpenter; Phil Williams; 
Pete Gier; Harlan Hall; Charlie de la Chapelle, YBSA; Brad Toner; 

•	 Black Rock Alternative is the only alternative that meets the criteria set 
forth by Congress. 

Amber Hansen, Port of Sunnyside; Michael Morrisette, Greater Yakima 
Chamber of Commerce; Arnold Martin, Sunnyside Port District; Rick Glenn, 
AmericanWest Bank; David Rupe; Charlie de la Chapelle, YBSA; Brad 
Toner; 

•	 No Action Alternative is not acceptable. 
Mel Wagner, Rockey Marshall, YBSA; Michael Morrisette, Greater Yakima 
Chamber of Commerce; Amber Hansen, Port of Sunnyside; David McFadden, 
Yakima County Development Association; Chris Nass, Yakima Association of 
Realtors; Jim Sewell, Port of Grandview; Ken Nelson, Lower Yakima Valley, 
Tri-Cities Association; Washington Association of Realtors; Pete Gier; Dave 
Rupe; Charlie de la Chapelle, YBSA; Brad Toner. 
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Insufficient alternatives evaluated  
•  Bumping Lake enlargement should have been considered. 
Rick Dieker  
 
•  Need analysis of floodplain and reach restoration and combined effects of 

State alternatives.  
Michael Garrity, American Rivers 
 
•  Pipeline from Columbia River to Sunnyside would be adequate to fill 

Roza Canal and should be considered as an interim solution.  
Rick Lamoureux;  
 

Ecology should have looked at other alternatives 
•  Alternative to groundwater for agricultural users in Odessa 
•  Sources of water supply for pending water right applications 
•  New uninterruptible water supply for holders of interruptible water rights 

on the Columbia River mainstem  
Joel Freudenthal, Yakima County Public Services 
 

Climate change was not evaluated sufficiently  
•  The effect of climate change was not evaluated sufficiently. 

Terry Keenhan, Yakima County; Doug Palachuk, Carpenter Farms; Arnold 
Martin, Port of Sunnyside; David Rupe; 
 

Black Rock Alternative is not the appropriate alternative/not 
fully evaluated 
•  It is not economically viable; benefit-cost ratio provided in Draft PR/EIS 

is too optimistic.  
John Osborn, CELP; Rick Dieker; Vince Panesko 
 
•  It is too costly  
Michael Garrity, American Rivers; John Osborn, CELP; Mike Lilga; Carol 
Moser; 
 
•  It is not energy-efficient. 
John Osborn, CELP; Dan Kinney; Rick Lamoureux; 
 
•  It provides too little benefit to fish. 
Michael Garrity, American Rivers; 
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•	 How will added storage volume be used in years that it is not needed?  
Will you open more land than in times of drought will require additional 
water? 

Jack Dawson 

•	 Increased recreational and commercial development is speculation and 
should not be used as justification for Black Rock Alternative. 

Dan Kinney 

•	 Concerned that development based on the water in Black Rock Reservoir 
and the M&I water use would become “drivers” of Black Rock in the 
future, and the fluctuating water levels would not be good for associated 
recreational and commercial development. 

Mickey Chamness; 

•	 Black Rock Dam is oversized (larger than Grand Coulee Dam). 
Dan Kinney; Mike Lilga; Bob Schweighardt 

•	 Failure of a dam this size would be catastrophic; further engineering 
studies are needed. 

Jim Stoffels; Rick Leaumont, Audubon Society; Bob Schweighardt; Mike 
Luzzo 

•	 Ecology of large dams needs to be evaluated. 
Dana Ward, Audubon Society; 

•	 Black Rock Reservoir would be dry in the summertime. 
Carol Moser; 

•	 Uncertain where water to fill Black Rock Reservoir will come from. 
John Osborn, CELP; 

•	 Enormous evapotranspiration on reservoir will increase humidity in the 
area. 

Carol Moser; Rick Lamoureux; Dana Ward, Audubon Society;  

•	 Black Rock Alternative will replenish the groundwater in the area. 
Donald Leippert; Arnold Martin, Port of Sunnyside; 

•	 Seepage from Black Rock reservoir would mobilize contaminated 
groundwater beneath the Hanford Site and carry it to the Columbia River.  
New DOE model should be used to evaluate the effects.  DOE’s study 
should be published and reviewed before decision is made. 

Michael Garrity, American Rivers; John Osborn, CELP; Mike Lilga; Rick 
Leaumont, Audubon Society; John Lucas; Carol Moser; Rick Lamoureux; 
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Mickey Chamness; Jack Dawson; Vince Panesko; Duane Faletti; Mike Luzzo; 
Carole Byrd. 
 
•  Effects on groundwater levels need to be evaluated. 
Dana Ward, Audubon Society; 
 
•  Geology beneath damsite is unstable:   There is a thrust fault beneath the 

proposed damsite and is also prone to landslides.   
John Osborn, CELP; Walter George; Mike Lilga; Rick Leaumont, Audubon 
Society; Carol Moser; Mickey Chamness; Jack Dawson; Bob Schweighardt; 
Mike Luzzo; Carole Byrd; Jack Dawson 
 
•  Reservoir will not provide quality drinking water.  
Vince Panesko  
 
•  Concern about effect on fish of mixing Columbia River and Yakima River 

water (false attraction). 
Carole Byrd; Jack Dawson Rick Leaumont, Audubon Society 
 
•  Concern about interruption of migratory wildlife corridor between the 

Hanford Reach National Monument and the Yakima Firing Range. 
Rick Leaumont, Audubon Society; Dana Ward, Audubon Society; John Lucas;  
 
•  Effect on shrub-steppe corridor needs to be evaluated. 
Dana Ward, Audubon Society; 

 
•  Analyses are not sufficient for an EIS. 
Rick Leaumont, Audubon Society; Dana Ward, Audubon Society; John Lucas; 
Jack Dawson 
 
•  Wymer Dam and Reservoir is more feasible than Black Rock Alternative.  
Rick Dieker; 
 
If a decision is made to proceed with planning for Black Rock project, we 
strongly recommend adoption of the following measures:  
•  Consider the PR/EIS as a feasibility study only and develop a new 

comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement. 
• 	 Passage of Federal and State legislation to transfer water rights to fish and 

wildlife (held in trust by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Marine 
Fisheries Service, and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

•  Acquire lands along the Columbia River that will unite the National 
Monument and the Firing Center as well as a corridor along the ridgeline 

to Yakima – add these lands to the Monument. 


•  Project waters mixed with Columbia River water should be diverted into 
wetlands established in the Yakima Valley – to prevent their introduction 

into the Yakima River. 
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• 	 Establish dikes and flood in Black Rock reservoir so that shallow wetlands 
remain as reservoir waters are drawn down.  Will benefit fish, wildlife, 
recreation, and view shed. 

• 	 Fully mitigate the impacts to fish, wildlife, native plans for water diverted  
out of the Columbia River for the project. 

Rick Leaumont, Audubon Society 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Indian Tribes 

TRB-0001-01 Sections 4.20 and 4.21.2 recognize the Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study (Storage Study) alternatives are on traditional lands of members 
and bands who comprise the Yakama Nation, and that actions to identify, 
evaluate, and possibly mitigate project impacts will follow the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as amended (NHPA), consultation process. 

TRB-0001-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-01. 
TRB-0001-03 See response to comment TRB-0001-01. 
TRB-0001-04 See response to comment TRB-0001-01. 
TRB-0001-05 Section 4.20.2.1 conveys an awareness of a range of historic resources that are 

discoverable by a Class III survey of a Preferred Alternative, and consultation with 
Tribes on the evaluation and mitigative measures will be done.  Mitigation 
measures on significant properties are specified in a Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) between the State Historic Preservation Officer, Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, and Tribes. 

TRB-0001-06 See response to comment TRB-0001-05. 
TRB-0001-07 See response to comment TRB-0001-05; however, Federal agencies are limited 

under the NHPA to mitigate specific historic property types to benefit the greater 
public good. 

TRB-0001-08 See response to comment TRB-0001-05. 
TRB-0001-09 The referenced paragraph has been revised to convey that the introduction of the 

horse created greater opportunities for cultural change and adaptations throughout 
the range in which it was adopted. 

TRB-0001-10 Comment noted.  The cultural resources overview in A High-Level Class 1 
Inventory of Cultural Resources for the Yakima River Basin Storage Study in 
Benton, Kittitas, and Yakima Counties, Washington (Reclamation, 2008h) 
(TS-YSS-24) presents a more detailed context for the complicated human history 
in the area covered by the Draft Planning Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
(PR/EIS); however, it relies on existing sources and is not intended to clarify 
questions or issues of academic interest. 

TRB-0001-11 See response to comment TRB-0001-10.  Research questions contained in the 
comment are certainly subject to further exploration if, and when, a Class III survey 
is done for a preferred alternative and mitigation measures are developed in 
consultation with the Yakama Nation. 

TRB-0001-12 In the context of the NHPA, mitigation refers to historic properties, typically a 
cultural site, rather than to a Tribe.  Consequently, monetary consideration is not a 
typical mitigation measure. 

TRB-0001-13 The second and third bulleted points in section 4.20.2.4 have been revised to 
remove any ambiguity that consultation with Tribes is optional. 

TRB-0001-14 See response to comment TRB-0001-13.  In addition, Reclamation does not 
consider an MOA to advance mitigation of historic properties as a regulatory action 
in the context of Executive Order (EO) 13175.  Rather, the NHPA provides 
sufficient direction to agencies to consult with Tribes where historic properties are 
concerned. 

TRB-0001-15 Section 4.20.2.5 has been clarified to acknowledge that archeological means is not 
the only way to address impacts to the spectrum of values attributed to a historic 
property. 

TRB-0001-16 Section 4.22.1 notes that the lands in both the Wymer and Black Rock storage 
reservoir alternatives are mainly in private ownership; private lands outside 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Indian Tribes 

Reservation boundaries generally do not harbor Indian Trust Assets (ITAs), 
although there are resource-specific exceptions (certain minerals, for example). 

TRB-0001-17 This comment is in reference to Reclamation's Modeling Groundwater Hydrologic 
Impacts of the Potential Black Rock Reservoir (Reclamation, 2007a) (TS-YSS-19).  
Comment noted.  Additional investigations were proposed and would be required 
prior to final design of the project. 

TRB-0001-18 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  Specific locations of aggregate and 
other construction materials for either alternative in the Draft PR/EIS have not 
been identified.  It may be possible to find these materials in places outside of 
aquatic habitats to prevent any adverse impacts to that habitat.  Reclamation will 
adhere to all laws, rules, and policies regarding working in aquatic habitats. 

TRB-0001-19 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  Comment noted.  Additional 
hydrogeologic investigations have been proposed and would be required to reduce 
model uncertainty prior to final design of the project. 

TRB-0001-20 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  Additional analysis has been 
included in the Final PR/EIS in Section 2.4.1.1 concerning seepage mitigation 
features and their efficacy.  The purpose of these features is to reduce and capture 
seepage from the potential Black Rock reservoir and prevent significant impacts to 
the Hanford Nuclear Reservation (Hanford Site).  The Department of Energy 
(DOE) is studying and modeling the fate of contaminants at the Hanford Site under 
various hydrologic conditions, including the possible addition of seepage from the 
Black Rock reservoir. 

TRB-0001-21 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  The limited testing completed at the 
site was done at locations considered significant for defining the depth and 
characteristics of the Horsethief Mountain fault/south dam abutment and in the 
reservoir basin.  As noted in this comment, there is a need for additional 
investigations to characterize many other locations within the project area. See 
section 2.2.3.1 in the Final PR/EIS for proposed further investigations. 

TRB-0001-22 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  A hydrogeologic testing and 
characterization program has been proposed and only the first of many sites were 
tested as part of the initial assessment work.  Additional investigations would be 
required prior to final design of the project.  See section 2.2.3.1 in the Final PR/EIS 
for proposed further investigations. 

TRB-0001-23 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  See response to comment 
TRB-0001-20. 

TRB-0001-24 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  Increased hydrogeologic data from 
the proper locations would reduce uncertainty in the model results.  Investigations 
to provide those data have been proposed and would be required prior to final 
design of the project.  See section 2.2.3.1 in the Final PR/EIS for proposed further 
investigations. 

TRB-0001-25 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  The hydraulic conductivity (K) values 
obtained from onsite field testing are used, along with other measured K values 
from locations within the model domain and from the Hanford Site, to provide a 
range of values that are considered reasonable and representative.  Each model 
layer is represented by many different K values, all of which fall within that defined 
range.  Hydraulic conductivity values of individual cells are sometimes changed 
during sensitivity testing and model calibration to best fit the model head values to 
observed head values. 

TRB-0001-26 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
Columbia Plateau groundwater model and Reclamation’s Black Rock seepage 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Indian Tribes 

model are both regional in scale.  The USGS model examines the groundwater 
conditions at steady state (after reaching equilibrium).  The Black Rock seepage 
model was run in both a steady state and a transient mode.  The transient runs 
examine the groundwater conditions (head and seepage rates) at various times in 
the future after the reservoir fills. 

TRB-0001-27 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  Specific site data are sparse and 
additional data are needed, but the modeling also used data from the calibrated 
Columbia Plateau groundwater model and from the extensive testing that has 
been done at the Hanford Site.  See section 2.2.3.1 in the Final PR/EIS for 
proposed further investigations. 

TRB-0001-28 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  The water levels used for model 
calibration are considered static water level measurements because they are 
generally measured in late winter/early spring, prior to pumping from the wells for 
seasonal irrigation.  The majority of water level recovery from the previous 
season’s pumping has occurred by late winter. 

TRB-0001-29 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  Many of the driller's well logs that 
were available for the observation wells used in the Black Rock seepage model did 
not include information on how the wells were completed.  All available data were 
used in the modeling process.   Reclamation will not be revising TS-YSS-19. 

TRB-0001-30 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  Hydraulic parameters used in the 
Black Rock seepage model were based on both published values and values used 
in the USGS Columbia Plateau groundwater model. 

TRB-0001-31 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  The total change in head over the 
observation wells is over 1,400 feet; 30 feet is about 2 percent of the total 
change in head.  It is common practice to assume a reasonable calibration is 
within 10 percent of the total change in head in the observations. 

TRB-0001-32 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  It was assumed for modeling 
purposes that the observation wells were completed in a single hydrogeologic unit; 
see response to comment TRB-0001-29.  All available data were used in the 
modeling process. 

TRB-0001-33 See response to comment TRB-0001-30.  The sediments that are refered to in 
TS-YSS-19 are those that currently exist in the reservoir bottom. The existing 
sediments are composed of many layers of silts and cemented materials and are 
therefore presumed to have a low vertical permeability. 

TRB-0001-34 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  Comment noted.  See footnote 4 on 
page 38 of TS-YSS-19. 

TRB-0001-35 This comment is in reference to TS-YSS-19.  The Black Rock seepage model 
showed that the majority of seepage from the reservoir would return to Dry Creek.  
The remaining water would increase aquifer storage as shown in figures 8-11 
through 8-27 in TS-YSS-19.  Proposed mitigation measures would capture the 
seepage in Dry Creek (expected to be about 46.5 cfs) and convey it to the Yakima 
River near Horn Rapids. 

TRB-0001-36 The reason for the "peaks and valleys" on the hydrograph in chapter 7 in TS-
YSS-19 is that the transient model takes into account the annual change in head in 
the reservoir due to water availability.  The peaks represent times when the 
reservoir is full and the valleys are when the reservoir is drawn down. 

TRB-0001-37 The fate of the seepage is explained in TS-YSS-19.  The Black Rock seepage 
model shows the majority of reservoir seepage will return to Dry Creek; therefore, 
the increase in flow in the Saddle Mountains and Wanapum Basalts will be small. 

TRB-0001-38 The Committee on Fracture Characterization and Fluid Flow was set up by the 

399



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Indian Tribes 

National Science Foundation (NSF) to establish procedures to calculate 
groundwater flow in fractured aquifer systems.  The reference in TS-YSS-19 is the 
final report from the Committee and can be obtained from the NSF. 

TRB-0001-39 The hydrologic testing program at Black Rock followed procedures similar to those 
outlined in this comment.  Additional testing has been proposed and would be 
required to characterize the hydrogeology in the reservoir basin, the abutments 
and reservoir rim, and the Dry Creek area prior to final design.  See section 2.2.3.1 
in the Final PR/EIS for proposed further investigations. 

TRB-0001-40 Storage parameters used in the Black Rock seepage model are found in table 4-4, 
page 27, of TS-YSS-19.  The Black Rock seepage model showed that the 
unconfined aquifer would become saturated and the confined aquifer would remain 
confined. 

TRB-0001-41 A cutoff wall through the sediments in the Dry Creek drainage is one of the 
seepage mitigation features proposed and modeled in Modeling Mitigation of 
Seepage from the Potential Black Rock Reservoir (Reclamation 2008a) 
(TS-YSS-25).  The mitigation of potential seepage is presented and analyzed in 
the Final PR/EIS in section 2.4.1.1. 

TRB-0001-42 Additional geologic mapping has been proposed and would be required as part of 
the next stage of investigations and final design. 

TRB-0001-43 There is limited hydrologic test data available to characterize the hydraulic 
properties of the mapped faults in the model domain.  Head differences across the 
Cold Creek fault indicate that it is a hydraulic barrier to lateral flow.  Other faults 
are not as well characterized.  Faults that are located in the reservoir basin and 
downstream would need additional testing to characterize them. 

TRB-0001-44 The Vantage Sandstone is considered part of the Ellensburg Formation, which 
includes all of the sedimentary interbeds within the Columbia River Basalts.  It lies 
stratigraphically between the Grande Ronde and the Wanapum Basalts.  Hydro-
logically, it varies between a sandy aquifer and a fine-grained confining bed. 

TRB-0001-45 Reclamation does not consider the 2006 hydrologic testing program to be fully 
comprehensive or detailed on a larger scale, but detailed on the individual 
borehole scale that was discussed in the Supplemental Report for Appraisal 
Assessment: Geology and Hydrogeology, Right Abutment, Black Rock Damsite 
(Reclamation, 2007j) (TS-YSS-18). 

TRB-0001-46 The K values calculated from field testing at the Hanford Site vary over five orders 
of magnitude.  The values from testing at Black Rock, including the fault zone 
basalt breccia, fall comfortably within the range of values from the Hanford Site. 

TRB-0001-47 Hydrologic properties used in the groundwater seepage modeling to characterize 
the Black Rock area (sediments and basalt formations) are shown in tabular form 
in the supporting technical reports referenced in the Draft PR/EIS (Appraisal 
Assessment of Hydrogeology at a Potential Black Rock Damsite [Reclamation, 
2004h] [TS-YSS-6]; TS-YSS-18; and TS-YSS-19). 

TRB-0001-48 This topic is discussed in Dr. Spane's letter-report to Reclamation (included as 
Appendix A in TS-YSS-18), concerning the assumption of "pseudo-steady-state" 
injection rates for determining hydraulic conductivity from vadose zone test 
intervals. 

TRB-0001-49 Many factors could affect the calculated K values of the fault breccia.  The depth of 
the breccia between the two tested drill holes overlapped but was not exactly the 
same, the drilling methods varied, and the analysis methods varied.  The 
calculated K values are very close, statistically, and well within an order of 
magnitude. 
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TRB-0001-50 The figures referred to in the comment (Appendix A, TS-YSS-18) show the 
piezometer completions to make them observation wells after the testing program 
was completed. They did not have a sand filter pack during hydrologic testing. 

TRB-0001-51 The transmissivity, as well as the hydraulic conductivity, of the tested intervals are 
listed in the supporting document (TS-YSS-18). 

TRB-0001-52 Drill hole DH-05-1 was recompleted and the wells, DH-05-1 and DH-06-1, were re-
tested afterwards, as described in TS-YSS-18. 

TRB-0001-53 Comment noted.   
TRB-0001-54 Comment noted. 
TRB-0001-55 Comment noted. 
TRB-0001-56 Page 23 of technical report Appraisal Assessment of Geology at a Potential Black 

Rock Damsite (Reclamation, 2004g) (TS-YSS-5) refers to technical report 
Appraisal Assessment of the Black Rock Alternative Facilities and Field Cost 
Estimates (Reclamation, 2004c) (TS-YSS-2) for specific information regarding 
details of the Black Rock Alternative.  Quantity takeoffs for the Black Rock features 
are provided in Appendix D of TS-YSS-2.  Embankment zone quantities on sheet 
10 of 33 for the Black Rock Dam and Reservoir - "Large Reservoir - Active Storage 
= 1.3 MAF Dam type 2: Central-Core Rockfill Dam," provide an estimate of the 
embankment materials required at the original damsite is 93,530,000 cubic yards. 

TRB-0001-57 Comment noted. 
TRB-0001-58 Comment noted. 
TRB-0001-59 Anecdotal evidence, including the mapping of springs and "flowing wells" as noted 

in your comment, indicates that heads were higher historically in that area.  There 
are no known springs existing there now and heads have decreased over time in 
the basalt units. 

TRB-0001-60 The proposed design for the Black Rock damsite envisions a cutoff trench 
excavated to the top of bedrock beneath the entire length of the upstream concrete 
face of the dam which would serve as the primary water retention feature of the 
dam. The Ringold Formation and associated sediments would be left in place 
underneath the downstream rockfill section of the dam.  Additional investigation at 
the damsite for final designs may determine that portions of the Ringold Formation 
are adequately cemented to serve as a competent foundation for the dam and 
could possibly be left in place, thereby reducing the volume and cost of foundation 
excavation.  No additional site-specific geologic investigations have been 
completed to date. Additional geologic investigations of the damsite are 
recommended in the Final PR/EIS, section 2.2.3.1, to be completed before final 
designs are complete and a project cost ceiling is established.  The resources 
required to accomplish geologic investigations have been estimated and are 
shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a project 
construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

TRB-0001-61 Additional hydrogeologic investigations have been proposed and include long-term 
pumping tests.  These investigations would be required prior to final design of the 
project. 

TRB-0001-62 Additional geologic mapping and hydrogeologic investigations have been 
proposed and would be required prior to final design of the project. 

TRB-0001-63 In section 2.2.1.3, there is a discussion of the municipal goal, how it was 
developed, and why Reclamation used it for the Draft PR/EIS.  The last part of the 
section indicates that the estimate may be conservative, as it did not account for 
future conservation actions, increased pricing, and demand changes.  The 
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Roundtable participants indicated that they wanted this future municipal demand 
treated as a new water demand for the Storage Study.  Based on that input, 
Reclamation modeled the future municipal demand as a separate water need. 

TRB-0001-64 The text has been modified as suggested. 
TRB-0001-65 The text has been modified as suggested. 
TRB-0001-66 Table 3.40, page 3-61 of the System Operations Technical Document 

(Reclamation, 2008b) (TS-YSS-21) shows the distribution of the future additional 
municipal water supply needs of 82,000 acre-feet by four Yakima basin subareas 
and the water supply criteria used in the operation studies for each subarea.  The 
34,000 acre-feet for the Lower subarea (the area downstream of Sunnyside 
Diversion Dam) is provided from return flows, while the upstream subareas 
municipal needs of 48,000 acre-feet are supplied from unregulated flows prior to 
the storage control period and from reservoir releases once the storage control 
period begins.  It was assumed 50 percent of the withdrawal returns as surface 
and subsurface flows and that the annual withdrawal is equally distributed each 
month. In a year like 1994, no proration was required for the Lower Yakima 
subarea and the municipal need of 34,000 acre-feet was available.  For the 
subareas upstream of Sunnyside Diversion Dam, the municipal water supply for 
the period of October through April was not prorated and 28,000 acre-feet was 
available.  In 1994, proration began in May and the 29-percent proration level was 
applied to the 5-month municipal need of 20,000 acre-feet, resulting in a supply of 
about 6,000 acre-feet.  Thus, overall in 1994, the municipal supply available was 
68,000 acre-feet. 

TRB-0001-67 This comment concerns one of the State Alternatives discussed in the Draft 
PR/EIS. As noted in Chapters 3 and 5 of the Final PR/EIS, the State of 
Washington has decided not to proceed further with a joint National Environmental 
Policy Act/State Environmental Policy Act (NEPA/SEPA) process.  Rather, they 
are continuing the SEPA process independent of the NEPA process to look at a 
broad range of solutions to water resource problems in the Yakima River basin.  
The State envisions this effort as the next phase of the Yakima River Basin Water 
Enhancement Project (YRBWEP) and has asked Reclamation to be involved in 
this effort. As a consequence, the State Alternatives have now been dropped from 
the Final PR/EIS.  The State will respond to comments on the State Alternatives in 
its separate SEPA Final EIS. 

TRB-0001-68 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 
TRB-0001-69 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 
TRB-0001-70 No. This sentence is in reference to the five 2-D reaches of the Yakima River 

(Easton, Ellensburg, Lower Naches, Union Gap and Wapato) that were modeled 
where there was the ability to track (in this case, through the Decision Support 
System [DSS] model) the amount of habitat for species and lifestage of interest 
based on flow. The Cle Elum River was not modeled.  A doubling of winter flows 
in the Cle Elum River may increase the amount of over-wintering habitat; however, 
there is no way to quantify this change.  In some reaches modeled with the DSS, 
not all flow increases resulted in habitat increases.  This will rely on the expert 
opinion of the local fisheries biologists. 

Text contained within the section entitled, "Wymer Dam and Reservoir Alternative" 
under the "Anadromous Fish" section in the Executive Summary of the Final 
PR/EIS was modified to make a distinction between the Cle Elum River and the 
Yakima River. 

TRB-0001-71 In part, the purpose and need for the Storage Study was to investigate what 

402



 
 
 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Indian Tribes 

benefits could be achieved for threatened and endangered (T&E) fish by 
developing additional storage in the Yakima River basin.  New storage would 
primarily affect fishery resources by altering riverflows so the analysis and the 
goals focused on those altered flows and the effects caused by them.  While other 
actions, such as floodplain restoration or passage, may create benefits for fish, 
they were not addressed as they were not needed to achieve the purpose and 
need to provide additional storage in the basin. 

TRB-0001-72 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 
TRB-0002-01 Comment noted.  Also, see response to comment TRB-0001-67. 
TRB-0002-02 The limited focus of the Joint Alternatives is reflected in the congressional 

authorization.  The Storage Study was authorized by the Omnibus Appropriations 
Act of 2003 (Omnibus Act), Public Law 108-7.  Section 214 of the Act of February 
20, 2003 (Public Law 108-7), states,  

“The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the Bureau of Reclamation, shall 
conduct a feasibility study of options for additional water storage in the Yakima 
River Basin, Washington, with emphasis on the feasibility of storage of Columbia 
River water in the potential Black Rock reservoir and the benefit of additional 
storage to endangered and threatened fish, irrigated agriculture, and municipal 
water supply.” 

The Storage Study was conducted as directed in the authorization.  The Storage 
Study evaluated plans that would create additional water storage for the Yakima 
River basin, and assessed each plan’s potential to supply the water needed for 
fish and the aquatic resources, basinwide irrigation, and future municipal 
demands.  Plans that did not involve creating additional storage in the basin, such 
as the State Alternatives in the Draft PR/EIS, were not evaluated, as they fell 
outside of the purpose of the study, which was to comply with Public Law 108-7.  

In response to public comment, the Washington State Department of Ecology is 
continuing the SEPA process independent of the NEPA process to look at a broad 
range of solutions to water resource problems in the Yakima River basin, which 
will include habitat restoration, fish passage and other actions (e.g., water 
conservation, water marketing, and groundwater storage).  The State envisions 
this effort as the next phase of YRBWEP and has asked Reclamation to be 
involved in this effort. 

These alternatives will draw upon information in the following existing restoration 
planning documents for the Yakima basin:   

1) Habitat Limiting Factors, Yakima River Watershed, Water Resource Inventory 
Areas 37-39, Final Report (Haring, 2001);  

2) Watershed Management Plan, Yakima River Basin (Watershed Planning Unit 
and Tri-County Water Resources Agency, 2003);  

3) Yakima Subbasin Plan (Yakima Subbasin Fish and Wildlife Planning Board, 
2004); and  

4) Draft Yakima Subbasin Salmon Recovery Plan (Yakima Subbasin Fish and 
Wildlife Planning Board, 2005). 

TRB-0002-03 The economic analysis in the Final PR/EIS displays the benefit-cost ratio and the 
analyses that led up to those results.  The costs include operation, maintenance, 
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and replacement costs, so all aspects of a project will be considered.  This 
information allows for a comparison of each alternative based on cost and benefit-
cost ratio. 

The State Alternatives in the Draft PR/EIS have not gone through a benefit-cost 
analysis (BCA). 

TRB-0002-04 The 70-percent criteria was used as a measuring tool to determine how well an 
alternative met the irrigation water supply goal.  This criteria was applied only to 
the Joint Alternatives, as the State, under SEPA regulations, could apply other 
criteria. The State will address the State Alternatives and other ideas through a 
separate SEPA process. 

TRB-0002-05 The Final PR/EIS lists the Bumping Lake Enlargement Alternative as an alternative 
considered but eliminated from further consideration (section 2.10).  The State of 
Washington has embarked on an analysis using their legislative authority to look at 
all other ideas and potential solutions, including a new analysis of the Bumping 
Lake idea, for the Yakima basin.  This comment and others will be available to the 
State for their use in that process. 

TRB-0002-06 As the discussion of the municipal goal development in the Final PR/EIS (section 
2.2.1.3) shows, the municipal water supply goal was set at 82,000 acre-feet at the 
urging of the Roundtable group.  This goal is conservative by estimating that all 
future residential water use will be met by new water usage and not by changing 
the use of existing water supplies.   

TRB-0002-07 Comment noted. 
TRB-0002-08 The State of Washington has started such a process by initiating a separate SEPA 

process to investigate potential measures to address the issues stated in this 
comment. 

TRB-0003-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-01. 
TRB-0003-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-01. 
TRB-0003-03 See response to comment TRB-0001-01. 
TRB-0003-04 See response to comment TRB-0001-01. 
TRB-0003-05 See response to comment TRB-0001-05. 
TRB-0003-06 See response to comment TRB-0001-05. 
TRB-0003-07 See responses to comments TRB-0001-05 and TRB-0001-07. 
TRB-0003-08 See response to comment TRB-0001-05. 
TRB-0003-09 See response to comment TRB-0001-09. 
TRB-0003-10 See response to comment TRB-0001-10. 
TRB-0003-11 See responses to comments TRB-0001-10 and TRB-0001-11.   
TRB-0003-12 See response to comment TRB-0001-12. 
TRB-0003-13 See response to comment TRB-0001-13. 
TRB-0003-14 See responses to comments TRB-0001-13 and TRB-0001-14. 
TRB-0003-15 See response to comment TRB-0001-15. 
TRB-0003-16 See response to comment TRB-0001-16. 
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FED-0001-01 The suggested changes have been made to the Executive Summary of the Final 
PR/EIS. 

FED-0001-02 The suggested changes have been made to section 1.6.1 in the Final PR/EIS. 

FED-0001-03 The suggested changes have been made to section 1.6.1 in the Final PR/EIS. 

FED-0001-04 Based on the mitigation proposed to address seepage from Black Rock reservoir, 
it is not expected that the Black Rock Alternative would result in any additional 
remediation or expedited remediation. 

FED-0001-05 Reclamation typically completes downstream inundation studies due to dam failure 
during the concept stage of final design and not during the appraisal or feasibility 
stages of design.  Black Rock dam has been designed to withstand a very large 
seismic event, and is thus considered to have a low potential for seismic dam 
failure.  During final design, Reclamation would conduct risk analyses to verify the 
low potential for failure.  If the Black Rock Alternative were to be brought forward 
and considered for final design, a downstream inundation study would also be 
conducted to identify consequences of dam failure.  The final design of Black Rock 
dam would include any features necessary to limit risk of failure and annual failure 
probability to acceptable levels while considering the downstream consequences. 

FED-0001-06 Reclamation is not in a position to estimate the cost impact to regional rate payers.  
This would require a rate case study wherein the cost of pumping energy would be 
considered an added cost of serving a firm pumping load or as foregone revenue 
to the Federal system when the nonfirm power needed to run the pumps is 
consumed by the Black Rock project instead of being sold in the bulk power 
market. 

The Draft PR/EIS simply estimated the power demand for pumping from the 
Columbia River to a Black Rock reservoir, and the monetary effect of using 
available nonfirm energy at existing Federal Columbia River Power System 
(FCRPS) hydroelectric plants.  Then, outside the PR/EIS, the public may view this 
monetary valuation as: (1) a potential reduction to Federal system revenue 
expectations which would have certain effects to regional power rates, or (2) as a 
direct operating cost to be borne by irrigation benefactors of the Black Rock project 
when they purchase such nonfirm energy in competition with other nonfirm energy 
purchasers in the open market.  This would have no impact on regional power 
rates. 

FED-0001-07 The referenced language in tables ES.6 and 2.69 has been modified to indicate 
that seepage is not expected to reach the Hanford Site in a manner that would 
mobilize contaminants. 

FED-0001-08 New language has been added to section 4.2.2.6 of the Final PR/EIS to address 
this issue. 

FED-0001-09 Comment noted.  Reclamation is continuing discussions with DOE to provide 
information about the potential seepage issue. 

FED-0001-10 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

FED-0001-11 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

FED-0002-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

FED-0002-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

FED-0002-03 The No Action Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative for the 
Final PR/EIS.  However, if an action alternative were selected in the ROD, the 
certification process and conditions to satisfy section 401 of the Clean Water Act 
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would proceed forward.  Additional language has been added to section 4.6.2.6 of 
the Final PR/EIS to address water quality monitoring. 

FED-0002-04 Under the Black Rock Alternative, impacts to wetlands would not occur, since the 
site had only 0.9 acres of ponded water used for livestock within the footprint of the 
reservoir. 

The Wymer site has 83 acres of identified wetlands, which would be lost to 
inundation.  Seepage from Wymer dam and reservoir would provide subsurface 
and possibly surface flows that would likely expand the riparian and wetland plant 
community in Lmuma Creek downstream from the dam.  If this action were 
selected, a mitigation plan would be formulated. 

Reclamation has identified No Action Alternative as the Preferred Alternative; 
therefore, impacts have not been measured in quantitative and functional terms. 

FED-0002-05 A seismic hazards analysis, Reclamation's Technical Memorandum No. D-8330-
2004-14, Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Assessment for Appraisal Studies of the 
Proposed Black Rock Dam (Reclamation, 2004b) (PSHA report), using existing 
data, was completed in 2004, as referenced on page 2-9 of the Draft PR/EIS.  No 
additional site-specific earthquake loading analysis has been completed to date.  
Additional seismic studies are recommended in the Final PR/EIS (section 2.2.3) to 
be completed before final designs are complete and a project cost ceiling is 
established.  Refinement of seismic data is not expected to exceed the design 
parameters used in the Draft PR/EIS.  The resources required to accomplish a 
loading analysis are estimated and shown in the Final PR/EIS, section 2.2.3 along 
with other tasks to establish a project construction ceiling for congressional 
authorization. 

FED-0002-06 A seismic map is included in the PSHA report, as referenced on page 2-9 of the 
Draft PR/EIS. 

Seismic design and construction standards and practices that would be used to 
reduce seismic risks are discussed in TS-YSS-2.  These standards and practices 
would also be applicable to the Wymer damsite. 

FED-0002-07 Geologic mapping of the Black Rock damsite has been completed and several 
landslide areas have been identified, as documented in TS-YSS-5.   

Geologic mapping of the Wymer damsite has been completed and several 
potential landslide areas identified, as documented in Reclamation’s Geologic 
Report for Appraisal Assessment – Wymer Dam and Reservoir (Reclamation, 
2008f) (TS-YSS-20). 

Additional geologic mapping and stability analyses would be needed to complete 
the landslide assessment and have been recommended in the Final PR/EIS before 
final designs are completed and a project cost ceiling is established.  The 
resources required to accomplish geologic mapping and stability analyses have 
been estimated and are shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to 
establish a project construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

FED-0002-08 The analysis in the Draft PR/EIS addresses the effects of the alternatives on sage-
grouse and elk from the loss of shrub-steppe and possible impacts to corridors.  In 
particular, it assessed the effects of the new dams and reservoirs.  It is unclear 
from this comment what additional information is sought.   

It is suggested that access roads, pipelines, and utility corridors may fragment the 
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areas further, but the pipelines and tunnels are buried and roads and utility 
corridors cross the sites today.  It is not expected that, beyond the impacts caused 
by the dams and reservoirs, the other facilities would further fragment the shrub-
steppe habitat beyond whatever fragmentation the existing facilities have caused.  
These facilities are generally quite small in size and some, like overhead utilities 
corridors, would not eliminate shrub-steppe.   

Shrub-steppe ecosystem provides little in the way of cover for large ungulates like 
elk. The existing corridors identifed by the fish and wildlife agencies for sage-
grouse and elk are bisected by large roads, I-84 and SR-821 at the Wymer site 
and SR-24 at the Black Rock site.  These roads have not been identifed as 
significant barriers in the existing corridors and it is not expected that smaller 
access roads would function as such.  It should be noted in passing that in the 
vicinity of the Black Rock dam and reservoir, elk have not abandoned the area 
even though extensive areas of shrub-steppe have been lost as a result of fire in 
the last year. 

FED-0002-09 The Yakama Nation provided comments during the scoping process for the Draft 
PR/EIS. Issues raised by the Tribe that were within the scope of the study were 
addressed in the Draft PR/EIS.  These included an analysis of the effects of the 
alternatives on water quantity and quality.  Additional comments by the Yakama 
Nation have also been addressed in the Final PR/EIS. 

FED-0002-10 Additional analysis of indirect impacts from growth is not practical or necessary.  
The goal for municipal water supply was developed based on estimates of 
expected future growth made by local governments.  These projections did not 
assume the development of any of the action alternatives considered in the Draft 
PR/EIS. Consequently, the alternatives are not growth inducing, but rather are 
responding to water needs for growth that is predicted to occur under the No 
Action Alternative. 

The reference to Low Impact Development techniques and their potential benefits 
in storm water management is noted. 

FED-0003-01 At this time, a wind farm is not reasonably foreseeable.  The company identified as 
proposing the wind farm has not formally identified Black Rock or Wymer project 
areas as potential wind farms. 

FED-0003-02 The proposed project for the Black Rock Alternative specifies relocation of SR-24 
to the south of the reservoir; this aspect of the Black Rock Alternative remains 
unchanged from the description provided in the Draft PR/EIS.  In the Final PR/EIS, 
section 4.16.2.3, "Transportation Impacts of the Black Rock Alternative," has been 
revised to recognize that a northerly alignment would directly impact Yakima 
Training Center (YTC) lands/mission, noting that this impact is another key reason 
for proposing a southerly alignment (along with cost and recreation access 
perspectives). 

However, per Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) 
commentary on the Draft PR/EIS (comment WAS-0004-01), further discussion 
among involved agencies and landowners regarding potential for relocation of 
SR-24 to the north, rather than south, of Black Rock Reservoir is included as a 
mitigation measure related to the transportation impacts of this alternative. 

FED-0003-03 A northerly alignment for the relocation SR-24 to accommodate the Black Rock 
Alternative would likely cross YTC lands in Sections 4 and 5 of T12N R23E.  
However, [1] no detailed alignment studies have been performed for this option, 
and [2] such a northerly alignment is not part of the proposed project for the Black 
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Rock Alternative.  Referring to the response to comment FED-0003-02, YTC would 
certainly be involved in any future discussion of a northerly relocation alignment for 
Highway 24 (i.e., as a mitigation option to address concerns about the proposed 
southerly alignment), along with WSDOT and other involved parties. 

FED-0003-04 Section 4.13, "Land Use and Shoreline Resources," of the Final PR/EIS has been 
revised to include discussion of potential conflicts/interactions between reservoir 
users and surrounding private and public lands, including the YTC. 

FED-0003-05 Section 4.13, "Land Use and Shoreline Resources," of the Final PR/EIS has been 
revised to include discussion of potential impacts and appropriate mitigation 
related to trespass on surrounding lands (including the YTC) by public users at 
Black Rock and Wymer reservoirs. 

FED-0003-06 See response to comment FED-0003-04. 

FED-0003-07 Elk was used for big game movement corridor analysis since this is the species 
used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) in the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report (CAR). 
Data of sage-grouse movement can be found in section 4.11, "Threatened and 
Endangered Species." 

FED-0003-08 Elk currently use the area within the Wymer footprint (Leingang, pers. comm.) 
during certain times of the year.  The Wymer footprint is also a migration corridor 
for elk moving off the YTC to adjacent lands to the west, including Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) lands (Livingston, pers. comm.).  Wymer 
dam and reservoir would not eliminate the east-to-west movement corridor for elk, 
but it would force them move north or south to get onto YTC lands to graze. 

FED-0003-09 Visitation figures for this PR/EIS come from user counts by our surveyors of 
visitors recreating on and along the river during a 6-month peak recreation season 
from the beginning of April through September.  Recreation visitor counts were 
taken on 63 separate days during this period. These days were varied across 
weekdays and weekend days.  Four thousand, nine hundred, fifty-eight (4,958) 
visitors were counted and then divided by the 63 total count days to obtain the 
average number of visitors, 79 per day.  The 79-visitor-per-day figure was then 
multiplied by 240 days.  This totals 18,960 visitors.  We have been aware of and 
are concerned with the large discrepancy between the Bureau of Land 
Management's (BLM) figures and our estimates.  The fact that we counted only 
people observed recreating on or along the river may account for some of the 
difference.  Not being able to count every day, all day, at every location could 
certainly explain some of the difference. Some difference could be attributed to 
counting only during a 6-month period.  Differences between years of counts 
based on weather, riverflows, etc., could also help explain differences.  Besides 
number of visitors, car, vehicle and conveyance counts were also made.  Counts 
were made by activity, site, and location on the river and a number of other 
variables.  Reclamation can make these data available to BLM, and would 
appreciate any suggestions or ideas BLM has to help bring the counts more in line, 
and/or explain the differences. 

Reclamation would work with the YTC before any alternative was constructed to 
determine restrictions on recreational opportunities that might be necessary 
because of the proximity to the YTC.  These restrictions could include fencing, 
boating and fishing restrictions, and other types of actions. 

FED-0003-10 Fire can be an issue in shrub-steppe and at recreation sites.  A fire control plan 
would be needed for developed recreation areas associated with either Black Rock 
or Wymer reservoir.  With current land use practices, which involve very limited 
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recreational activities, fires regularly occur in the general vicinity of both the Black 
Rock and Wymer reservoir sites.  For example, fires regularly occur on the 
Hanford Site, the Arid Lands Ecology (ALE) Reserve, and the YTC, even though 
little recreational use is allowed on any of these areas.  This situation is not 
expected to change substantially from the current conditon if recreational 
developments associated with either reservoir were developed.  However, in this 
case, the Preferred Alternative is the No Action Alternative. 

FED-0003-11 Comment noted.  Concerning the fish aspect of this comment, most of the 
perennial flow in Lmuma Creek exists downstream of the damsite; therefore, the 
loss of high quality salmonid habitat would be minimal.  Above the damsite, the 
stream is generally intermittent. 

There would be an unavoidable loss of riparian habitat in the Wymer reservoir 
footprint. The Service indicated that, along much of its length, the reach to be 
innundated is grazed so habitat values are limited.  This could be addressed 
through off- or on-site mitigation. 

FED-0003-12 Regarding the intake system for the Black Rock Alternative, the only surface 
facility within the YTC would be an 80' x 80' fenced site (with vehicular access) 
where the surge/vent shaft for the import tunnel reaches the land surface.  Other 
options for the Black Rock reservoir intake conveyance (e.g., pipeline) have been 
eliminated from consideration. 

However, further analysis of land ownership patterns around the proposed Black 
Rock reservoir location has revealed that one northern “arm” of the reservoir would 
encroach across the southern YTC boundary (in Section 4 of T12N R23E) for a 
short distance at full pool.  This impact was not recognized in the Draft PR/EIS.  
Section 4.13, Land Use and Shoreline Resources, of the Final PR/EIS contains 
discussion of this impact, including appropriate mitigation to ensure that the impact 
is not significant. 

FED-0003-13 According to a staff member of the Yakama Nation, a member of the conservation 
partnership, easements have been purchased on Rattlesnake Ridge near the 
footprint of Black Rock reservoir.  The statement in the Draft PR/EIS is accurate. 

FED-0003-14 The Washington State law referenced in the comment states,  

“A [County or City] comprehensive plan, amendment to a plan, a development 
regulation or amendment to a development regulation, should not allow 
development in the vicinity of a military installation that is incompatible with the 
installation's ability to carry out its mission requirements.” 

Neither the No Action Alternative nor any of the action alternatives described in the 
Draft PR/EIS would involve/require a county or city plan or regulation that violates 
this law.  Potential incompatibilities or conflicts between project alternatives and 
the lands/mission of the YTC would be subject to proper coordination and 
appropriate agreements between Reclamation and the Department of the Army 
(see Final PR/EIS section 4.13, "Land Use and Shoreline Resources," discussions 
of the Black Rock and Wymer Dam & Reservoir Alternatives). 

FED-0004-01 We concur.  Additional text has been added to the Executive Summary in the Final 
PR/EIS. 

FED-0004-02 Chapter 2 is intended to include information necessary to address the Principles 
and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies 
(U.S. Water Resources Council, 1983) (P&Gs). That information is required for 
the Joint Alternatives, but not the State Alternatives.  In an effort to make chapters 
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4 and 5 similar, the information relative to the P&Gs was included in chapter 2.  
With the changes now being made and the essential elimination of chapters 3 and 
5, the information has been left in chapter 2. 

FED-0004-03 The evaluation criteria are outlined in section 2.2.1. They include the ability of the 
various alternatives to meet the instream water supply, irrigation water supply, and 
municipal water supply goals. 

FED-0004-04 Refer to section 4.8.2.2 of the Draft PR/EIS, which discusses this topic. The 
average percent of water being pumped from Priest Rapids Lake in the Columbia 
River ranges from 0.2 percent (April and May) to a high of 5 percent (September), 
and no water withdrawals occur in July and August. The pumping schedule was 
designed to only withdraw water at riverflows above the target flows defined in the 
2004 Biological Opinion on the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) 
Including 19 Bureau of Reclamation Projects in the Columbia Basin (National 
Marine Fisheries Service, 2004a) (2004 BIOP).  Section 2.4.2, figure 2.9, and 
tables 2.18 and 2.19 present information regarding Columbia River flow targets, 
water availability to pump, and actual amount pumped on a monthly time step for 
the 1981-2006 period of record. Riverflows downstream of Priest Rapids Dam 
during the fall Chinook spawning period can vary between 50,000 cfs to 160,000 
cfs (see Draft PR/EIS, page 4-109) and river stage below the dam in the spring 
during fry emergence can vary as much as 13 feet in a 24-hour period (see Draft 
PR/EIS, section 4.8.2.2). The amount of daily flow and river stage fluctuation due 
to power production will overwhelm any effect resulting from the withdrawal of 0.2 
percent to 5 percent of the river flow from the Priest Rapids pool. Furthermore, it 
was assumed for the purpose of this analysis that any water withdrawal above the 
2004 BIOP target flows would not have any biological impacts to salmon and 
steelhead. It was assumed the 2004 BIOP targets flows were established with the 
intent to provide biological adequacy. 

FED-0004-05 The analyses in chapter 4 rely on flow models which incorporate the present 
effects of current withdrawals on flows.  These effects are incorporated into the No 
Action Alternative as well as each action alternative.  Consequently, the 
comparisons of a future with the action alternatives to a future without them 
generally show no differences due to present withdrawals.  The cumulative 
impacts analysis then focused on the effects the action alternatives would have, 
relative to the No Action Alternative, in combination with reasonable foreseeable 
future withdrawals. 

FED-0004-06 In order to avoid duplication, chapter 4 references the reader back to the National 
Economic Development (NED) information provided in chapter 2. 

FED-0004-07 The information necessary to conduct an analysis of the carbon footprint 
(greenhouse gases [GHG] sequestered vs. emitted) is not available.  The No 
Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative; however, should an action 
alternative be selected, construction and reservoir operations impacting GHGs 
would be defined in greater detail and the feasibility of conducting a carbon 
footprint audit would be considered at that time. 

FED-0004-08 Mitigation and environmental commitments to prevent the Black Rock Alternative 
groundwater impacts noted in section 4.3.2.3 were identified in Draft PR/EIS 
sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.28, respectively.  Mitigation and environmental 
commitments to address seepage associated with the Black Rock Alternative have 
been refined in the Final PR/EIS. 

As discussed in section 2.4.1.1 of the Final PR/EIS, the Black Rock Alternative has 
been revised to include changes in the design of the dam to alleviate groundwater 
seepage and the provision of specific features below the dam to capture surface- 
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and groundwater seepage.  These combined measures would prevent any 
seepage from the Black Rock dam and reservoir from reaching the Hanford Site.  
Thus, since there would be no surface- or groundwater contamination of the 
Hanford Site, there would not be any effects to public health. 

FED-0004-09 Those measures are included as part of the proposed action. 

FED-0005-01 The text has been modified as suggested in both instances. 

FED-0005-02 The text has been modified as suggested. 

FED-0005-03 The text has been modified as suggested. 

FED-0006-01 The comment correctly references impacts to BLM lands and/or recreation sites 
from the Black Rock and the Wymer Dam and Reservoir Alternatives.  These 
impacts were not recognized in the Draft PR/EIS.  Section 4.13, "Land Use and 
Shoreline Resources," has been revised in the Final PR/EIS to identify these 
impacts and discuss appropriate mitigation. 

FED-0006-02 Black Rock reservoir would have a negligible affect on the water temperatures in 
the Yakima River.  Water would be drawn from the bottom of the reservoir and 
conveyed by tunnel and buried pipeline to the Roza and Sunnyside canals and 
then delivered to farms.  Under average operations, the water would be withdrawn 
from at least 220 feet below the reservoir surface.  Given that the depth of the 
outlet works is considerably less at the existing reservoirs and the water is 
conveyed down the Yakima and/or Naches Rivers, water reaching the canals from 
Black Rock may actually be cooler than occurs under current conditions.  The 
median monthly direct spill back to the Yakima River is expected to peak in August 
at 1.65 percent of total river flow.  This would have little, if any, affect on water 
temperatures. 

The water temperatures for Wymer reservoir are more crucial due to temperature 
issues through the entire Yakima River system.  Projected Wymer reservoir 
seasonal stratification and subsequent release temperatures were modeled with 
the two-dimensional CE-QUAL-W2 (W2) model (Cole and Wells, 2007) and results 
discussed in the Draft PR/EIS. 

Water quality monitoring, quality assurances and controls, and standard operating 
procedures would be developed if a storage alternative were selected.  A quality 
assurance project plan (QAPP) would be written using the Washington State 
Department of Ecology Guidelines and would include a list of priority parameters, a 
schedule of events, sampling sites with coordinates, data verification and 
validation, and any other pertinent information.  These documents would be in 
place prior to any monitoring and would be strictly followed throughout the duration 
of the project. Modification would need to be made to the documents yearly to 
address any operational or environmental changes.  However, the No Action 
Alternative is the Preferred Alternative in the Final PR/EIS. 

FED-0006-03 A key finding of the fishery modeling (primarily for Black Rock and Wymer Plus 
Pump Exchange Alternatives) was that the observed increase in fish population 
abundance, etc., was largely due to improvements in juvenile (spring smolts and 
late summer/fall migrants) passage survival downstream from the City of Yakima.  
This was a result of better outmigration survival through the fish bypass systems at 
the diversion dams and improved in-river survival.  Both the Black Rock and 
Wymer Dam Plus Yakima River Pump Exchange Alternatives resulted in a 
significant increase in spring flows compared to No Action, which reduced fish 
entrainment into the fish bypass systems, and resulted in decreased in-river 
predation. 
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FED-0006-04 One of the ideas to provide additional water storage in the Yakima basin was to 
raise the active capacity in the Cle Elum reservoir by 3 feet, for an added capacity 
of 15,000 acre-feet.  This idea was studied by Reclamation but has not yet been 
implemented due to the costs involved compared to the amount of stored water 
garnered.  Another alternative studied in the early part of the Storage Study was 
adding about 400,000 acre feet of storage to Bumping Lake. This involves 
building an entirely new dam.  A summary of the findings relative to this alternative 
is included in section 2.9.1. 

Reclamation determined that the other three reservoirs in the Yakima Project did 
not have opportunities for increased storage capacity.  It should be noted that 
increasing storage capacity at any of the existing dams by more than a small 
amount would require extensive modifications to the existing structures or an 
entirely new dam. 

FED-0006-05 The comment references impacts to BLM grazing lessees due to development of 
Black Rock reservoir.  These impacts were not recognized in the Draft PR/EIS.  
Section 4.13, "Land Use and Shoreline Resources," has been revised in the Final 
PR/EIS to identify these impacts and discuss appropriate mitigation, including 
compliance with 43 CFR 4110.4-2, related to notification of grazing lessees. 

The comment also cites potential disruption of access to BLM public lands caused 
by implementation and operation of Black Rock reservoir.  Discussion of this 
impact and appropriate mitigation has been incorporated into section 4.13 of the 
Final PR/EIS. 

FED-0006-06 The Draft PR/EIS acknowledges that Section 106 of the NHPA, which includes 
field surveys to identify historic properties and Traditional Cultural Properties 
(TCP), would be accomplished if an action alternative were selected.  However, 
the No Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative. 

FED-0006-07 All lands within the project area would receive a field survey to identify historic 
properties; lands covered under previous field surveys would also be included in 
these surveys specific to the selected alternative if an action alternative were 
selected. However, the No Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative. 

FED-0006-08 Impacts to sage-grouse are addressed in section 4.11, "Threatened and 
Endangered Species." 

FED-0006-09 See response to comment FED-0006-08. 

FED-0006-10 The model for Brewer's sparrow (Spizella breweri) was the only shrub-steppe 
species model known to the Service staff while preparing to conduct Habitat 
Evaluation Procedures (HEP) during the 2007 field season.  Although time 
constraints would have precluded the development of any additional models (for 
the HEP analysis), the HEP model that was used was an appropriate habitat 
suitability indicator for that effort. 

FED-0006-11 See response to comment FED-0006-08. 

FED-0006-12 Currently, there are no known greater sage-grouse nesting and brood-rearing 
areas in the Black Rock footprint.  Radio-marked birds located in this area occur 
during late summer and appear to be birds moving from YTC to Rattlesnake 
Ridge. 

FED-0006-13 The Service used HEP analysis to provide a determination of Brewer’s sparrow 
habitat units that would be lost to each of the storage alternatives, based on 
existing shrub-steppe habitat.  The results of the analysis were used, along with 
several other factors, to assist the Service in identifying their preferred alternative 
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and recommendations for mitigation for each alternative in the CAR. 

The Conservation Reserve Program lands were considered agricultural lands in 
the analysis.  The shrub-steppe within the Black Rock dam and reservoir footprint 
was of medium value in the HEP analysis and this was changed in section 4.7.2.3 
in the Final PR/EIS. 

FED-0006-14 Additional data was received from the Service relative to the HEP analysis at the 
Wymer site.  The description of the HEP results for the Wymer site has been 
modified in section 4.7.2.4 in the Final PR/EIS. 

FED-0006-15 The HEP analysis completed by the Service used a single species, Brewer's 
sparrow.  It was chosen to represent species which use shrub-steppe.  Species 
were not identified to represent other habitat types in the area.  See response to 
comment FED-0006-14.   

FED-0006-16 A “Movement Corridor” heading has been added to sections 4.7.2.3 and 4.7.2.4 in 
the Final PR/EIS.  The greater sage-grouse issues were addressed in section 
4.11, “Threatened and Endangered Species.” 

FED-0006-17 Reclamation has selected the No Action Alternative as the Preferred Alternative; 
therefore, a detailed mitigation plan has not been developed.  If an action 
alternative were selected in the Record of Decision (ROD), a more detailed 
mitigation plan would be developed as part of implementation. 

FED-0006-18 At this time, specific, reasonably forseeable proposals have not been identified.  
Such specific proposals, including appropriate environmental analyses, permit 
applications, and other specific actions would be needed to carry out an accurate 
quantitative analysis.   

FED-0006-19 Comment noted. 

FED-0006-20 See first portion of response to comment FED-0003-09. 

FED-0006-21 See response to comment FED-0003-09.  Reclamation recognizes that there could 
be off-highway vehicle (OHV) spillover from Wymer, but it is difficult to estimate at 
this time. Traffic on SR-821 would also increase. 

FED-0006-22 The comment is consistent with analysis contained in the Draft PR/EIS. As stated 
in sections 4.19.2.4 and 4.19.2.6, respectively, of the Draft PR/EIS:  “These 
facilities [pumping plant and switchyard], at least prior to mitigation, would 
represent a significant visual impact in the context of the largely undeveloped, 
scenic Yakima Canyon corridor,” and “It is uncertain whether such measures [i.e., 
described potential mitigation measures] could reduce the level of visual impact 
overall to an insignificant level.” 

FED-0006-23 The probability of an increase in spring flooding as a consequence of river 
operations associated with the action alternatives is not likely.  Only the Black 
Rock Alternative substantially increases spring flows in the upper Yakima, with a 
peak median increase of approximately 1,000 cfs (from 2,500 to 3,500 cfs; see 
figure 2.2 in the Draft PR/EIS).  For comparison, the Yakima Project RiverWare 
model generated median summer flows in the Yakima Canyon (Umtanum gage) 
with a peak at approximately 4,200 cfs, which is much higher than the estimated 
median spring flow of 3,500 cfs for Black Rock.  The existing reservoir flood control 
rules were applied for all the alternatives; therefore, no differences are expected in 
the frequency or magnitude of flood events in the upper Yakima River. 

Median summer flows in the Yakima Canyon (Umtanum gage; see figure 2.2 of the 
Draft PR/EIS) are reduced the most, from approximately 4,200 cfs to a low of 
approximately 3,000 cfs under the Black Rock Alternative, which is higher than the 
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existing fall/winter base flows of approximately 1,100 cfs.  Therefore, it is not likely 
that recreationists would encounter additional shallow areas due to changes to the 
flow regime resulting from the Storage Study alternatives. 

FED-0007-01 WDFW has identified the Wymer reservoir site as wintering core habitat for 
bighorn sheep and core habitat for mule deer.  Movement for wildlife in the area is 
primarily west and east.  Wymer dam would eliminate some movement north and 
south on the east side of the Yakima River, but wildlife migrating from west to the 
east would not be adversely affected. 

FED-0007-02 See response to comment FED-0007-01. 

FED-0007-03 This information has been added to section 4.7.2.4 of the Final PR/EIS. 

FED-0007-04 Comment noted. 

FED-0007-05 The Draft PR/EIS noted that the current primary movement corridor is the Cold 
Creek Valley and Yakima Ridge, and it indicated that this would likely still be the 
corridor after construction of the dam and reservoir, as it is located largely to the 
east of the reservoir site. 

FED-0007-06 Reclamation has selected the No Action Alternative as the Preferred Alternative, 
so a detailed wetland enhancement plan has not been developed.  If an action 
alternative were selected in the ROD, a more detailed mitigation plan, including the 
possiblity of enhancing wetlands at a selected reservoir site, would be developed. 

FED-0007-07 See response to comment FED-0007-03. 

FED-0007-08 See response to comment FED-0007-01. 

FED-0007-09 This information has been added to section 4.11.2.3, under "Long-Term Impacts" 
in the Final PR/EIS. 

FED-0007-10 Figures 4.16 and 4.17 in the Final PR/EIS show the extent of the corridors would 
not change, so greater sage-grouse would continue to use them as they exist, 
except for those portions inundated by the reservoirs. 

Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

State of Washington 

WAS-0001-01 The request for an extension of the comment time period was received after the 
comment period closed.  No extension was provided. 

WAS-0001-02 This is a result of a modeling artifact.  For the months of January through March, 
the median flow was based on current operating conditions and was used to set 
the monthly target.  However, the Storage Study Technical Work Group (TWG) 
established revised target flows beginning in April (for dry, average, and wet years) 
which was shaped downward from the peak flow in May.  Consequently, this 
resulted in March having a higher flow than in April. 

WAS-0001-03 This paragraph was rewritten in the Final PR/EIS to exclude any possible 
inference to the Yakima reach downstream of Prosser Dam. 

WAS-0001-04 The seasonal volume error that was found is a result of mistakenly recording into 
table ES.2 values derived from average monthly flow values.  It was later decided 
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that median flow values were a better representation of monthly flow than average, 
which changed the seasonal flow volumes.  This error did not affect model output 
because the flow targets (Wapato on table ES.1) are correct and were used as 
input criteria to the RiverWare flow model.   

All seasonal volume calcuations in this and other related tables were corrected in 
the Final PR/EIS. 

WAS-0001-05 Comment noted.  The intent of this table is to express alternative performance in 
terms of seasonal water volume (acre-feet) relative to the seasonal target volumes 
at the Umtanum and Parker gages--not seasonal average streamflow (cfs).  This 
comparison is best understood by examination of the hydrographs in the Draft 
PR/EIS (see figures 2.2 - 2.7). 

WAS-0001-06 Comment noted.  Language in this paragraph contained within the section entitled, 
"Alternatives" of the Executive Summary of the Final PR/EIS was modified to 
clarify that the target flows discussed are in reference to the NMFS' 2000 and 2004 
BIOP flow targets. 

WAS-0001-07 This paragraph was rewritten in the Final PR/EIS (see section 4.8.2.3) under 
"Anadromous Fish, No Action Alternative."  

The No Action Alternative was essentially the same as current river operations 
with the addition of YRBWEP conservation measures.  Therefore, summer rearing 
habitat in the upper Yakima River was essentially the same.  And, because of the 
somewhat higher spring flows resulting from the YRBWEP conservation 
measures, a small benefit to smolt outmigration survival would be realized.   

The coho summer rearing habitat-to-flow curve [see figure 40 of the Aquatic 
Ecosystem Evaluation for the Yakima River Basin (Reclamation, 2008e) 
(TS-YSS-22)], shows a slight decrease in total habitat when flows increase from 
300 cfs to 750 cfs; above 750 cfs, the habitat begins to increase.  This loss of 
habitat between 300 to 750 cfs is due to an increase in mainstem channel velocity.  
Above 750 cfs, the increase in side-channel habitat makes up for the loss in the 
mainstem channel. 

WAS-0001-08 It is assumed this is in reference to the second complete paragraph of the 
Executive Summary, page xxxi, of the Draft PR/EIS.  Since juvenile coho salmon 
reside in the lower Yakima River (Wapato reach) in the summer, this species was 
chosen to discuss the relationship of summer juvenile salmon rearing habitat and 
flow.  See figures 38 and 39 on page 77 of TS-YSS-22, which shows the flow-to-
juvenile coho habitat area (figure 38) and the amount of juvenile coho habitat in 
June-September for each alternative (figure 39).  With the exception of June, when 
the amount of habitat was greater for Black Rock, there was little difference in the 
amount of habitat between alternatives for each month.  The reason for this is 
seen by examining the habitat-to-flow curve shown in figure 38, where there is 
minimal change in the amount of habitat within the summer flow range 
(approximately 500 to 1,500 cfs) for the various alternatives. 

WAS-0001-09 Comment noted.  If the System Operation Advisory Committee (SOAC) provided 
Reclamation with a river operations scenario defining how this water block is to be 
managed for instream flows, it would be possible to express fish benefits through 
application of the RiverWare and Ecosystem Diagnostics and Treatment (EDT) 
models. 

WAS-0001-10 The analysis used the current state of conditions as modified by the actions 
expected to occur under each alternative. To the extent that actions involving 
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habitat have already occurred, they are included in the current condition and in the 
No Action Alternative.  Actions which are contemplated are not included unless 
they are reasonably foreseeable; this  means there is a high degree of certainty 
that they will occur, plans have been approved, regulatory requirements have been 
met, and financing is available.  Prospective habitat actions that are not 
reasonably foreseeble were not included as features of the proposed actions as 
they exceeded the purpose and need for the Storage Study to provide additional 
storage. 

See response to comment TRB-0002-02, which addresses the future direction of 
the State's SEPA process for the Storage Study. 

WAS-0001-11 See response to comment TRB-0002-02.  It is acknowledged that there is 
additional fishery benefit realized by the inclusion of tributary flow and habitat 
restoration actions, but these were outside of the scope of this study. 

It can be difficult to parse out the storage location of "fish water," and it is more 
instructive to first define where, when, and how much the "fish water" bucket is 
used (perhaps based on water year type and carryover).  This exercise may then 
require focus on "fish water" storage location and amounts in terms of meeting 
desired flow conditions. 

WAS-0001-12 See response to comment TRB-0002-02.   

WAS-0001-13 Side-channel connectivity and winter habitat conditions are potentially viable 
indicators; however, Reclamation selected what were deemed the most important 
indicators. 

Though not directly specified in table ES.6, both attributes are captured in the EDT 
model.  Specifically, for the five floodplains, 2-D modeled connectivity for each side 
channel is tracked through time (weekly) as a function of flow.  Specific biological 
rules were developed for the EDT model to assess side-channel quality as a 
function of seasonal connectivity.  Similarly, over-wintering conditions are 
assessed for each EDT reach based on the habitat type and condition using 
biological rules to estimate over-winter survival. 

WAS-0001-14 The error has been identified and corrections have been made to tables 2.2 and 
ES.2 in the Final PR/EIS. 

WAS-0001-15 Some of the percentage values presented in tables 2.10 and 2.11 of the Draft 
PR/EIS were incorrect.  These values have been corrected in the Final PR/EIS 
(section 2.3.3). 

WAS-0001-16 The lowest average content occurs in August at 71 percent. The lowest minimum 
for the period of record used would also be in August, at 42 percent.  The reservoir 
was sized to meet needs under drought situations when demands may be high 
and supply from the Columbia low. 

Certainly, the filling schedule for the Black Rock reservoir could be optimized to 
take into consideration effects to migrating fall Chinook spawners.  The criteria 
used to fill the reservoir was designed to maximize storage based on water 
availability above the 2004 BIOP target flows for the Columbia River.  These 
criteria could be modified. 

WAS-0001-17 The pumping plant and conveyance features were designed to fill the reservoir to 
its normal water surface elevation (El.) of 1,730 feet.  The text on page 2-55 of the 
Draft PR/EIS was written to describe the physical locations of the intake on the 
Yakima River and discharge outlet into Wymer reservoir.  For these studies, the 
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minimum operating water surface of the Yakima River was estimated to be 
El. 1,275 feet, and the normal water surface in Wymer reservoir to be at El. 1,730 
feet. The pumping units were selected to operate over an operating range of 365 
to 475 feet of total design head. 

The top of inactive storage listed in table 2.30, El. 1,456 feet, is referenced to 
invert of the high-level intake of the outlet works.  Initially, the low-level intake of 
the outlet works would be operated and the top of inactive storage will be at 
El. 1,375 feet. For this study, Reclamation estimated that sedimentation of the 
reservoir would eventually inundate the low-level intake, requiring future releases 
to be made from the high-level intake of the outlet works. 

See the Wymer Dam and Reservoir Appraisal Report (Reclamation, 2007c) 
(TS-YSS-16), which can be found on the Storage Study's Web site, 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/storage_study/index.html, for more discussion of 
these items. 

WAS-0001-18 Yes, the proposed pipeline for the Wymer Dam Plus Yakima River Pump 
Exchange Alternative crosses Amon Wasteway; however, the crossing is not in the 
Yakima River delta.  The crossing is approximately at station 135+00 of the 
pipeline along the abandoned railroad alignment.  This crossing of Amon 
Wasteway is recognized in the impact analysis in section 4.13.2.5 (see table 4.41).  
The main impact to Amon Wasteway would be during the construction phase, and 
appropriate coordination with involved entities related to design and construction of 
the crossing is included as part of the "Mitigation" discussion in section 4.13.2.6 of 
the Final PR/EIS. 

WAS-0001-19 Yes, it would be possible to revise the operational criteria to allow for more water 
exchange with Sunnyside Valley Irrigation District (SVID) for wet water years.  It 
was operated this way to reduce pumping costs.  Conversely--and it would be 
year-specific--one needs to weigh the cost of the additional pumping versus the 
percent increase in flow past Parker and the resulting biological/physical benefits. 

WAS-0001-20 Comment noted. 

WAS-0001-21 Population age structure is indirectly taken into account in the All H:  Habitat, 
Hatcheries, Harvest, and the Hydroelectric Analyzer (AHA) model by utilizing input 
from the EDT model, where the user is required to define the mean population 
structure (e.g., percent age composition by brood year) for each population.  
Within the AHA model, the number of returning adults is based on the average 
observed smolt-to-adult-survival rate for each species.  The relationship between 
spawners and harvestable surplus may not be linear, caused by year-to-year 
variation in run strength between the target and nontarget (e.g., weak and ESA 
stocks) population(s); however, for the purpose of comparing fish benefits between 
alternatives for planning purposes, this approach to accounting for population 
structure is deemed sufficient.   

Because of time constraints and the inability to quantify the long-term effect of 
potentially more carcasses in the mainstem reaches, the EDT carcass attribute 
was not manipulated for any of the alternatives. 

WAS-0001-22 Fish passage at Cle Elum Reservoir and Bumping Lake is not reasonably 
foreseeable at this time.  The feasibility study has not yet been completed, nor 
have the necessary environmental compliance processes been initiated either for 
the construction of the passage facilities or the supplementation program. 

WAS-0001-23 With regard to steelhead, language in the Final PR/EIS (section 2.7.1.2) was 
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adjusted to note the existence of Tribal harvest in the Columbia and Yakima 
Rivers. However, it is Reclamation's understanding that the Tribes do not target 
steelhead, but catch them incidentally when seeking other species.  As a result, 
we do not believe that this omission would significantly affect the fishery benefit 
estimates and therefore do not plan to add this component into the economic 
analyses. 

WAS-0001-24 Effects upon river sport fishing, including catch-and-release fishing, as well as a 
range of other recreational activities, were included under the recreation analysis 
for the Yakima River.  The recreation analysis evaluated the extent to which 
monthly flows, by alternative, fell within the acceptable range of flows as obtained 
from recreator surveys.  While the recreation analysis did not break down 
alternative-specific changes in Yakima River visitation by recreation activity, fishing 
for nonmigratory species was included in the analysis. 

WAS-0001-25 By way of definition, the economic analysis uses the term “nonuse values” to 
represent preservation values unrelated to any use of the resource.  Conversely, 
"use values" refer to participation values and can reflect either consumptive uses 
(e.g., harvest-based fishing) or nonconsumptive uses (e.g., wildlife viewing, catch-
and-release fishing).  Where necessary, Reclamation has tried to clarify these 
interpretations in the Final PR/EIS. 

Nonconsumptive (catch-and-release) fishing values for both anadromous and 
resident fish were excluded from the fish benefits section.  However, 
nonconsumptive fish values were included in the recreation analysis, based on 
flows falling within acceptable ranges as obtained from a recreation survey.  Also, 
see response to comment WAS-0001-24. 

When applicable, the "avoided-cost" concept represents a legitimate benefit or, 
more appropriately, a cost savings.  If it could be shown that, by implementing one 
of the proposed alternatives, salmon recovery program costs could be reduced or 
avoided, then the avoided costs would reflect a benefit for that alternative.  
Reclamation’s current position with respect to this issue for the Yakima Storage 
Study alternatives is that the habitat-oriented salmon recovery programs currently 
in place in the Yakima River basin would not be significantly reduced with 
implementation of any of the proposed alternatives.  The proposed alternatives 
provide additional water supply for fish purposes, but that would not preclude the 
need for habitat improvements.  As a result, there are not significant avoided-cost 
benefits associated with any of the proposed alternatives.  A discussion of 
avoided-cost benefits was added to the introduction of the fisheries benefits 
section (2.7.1.2) under "Economic and Financial Analysis" of chapter 2 of the Final 
PR/EIS. 

WAS-0001-26 Nonconsumptive use values associated with wildlife viewing visitation are 
measured in the recreation analysis as opposed to the fisheries benefit analysis. 

WAS-0001-27 Comment noted. 

WAS-0001-28 The Black Rock Alternative would draw water from the Columbia River above the 
Hanford Reach. This reach of the Columbia River has not been designated under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, but it does lie within the Hanford Reach National 
Monument.  This is noted on the frontispiece. 

For this analysis, the affected environment for the Columbia River is defined to 
extend downstream to the confluence of the Yakima River.  This geographic 
boundary was chosen because the water pumped into Black Rock reservoir 
returns back to the Columbia River at the confluence of the Yakima; thus, 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

State of Washington 

Columbia River flows will be more or less the same as those upstream of the 
pump station in Priest Rapids Lake. 

WAS-0001-29 As stated in the response to comment WAS-0001-13, both side-channel 
connectivity and winter habitat conditions are captured in the EDT model, and thus 
influence (among many other attributes) the fish abundance numbers. 

WAS-0001-30 The aquatic invertebrates’ analysis focuses on differences among alternatives.  As 
such, the analysis did not include aquatic invertebrate productivity in the reservoirs 
or tributaries that were not significantly affected by the different alternatives 
relative to the No Action Alternative. 

WAS-0001-31 The Columbia River instream flow constraints are representative of the 2000 and 
2004 BIOPs which are referenced in section 2.4.2., page 2-41, of the Draft 
PR/EIS. These are the same as shown in table 3-8, page 3-22, of the Columbia 
River Water Management Program Final Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (Ecology, 2007a), with the exception of the “Snake River at Lower 
Granite Dam flows.”  The flow constraints also include the Vernita Bar Agreement 
spawning flows at Priest Rapids Dam during the period of October 10–June 30 
and the Washington State Policy for Voluntary Regional Agreements of no 
withdrawal in July and August. 

WAS-0001-32 See response to comment FED-0004-04. 

WAS-0001-33 Comment noted; however, Reclamation is not aware of SOAC flow recommend-
dations being discussed in the Draft PR/EIS. 

WAS-0001-34 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

WAS-0001-35 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

WAS-0001-36 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

WAS-0001-37 The section labeled “Recommendations” in Stanford et al. (2002) appears at the 
end of Part D. It includes both findings of the studies and recommendations.  It 
recommends that water from the Columbia River be exchanged for current 
diversions from the Yakima River by the Roza and Sunnyside divisions and that 
this be coupled with a floodplain expansion/revetment removal effort.   

The Black Rock Alternative and the Wymer Dam Plus Yakima River Pump 
Exchange Alternative respond to the first of these recommendations.  The analysis 
of both of these alternatives looked at the impacts which would occur if the flow 
regime of the Yakima River were altered as a result of the exchange.   

The second part of the recommendation, to expand the floodplain, was not 
examined, as it fell outside of the scope of the Storage Study to consider ways to 
increase storage in the Yakima River basin.  While some work has gone on to look 
at options for expanding floodplains in various locations, none of these efforts have 
progressed to the point where they are now reasonably foreseeable; therefore, 
they were not included in the cumulative impacts assessment.   

As such, the current analysis does respond to the recommendations in Stanford 
et al. (2002) to the extent they fell within the scope of the Storage Study. 

WAS-0001-38 There are many factors that affect the quantity of recharge to the groundwater 
system.  This topic is beyond the scope of this PR/EIS.  Additional information is 
available from the USGS Scientific Investigations Report 2007-5007 (Vaccaro and 
Olsen, 2007). 

WAS-0001-39 The information about irrigation return flows was developed and analyzed by the 
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USGS and is available in the referenced report:  Vaccaro and Sumioka (2006), 
USGS Scientific Investigations Report 2006-5205. 

WAS-0001-40 The intent of figure 4.10 was to highlight in general terms the process relationships 
between flow, sediment transport, channel structure, and the riparian floodplain.  
The intent was not to provide an in-depth discussion of how the various salmon 
stream habitat features (brown box) are affected by these four aforementioned 
categories.   

WAS-0001-41 Section 4.5.2.2 in the Final PR/EIS has been modified to address this comment. 

WAS-0001-42 The results from that study were as characterized in the Draft PR/EIS. The 
detailed information requested relative to the citation is available in that 
publication.  The full citation is:  Carroll, Jim and Joe Joy.  2001.  USBR Columbia 
River Pump Exchange Project Potential Water Quality Impacts on the Lower 
Yakima River. (Publication No. 01-03-000)  January, 2001.  Environmental 
Assessment Program, Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia, 
Washington. 

WAS-0001-43 Comment noted.  This information was taken from the Priest Rapids Hydroelectric 
Project, Washington, Final EIS (FERC Project No. 2114) (Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission [FERC], 2006); therefore, no changes were made to this 
table in the Final PR/EIS (section 4.8.1.1).  However, the data source was cited in 
the table title. 

WAS-0001-44 See response to comment WAS-0001-43. 

WAS-0001-45 Comment noted; fall Chinook was added to the list of species that migrate through 
the affected area in the Final PR/EIS (section 4.8.1.1). 

WAS-0001-46 The primary flow objectives, which are all mainstem related (opposed to 
tributaries), were to improve spring flows past Parker; decrease summer flows in 
the upper Yakima River; and decrease the flip-flop effect in the upper Yakima and 
in the lower Naches Rivers; and increase winter flows in the Cle Elum River.  
While there are other flow objectives that could have been modeled, these 
objectives were all stated as important by the Storage Study TWG.  

Also, see response to comment TRB-0002-02 regarding the focus of the Joint 
Alternatives. 

WAS-0001-47 Comment noted; text that expands on the Stream Network Temperature 
(SNTEMP) model that was used for the Storage Study was added to the Final 
PR/EIS (section 4.8.2.1). Pages 37-38 of TS-YSS-22 provide a brief description of 
the temperature modeling component in the context of the entire modeling design.  
Additional modeling details can be found in the USGS publication entitled, 
Modeling Water Temperature in the Yakima River, at the following web address: 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5070/. 

WAS-0001-48 The comment points to the need (which was recognized at the outset of the study) 
to have a stronger link between surface water temperature and how it is influenced 
by groundwater contribution.  To some degree, this was captured in the 
temperature model through seepage runs conducted in various reaches. 
However, there are currently no means to predict the benefit to river temperature 
as a function of groundwater recharge associated with spring freshets.  It is hoped 
that the USGS groundwater model currently under development will help define 
this groundwater-surface water temperature relationship. 

WAS-0001-49 There are many ways a volume of water dedicated for instream flow/fisheries 
purposes could be modeled.  The comment deals more with the issue of how best 
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State of Washington 

to optimize the water available for a decided-upon alternative, based on the water 
year type (and  other factors).  The purpose of the Draft PR/EIS was to evaluate 
three distinct alternatives, plus the No Action Alternative.  Input was sought from 
the Storage Study TWG regarding designing a river operations scenario that 
seemed reasonable for each alternative.  As is pointed out, this does not mean 
there are not other ways to use the available water for each of the alternatives, 
depending on which flow objectives one wants to emphasize. 
 
It should be pointed out that there is a link between the RiverWare flow  output and 
the EDT model.  In fact, the RiverWare model generated a daily flow time-step for 
the 25-year period of record that was used to directly estimate several EDT  level 2 
attributes (e.g., flow, habitat, temperature). 

WAS-0001-50  All models should be viewed  as uncertain conceptual guides of likely  outcomes 
rather than absolute truth (Brown  and Pasternack, 2008).   
 
One must be careful of the interpretation of any model results and not hold the 
belief that what has been modeled represents exactly  what happens in nature; it is 
an unrealistic expectation.  Hydraulic modeling  was used in this study to 
understand the trend in habitat availability (and possibly quality) with changes in 
discharge.  
 
Hilldale and Raff (2008), in Assessing the Ability of Airborn LiDAR to Map River 
Bathymetry, discussed the topic of data quality (i.e., accuracy and precision) and 
light detection and ranging (LiDAR) ground-truthing for the 2-dimensional (2-D) 
models (Easton, Kittitas, and lower Naches), which can be downloaded at:  
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/storage_study/reports/ts-yss-12/2Dmodel.pdf. 
 
Regarding survey resolution--Any river survey is difficult to do properly, especially 
for rivers similar in size to the Yakima.  Microhabitat features are often transient.  
One must realize that microhabitat features are on a scale that does not fit with the 
overall scale of our modeling effort, with respect to the scale of the mesh and with  
the scale of our survey that was performed over 95 river miles (RM).  For example, 
the Easton model was approximately 12 river miles long, with a grid resolution of 
approximately  2 meters in the lateral direction.  It is unreasonable to expect a 
reach-scale model to capture microhabitat features that could constitute habitat, 
much less a survey that could include this level of detail over a long reach.  
 
It was mentioned that one preference would be to use transects.  Transect surveys 
do not provide the spatial detail required for 2-D modeling.  The 2-D model  
requires continuous input of topography, as provided by some type of 
topographical survey.  It was also mentioned that there was a preference for sound 
navigation ranging (SONAR) surveys.  This type of survey  was performed in the 
Wapato and Union Gap reaches by the USGS in conjunction with LiDAR.   The 
USGS used SONAR surveys to fill data gaps (e.g., tree-shaded side channels)  in 
the LiDAR survey  data.   
 
Studies covering a reach scale provide a much better understanding of the  
dynamic nature of rivers.  This is true with many (if not all) fluvial processes, e.g., 
sediment transport, channel morphology, and aquatic habitat. The LiDAR enabled 
a significant portion of the Yakima River to be modeled in two dimensions over a 
reach scale, which provides significantly more detailed information about habitat 
than any one-dimensional model. 
 
There was no comparison of the USGS Delphi Survey results pertaining to 
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species/lifestage preference curves to measured field data.  Perhaps some of the 
work being performed by WDFW on juvenile spring Chinook and O. mykiss could 
be applied to this issue in the future. 

WAS-0001-51 The EDT model incorporates all stream reaches in the Yakima basin (400+), 
including those below Prosser dam, and each of these reaches is ranked for at 
least 45+ environmental attributes.  These reach types were not 2-D modeled 
because they--among many others--are confined and not floodplains; therefore, 
the types and amount of habitat are not as influenced by change in flow (which 
was the primary indicator used in the Storage Study).  However, channel width did 
vary as a function of flow based on the monthly width pattern that defined the 
baseline condition.   

No temperature modeling was conducted downstream from Prosser Dam because 
it was perceived by Reclamation and USGS-Tacoma that the river temperature is 
driven primarily by air temperature.  Focus was given to the Roza-to-Prosser-
Dams reach where it was determined that the influence of additional water may 
affect river temperature. 

WAS-0001-52 Since no 2-D modeling was conducted for the Prosser-to-Columbia-River reach, it 
is assumed that this comment is more directed to the Wapato reach. 

An initial loss of total habitat as a function of increasing flow was a common 
observation for the floodplain 2-D models for rearing lifestages (see figure 40 on 
page 78 of TS-YSS-22).  This behavoir is a result of losing more mainstem habitat 
(as channel velocity increases) that is not fully compensated for by an increase in 
side-channel habitat for a given flow.  However, at some point as flow increases, 
the increase of side-channel habitat does outweigh the loss of habitat in the 
mainstem channel, and the amount of total habitat increases. 

WAS-0001-53 For each of the five 2-D modeled reaches, a few transects were taken to calibrate 
water elevation at a range of flows, and also to determine the hortizonal and 
vertical error associated with the LiDAR points.  See response to comment 
WAS-0001-50. 

WAS-0001-54 There was no ability with the temperature model to differentiate water temperature 
between mainstem and side channel.  This would be useful information to have, 
but requires a groundwater model and a more sophisicated temperature model 
that can track temperature in two dimensions as a function of flow and 
groundwater influence through time. 

WAS-0001-55 See response to comment TRB-0002-02. 

WAS-0001-56 As stated in response to comment WAS-0001-13, the EDT model does account for 
side-channel connectivity as a function of flow for each of the five 2-D modeled 
reaches.  As requested, flow-to-habitat calcuations were reviewed. 

WAS-0001-57 It is assumed that what is meant by the term "comprehensively addressed" refers 
to the absence of 2-D modeling for reaches downstream from Prosser Dam.   

See response to comment WAS-0001-51.   

The EDT model does account for the reaches downstream from Prosser Dam and, 
in fact, does consider the habitat conditions of these reaches and how they 
influence the overall fall Chinook and coho populations' abundance, productivity, 
capacity, and diversity estimates. 

WAS-0001-58 The initial part of the comment appears to be in reference to the habitat area by 

422



 
 
 

 

 

 
  

 
 

 

  

 
 

 

  

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

  

Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

State of Washington 

lifestage indicators presented in table 2.69.  It is true that no models represent the 
real world 100 percent and are a simplification of what we can accurately measure 
and understand.   

For purposes of the Storage Study, the accuracy of the 2-D models was sufficient.  
The main purpose of the 2-D models was to monitor, with reasonable precision, 
the changes in habitat type and amount as a function of flow.  This habitat data 
provided input to the EDT model habitat attributes (for the five major floodplain 
reaches), which provided a more robust method of tracking the biological effects to 
salmon and steelhead with respect to changes in the flow regime associated with 
each alternative. 

The comment appears to raise the issue of balance between model accuracy and 
geographic scale and the intended application of the model results.  Clearly, model 
accuracy can increase if scale is reduced.  However it was decided a more 
detailed representation of flow-to-habitat conditions for the modeled floodplains (or 
the inclusion of lesser floodplain reaches) was not required for the Storage Study. 
Beyond the aforementioned considerations, one must factor in the financial and 
time costs required to increase model accuracy and assess whether it is warranted 
or required to achieve the study objectives. 

See the response to comment WAS-0001-50 that provides more detail on the 2-D 
model calibration method. 

In reference to the last sentence of this comment ("Benefits of the proposed 
projects [see 4.8.2.7] are greater for older year classes rather than the year 
classes measured"), it is assumed the reader is making a comparison between the 
relatively small increases in fry/juvenile (i.e., smolt, summer/fall parr) habitat to the 
more substantial increases in adult fish abundance.  An increase in juvenile 
passage mostly downstream of Wapato Dam was the main factor that accounted 
for this seemingly inequitable increase in adult abundance when compared to the 
modest increase in juvenile habitat area.  In other words, the benefit realized in 
fish abundance between alternatives was largely explained by improved juvenile 
migration survival at the diversion dams and improved in-river survival.  More 
details on this discussion point can be found on page 152, table 14, of TS-YSS-22. 

WAS-0001-59 It is difficult to respond to this comment given that no page number, etc., was cited 
to better understand the context of the comment.   

WAS-0001-60 Comment noted.  For the purpose of the Storage Study, the Decision Support 
System (DDS) species/lifestage flow-to-habitat values are intended to provide the 
researcher/manager with a quick read of how the amount of habitat changed with 
respect to the flow regime associated with each alternative.  The issue raised 
involves a more complex interaction of flow and various ecological interactions and 
the resulting influence on salmon productivity, which is not the intent of the DSS 
habitat indicators.  This issue is addressed in the EDT model through the complex 
interaction of the rule curves that express the biological expression to a set of 
environmental conditions. 

WAS-0001-61 On the surface, these two outputs (steelhead abundance and the Environmental 
Quality [EQ] rating for the Black Rock Alternative [or any alternative]) appear 
comparable; however, this is not the case.  The EQ account is a qualitative 
method used to rate the environmental beneficial/adverse impacts of an alternative 
(see section 2.8.1 in the Final PR/EIS for a description of the methodology).  
Whereas, the EDT/AHA models were used to estimate steelhead abundance for 
each alternative.  The methodology and purpose for each stated output are 
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different and thus should not be equated as comparable. 

Steelhead for the Black Rock Alternative were given the rating of "1" (in the 
significance column under the "Threatened and Endangered" category in table 
2.66 in the Draft PR/EIS) because this alternative (as well as the others) affects 
flow conditions mainly in the mainstem reaches below the five reservoirs.  In the 
Naches River, flow upstream of the Tieton River confluence (RM 17.5) was minorly 
affected by the alternatives.  Thus, it was deemed that of the various steelhead 
populations, upper Yakima steelhead would potentially be affected the most, and 
the others very little because their life histories are largely carried out in the 
tributaries or upper Naches River. 

WAS-0001-62 See response to comment TRB-0002-02. 

There is a need, outside of this study, to evaluate the synergistic benefits of 
coupling flow (mainstem and tributary) with habitat restoration activities to assess 
the fisheries benefit associated with a more holistic approach to salmon restoration 
in the basin. 

WAS-0001-63 The reason for no adult production (abundance) estimates specific to each Joint 
Alternative is that there was no model available to quantify this improvement as a 
function to a change in the flow regime.  The EDT model is not designed to model 
resident rainbow trout and bull trout at this point in time.   

Regarding the economic use values, see responses to comments WAS-0001-24 
and WAS-0001-25. 

WAS-0001-64 Comment noted.  This would require defining what index sites/attributes should be 
better defined in the modeling design. 

WAS-0001-65 Section 2.4.2.3 describes how the municipal water demand was applied in the 
model.  The water use was divided into three sections of the Yakima River and 
modeled as a continuous flow withdrawal at selected points in those three 
sections. Since most current municipal use is from groundwater, the assumption 
was made that future use would be from groundwater and that groundwater and 
surface water are connected.  Another assumption was made that the mitigation 
for the municipal water use would not have to be at the point of use but could be in 
the reach of the river.  Section 2.4.2.3 of the Final PR/EIS has been modified to 
include these assumptions. 

WAS-0001-66 Reclamation has selected the No Action Alternative as the Preferred Alternative in 
the Final PR/EIS, so no design changes will be made to the Wymer Dam and 
Reservoir Alternative at this time.  However, if this alternative were selected in the 
ROD, this modification could be considered during final design. 

WAS-0001-67 It is difficult to model this benefit on a basinwide scale in quantitative terms.  The 
EDT model does have a carcass attribute that can be modified on a reach-specific 
basis, but this would require forecasting the future benefit of nutrient enhancement 
from increased fish abundance.  This was not done for any of the alternatives. 

WAS-0001-68 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

WAS-0001-69 This footnote comment to WDFW's spreadsheet addressing the error in seasonal 
acre-foot calculations was responded to in response to comment WAS-0001-04. 

WAS-0001-70 See response to comment WAS-0001-69. 

WAS-0002-01 "Development of treatment plans" has been included in the discussion of mitigation 
in section 4.20.2.4 of the Final PR/EIS. 
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WAS-0002-02 A Programmatic MOA has been included as a potential and negotiable mitigation 
strategy in section 4.20.2.4 of the Final PR/EIS. 

WAS-0003-01 Rare plant surveys would be conducted if an action alternative were selected.  
However, the Preferred Alternative in the Final PR/EIS is the No Action Alternative. 

WAS-0003-02 Comment noted. 

WAS-0003-03 Comment noted. 

WAS-0004-01 Further discussion with WSDOT of potential for relocation of SR-24 to the north, 
rather than to the south, of the reservoir in the Black Rock Alternative is included 
as a mitigation measure in the Draft PR/EIS.  Also, the Black Rock mitigation 
discussion in section 4.16.2.6, "Transportation," has been augmented in the Final 
PR/EIS to place greater emphasis on WSDOT permitting requirements related to 
state route relocations, access, crossings, and utility installations. 

WAS-0004-02 Comment noted.  Discussion of transportation facility impact mitigation has been 
augmented in section 4.16.2.6 of the Final PR/EIS to place greater emphasis on 
compliance with WSDOT requirements. 

WAS-0004-03 See response to comment WAS-0004-02. 

WAS-0004-04 Comment noted. 

WAS-0004-05 As noted in section 4.16.2.1 in the Draft PR/EIS, “No construction plans have been 
prepared for facilities associated with the alternatives.  Consequently, no detailed 
analysis is possible of construction-phase impacts such as material haul routes, 
construction traffic volumes, increased road repair and maintenance requirements, 
frequency and length of detours, etc.” 

Necessary and appropriate coordination with involved agencies in planning for 
construction-phase transportation needs and mitigating impacts is included in Draft 
PR/EIS mitigation discussion.  In addition, the discussion of transportation facility 
impact mitigation in the Final PR/EIS has been augmented to place greater 
emphasis on compliance with WSDOT requirements (see section 4.16.2.6). 

WAS-0004-06 Stormwater and surface runoff was addressed in section 4.6.2.6, "Mitigation," for 
the construction activities.  Actions would be taken to meet regulatory 
requirements in this regard.  Discussion of transportation facility impact mitigation 
in section 4.16.2.6 in the Final PR/EIS has been augmented to place greater 
emphasis on compliance with WSDOT requirements. 

WAS-0004-07 See response to comment WAS-0004-02. 

Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Local Government Agencies 

LOC-0001-01 Comment noted. 

LOC-0002-01 The agricultural analysis used the budget analysis method outlined in the P&Gs. 
The other methods are suggested as options for analyzing agricultural benefits, 
but are not to be used in addition to the budget analysis method.  If the other 
methods are used in addition to the budget analysis method, double counting 
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would occur. 

Data in published sources does not provide evidence that drought impacts extend 
beyond the drought year.  Other factors besides drought impact production levels 
for all the commodities grown in the study area.  For example, in 1995, the year 
following 3 consecutive drought years, apple production was 9 percent below 
1994's record production level, according to the Washington Agricultural Statistics 
Annual Report. The 1995 Fruit and Tree Nuts Situation and Outlook report 
(USDA, 1995) indicated that the loss in apple production in 1995 was due to a 
cool, wet spring as well as some hail damage. 

LOC-0002-02 See response to comment LOC-0002-01. 

LOC-0002-03 See first portion of response to comment LOC-0002-01. 

LOC-0002-04 The KID water service contract allows them to take any flows, within the limits of 
the water right and contract, above the Title XII target at Prosser Dam, which is 
basically return flows from the other water users in the basin.  The hydrologic 
modeling completed for the Draft PR/EIS did not indicate any water shortage for 
the KID in the No Action Alternative, so the KID did not receive any benefit from 
any alternative.  The KID entitlement is not included in the calculation of 
prorationing for the TWSA above Parker.  A discussion of this information is 
included in the Final PR/EIS in section 2.2.5.2. 

LOC-0002-05 The probability of a dry year is equal in all years; therefore, each year has an 
equal probability of 1/25 or .04.  Essentially, the analysis is averaging the benefits 
in each of the 25 years (the benefits are zero in all years except 1987, 1992, 1993, 
1994, and 2005). 

LOC-0002-06 As outlined in section 4.2.2.6 runoff modeling was not done because, though the 
current climate change models are largely consistent in projecting warming in the 
future, the same models are not consistent with respect to projected future 
precipitation.  Some models project a decrease in precipitation, but the majority 
project an increase.  Mastin and Sharp (2006) presumed no change in 
precipitation in their analysis, an assumption that may be incorrect.  Hamlet and 
Lettenmaier (1999), whose results are cited in table 4.8, showed summer mean 
runoff at the Dalles could either increase or decrease depending largely upon the 
assumption made about future precipitation.  Since precipitation is a key 
component in runoff modeling, and the existing climate change models do not 
agree on what future precipitation will look like, Reclamation chose to qualitatively 
address climate change rather than try to model runoff when there was uncertainty 
about a key variable. 

LOC-0002-07 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

LOC-0002-08 The use of drought relief wells is addressed under "No Action Alternative" in 
section 4.3.2.2.  The ongoing Yakima Basin groundwater study (Reclamation, 
Ecology, Yakama Tribe, and USGS) has provided additional information about the 
impacts of pumping wells on surface water supplies and the interconnection of 
surface and groundwater. 

LOC-0002-09 As noted in the Final PR/EIS, the State of Washington has decided not to proceed 
further in this joint NEPA/SEPA process as a joint lead agency for the Final 
PR/EIS; however, they are serving as a cooperating agency.  In addition, they are 
initiating a separate process to prepare a supplemental Draft EIS under SEPA to 
look at broad range of solutions to water resource problems in the Yakima basin.  
The State envisions this effort as the next phase of the Yakima River Basin Water 
Enhancement Project and expects to ask Reclamation to be involved in this effort.  
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As a consequence, the State alternatives have now been dropped from the Final 
PR/EIS. 

The Appraisal Evaluation of Columbia River Mainstem Off-Channel Storage 
Options (Reclamation and Ecology, 2007b) (Off-Channel Assessment) was a State 
study.  Reclamation lacks feasibility study authority to pursue the concepts that 
were included in that study.  Therefore, the Storage Study Final PR/EIS is focused 
on inbasin alternatives that involve options for creating additional water storage in 
the Yakima River basin.  Also, the concepts evaluated in the Off-Channel 
Assessment were not included in the cumulative effects analysis as they have not 
been developed to the point where they are reasonably foreseeable. 

LOC-0002-10 Comment noted.  Delisting criteria for the Middle Columbia River Steelhead 
Distinct Population Segment (DPS) is fairly complex, requiring that several criteria 
be met both wiithin the Yakima basin as well as in the other basins that comprise 
this DPS (see section 4.3 of the Draft Yakima Subbasin Salmon Recovery Plan 
(Yakima Subbasin Fish and Wildlife Planning Board, 2005).  The breadth of fishery 
information generated by the Storage Study was not deemed sufficient to 
adequately address NMFS delisting criteria in order to discuss the possibility of 
any one of the alternatives leading to delisting. 

LOC-0002-11 It might be advantageous to optimize the operational configuration of the selected 
alternative(s).  However, a single operational scheme for each of the alternatives 
was was determined sufficient to compare alternatives.   

The operational criteria applied to each alternative was based on input from the 
Storage Study TWG.  Therefore, there was some consideration given to how best 
operate each of the alternatives. 

The No Action Alternative is identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
PR/EIS; however, if an action alternative were selected in the ROD, ways to 
optimize the operational scheme (depending on the water year type) would be 
pursued. 

LOC-0003-01 The No Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative.  However, if an action 
alternative were selected in the ROD, contractors would file a dust control plan 
with the Yakima Regional Clean Air Authority prior to any clearing, grading, 
construction, paving, or landscaping. 

LOC-0004-01 Response numbers 1 through 4 below correspond to the four questions presented 
in this overall comment. 

1) The flow objectives referenced were developed through the Storage Study 
TWG and did consider biological fishery needs.  So, in this sense, these flows are 
in the context of what SOAC and YRBWEP have been tasked with defining. 

2) Because the Storage Study TWG did consider the biological needs of the fish 
when establishing these monthly flows, they should not be seen as "meaningless."  
Nor should they be considered final, given we had limited time to fully discuss the 
adequacy of these flows or to evaluate all the major reaches of the basin; in 
addition, these flow criteria were not presented formally to SOAC or YRBWEP for 
their consideration. 

3) For the sake of simplicity, only the average-year flow objectives were presented 
in the Draft PR/EIS.  However, for the same reaches both wet- and dry-year flow 
objectives were defined.  Basically, monthly values (mainly in the spring) were 
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either increased (wet year) or decreased (dry year) relative to the average-year 
flow objectives. 

4) While this approach does have merit and was considered, it is complicated by 
the fact that, depending on the stream reach and season, flows can be either too 
low or too high.  It seemed to be more instructive to present the water needs by 
reach and allow the RiverWare model to evaluate the ability of each alternative to 
meet both irrigation and instream flow goals. 

LOC-0004-02 Table 2.3, page 2-6, of the Draft PR/EIS indicates the proratable irrigation water 
entitlements total about 1.28 million acre-feet.  Thus, a 70-percent dry-year water 
supply goal would amount to about 896,000 acre-feet as you assumed.  These are 
the same figures referenced on page 44 of the Yakima River Basin Storage 
Alternatives Appraisal Assessment (Reclamation, 2006a) (TS-YSS-8). If the 
proration level in a dry year is 37 percent under the “without-project condition,” a 
rough estimate of the proratable supply provided is about 474,000 acre-feet (1.28 
million acre-feet x 37 percent), requiring an additional 422,000 acre-feet (33 
percent) to meet the dry-year irrigation goal.  In the Black Rock studies, however, 
nearly all of Roza's and all of Sunnyside's water came from Black Rock in drought 
years (table 2.20 in the Final PR/EIS) to maximize the amount of inbasin storage 
that could be used for fish flows. 

The above figures include the Sunnyside and Yakima-Tieton Divisions which have 
indicated they do not desire to receive an additional proratable supply in dry years.  
This has been addressed in the Final PR/EIS (see section 2.2.1.2).  Further, the 
operational model and the constraints imposed by the Acquavella adjudication and 
“settlement agreements” may result in some differences from these “rough 
estimates." We have endeavored to be more explicit in regard to the current 
proratable entitlements and the dry-year proratable water supply figures provided 
to irrigation entities in the Final PR/EIS. 

LOC-0004-03 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

LOC-0004-04 See responses to comments TRB-0002-02 and LOC-0002-09. 

LOC-0004-05 The Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasiblity Study was authorized outside of 
the YRBWEP and is a separate and distinct project, not a subset of the YRBWEP. 

LOC-0004-06 See response to comment LOC-0004-02. 

LOC-0004-07 See response to comment LOC-0004-02. 

LOC-0004-08 National economic benefits and regional economic effects of the Black Rock 
Alternative are discussed in chapter 2.  The beneficial effects of that alternative on 
water quality, fish, and recreation are discussed in chapter 4 (sections 4.6.2.3, 
4.8.2.4 and 4.9.2.4, and 4.12.2.3, respectively).  It should be noted that that 
analysis did not indicate that water quality concerns in the Yakima River would be 
significantly reduced or eliminated by the Black Rock Alternative.  For example, 
that alternative had little effect on summer water temperature in the Yakima River 
below Roza Dam. 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Organizations 

ORG-0001-01 The report qualitatively addresses the potential climate change impacts on 
regional water resources (section 4.2.2.6, subsection "Global Climate Change," 
subheading "Potential Climate Change Impacts on Regional Water Resources").  
The reasoning for providing a qualitative analysis rather than a quantitative 
analysis was discussed in the Draft PR/EIS (same section and subsection, but 
subheading "Treatment of Climate Change in this Draft PR/EIS"; renamed 
"Treatment of Climate Change in the Storage Study" in the Final PR/EIS). 

ORG-0001-02 The commenter outlines the merits of replacing a qualitative analysis of climate 
change implications (section 4.2.2.6, subsection "Global Climate Change," 
subheading "Potential Climate Change Impacts on Regional Water Resources") 
with a "quantitative bracketing" analysis where alternatives would be analyzed 
quantitatively under several contrasting climates.  The latter approach could be 
useful if suitably scoped.  However, one cannot say which approach would be 
more correct or useful given the available climate projection information (figures 
4.4 through 4.7) that would have to support any quantitative approach, and how 
the precipitation projections within this information represent such a vast range of 
potentially drier to wetter climates. 

ORG-0001-03 See response to comment TRB-0002-02. 

ORG-0001-04 This response assumes that the reference to “targeted projects to change the form 
of the floodplain” addresses projects separate from the Storage Study, such as the 
Schaake restoration and the Gap-to-Gap levee-widening projects.  While these 
types of projects may be affected by possible implementation of one or more 
scenarios related to the Storage Study, this level of analysis was beyond the 
scope of the Storage Study.  There are a few reasons for this:   

1. Evaluating projects that propose some sort of floodplain restoration would lead 
to rather high uncertainty in predictions/projections of increase in beneficial habitat. 

1a. This uncertainty primarily comes from the fact that we do not know 
precisely what form those projects will take.  They are still in early enough 
phases that final form is not known.  For example, the Gap-to-Gap levee 
widening effort has hardly begun and levee positions are not yet determined.  

1b. Predicting final morphology after making certain areas of floodplain 
accessible after many years of being cut off from the river has its own inherent 
uncertainty in a dynamic system.  Any analysis we could perform within the 
Storage Study would be static, even if it assumes some sort of post-
restoration form.  Using your example of reopening side channels to add 
complexity requires in-depth analysis--will the slope and/or width of the side 
channel remain the same or will it change over time?  Will it aggrade to the 
point that it becomes useless or will it scour enough to cause an avulsion?  
Most of these cutoff side channels were formed prior to upstream flow control, 
bringing into question whether or not the river has the ability to maintain this 
habitat under any current or future operations scenario that includes diversion 
for agriculture.  These issues greatly affect the outcome of habitat availability 
and complexity.  

2. Much of the benefit to habitat improvements related to increased flows is being 
or will be evaluated within the individual improvement project.  This is a more 
appropriate setting in which to evaluate the benefit, rather than evaluating smaller 
scale (although important) benefit within the basinwide effort of the Storage Study. 
A high level of detail evaluating many individual projects within the Storage Study 
would have extended the project timeline significantly, increasing cost and possibly 
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creating conflicting projections (Storage Study results vs. individual study results).  
The ‘broad brush’ of the Storage Study would not likely capture the full spectrum of 
benefit of these individual projects, as different tools will likely be used to evaluate 
the individual projects than were used for the Storage Study. 

3. 2-D modeling for habitat is costly and requires detailed topographic and 
bathymetric input, among other data.  Performing a 2-D model analysis at each 
location where there is a proposed restoration project would have required a much 
greater effort and funding, and would have interfered with other agencies’ efforts to 
evaluate their own individual project. 

ORG-0001-05 The authorization for the Storage Study was very limited.  It directed Reclamation 
to look at new storage options for the Yakima basin, including Black Rock 
reservoir. It did not authorize a wide-range evaluation of other actions, including 
habitat actions, which might provide benefits to fishery resources in the basin.  
Because the Storage Study authority was limited to new storage, the analysis 
focused on the effects new storage would have on riverflows. 

ORG-0001-06 See responses to comments TRB-0001-71 and TRB-0002-02. 

ORG-0002-01 “Local benefits” relating to economic development around the reservoir were 
excluded from the benefit-cost analysis.  These “local benefits” actually reflect 
regional economic impacts which cannot be included in the benefit-cost analysis.  

As a Federal water resources agency, Reclamation must follow a published set of 
economic principles and guidelines when developing economic analyses.  The 
P&Gs require Reclamation to take a national perspective within benefit-cost 
analyses so as not to favor one area of the Nation over another.  Certain of the 
“regional benefits” that have been proposed by others (e.g., resort, residential, and 
commercial development) represent regional economic impacts as opposed to true 
national benefits since they reflect income transfers from other parts of the 
country.  This income transfer concept is based on the assumption that if Black 
Rock were not constructed, developers would no doubt take their funds and invest 
elsewhere in the Nation.  While these proposed development-based regional 
economic impacts cannot be included in the nationally oriented BCA since they do 
not reflect a national benefit, they are qualitatively discussed under the regional 
economic development (RED) account (section 4.14., "Socioeconomics"). 

ORG-0002-02 Comment noted.  See response to comment TRB-0001-71. 

ORG-0002-03 Comment noted. 

ORG-0002-04 See response to comment ORG-0002-01. 

ORG-0003-01 Comment noted.  The feasibility-level of investigations is not a complete analysis 
of the geologic and groundwater conditions at the site.  Additional investigations 
and analyses would need to be completed prior to final design of the project.  
Reclamation is continuing communication with DOE concerning potential Hanford 
Site impacts due to groundwater seepage. 

ORG-0003-02 The Joint Alternatives generally improve flows for fish and wildlife along the 
Yakima River, and positive impacts are expected.  Consequently, additional flows 
for mitigation have not been recommended.  

In the Final PR/EIS, the No Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative, so 
mitigation lands have not been identified or wetland enhancement features 
designed for the Black Rock Alternative.  However, if an action alternative were 
recommended in the ROD, Reclamation is committed to mitigation through land 
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acquisition for lands lost associated with dam and reservoir construction. The 
acquired land could be situated to provide corridors in or adjacent to the Hanford 
Reach National Monument.  Wetland mitigation features could be incorporated into 
design of the reservoirs. 

ORG-0003-03 No impacts to fish and wildlife along the Columbia River in the Hanford Reach 
were identified; therefore, no mitigation has been proposed. 

ORG-0004-01 Comment noted. 

ORG-0005-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0005-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0005-03 This is outside of the scope of the study since no effects to livestock or livestock 
forage production are foreseen. 

ORG-0005-04 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0006-01 Definition of purpose and need for the NEPA process is at the discretion of the 
action agency.  As noted, the purpose and need used in this study was drawn from 
the legislation authorizing it and for which funds were provided.  The Storage 
Study was authorized by the Omnibus Appropriations Act of 2003 (Omnibus Act), 
Public Law 108-7.  Section 214 of the Act of February 20, 2003 (Public Law 
108-7), states, 

"The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the Bureau of Reclamation, shall 
conduct a feasibility study of options for additional water storage in the Yakima 
River Basin, Washington, with emphasis on the feasibility of storage of Columbia 
River water in the potential Black Rock reservoir and the benefit of additional 
storage to endangered and threatened fish, irrigated agriculture, and municipal 
water supply." 

The feasibility study was conducted as directed in the authorization.  The Storage 
Study evaluated plans that would create additional water storage for the Yakima 
River basin and assess each plan’s potential to supply the water needed for fish 
and the aquatic resources that support them, basinwide irrigation, and future 
municipal demands.  Plans that did not involve creating additional storage in the 
basin, such as the State Alternatives in the Draft PR/EIS, were not evaluated, as 
they fell outside of the purpose of the Storage Study, which was to comply with 
Public Law 108-7.  As noted in the Final PR/EIS, this process is no longer a joint 
NEPA/SEPA process and the State of Washington is no longer a joint lead in the 
Storage Study; however, they remain involved as a cooperating agency.  As a 
result, the only alternatives that remain are those that involve options for creating 
additional water storage in the Yakima River Basin.   

Title XII of Public Law 103- 434 does not provide Reclamation feasibility study 
authority to investigate water management alternatives.  Title XII does direct 
Reclamation to undertake certain actions, chief among them development and 
implementation of a Yakima River Basin Conservation Program.  That program is 
currently being implemented and is included in the No Action Alternative. 

ORG-0006-02 The Draft PR/EIS did include an analysis of groundwater storage in chapters 3 and 
5 as a State Alternative.  Since this is no longer a joint NEPA/SEPA process, a 
summary of that analysis is now included in chapter 2 as an alternative considered 
but eliminated (see section 2.10.5) 

ORG-0006-03 NEPA requires that an agency consider all reasonable alternatives.  Reasonable 
alternatives, including those which an agency may not have the authority to 
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implement, are those which meet the purpose and need of the study.  In this case, 
the purpose and need was to conduct a feasibility study as authorized by 
Section 214, Public Law 108-7.  That authorization directed Reclamation to look at 
options for additional water storage in the Yakima River basin.  While nonstorage 
actions are authorized as part of YRBWEP by Title XII of Public Law 103-434, they 
are not reasonable alternatives for this study, as they do not involve options for 
additional water storage. 

ORG-0006-04 In part, the purpose and need for the Storage Study was to investigate what 
benefits could be achieved for T&E fish by developing additional water storage in 
the Yakima River basin.  New storage would primarily affect fishery resources by 
altering riverflows so the analysis and the goals focused on those altered flows.  
The fishery goals, described in terms of flows, were determined by the Storage 
Study TWG.  Those goals did focus on some key reaches and key time periods.  
Where benefits could be created on tributaries as a result of the development of 
new storage, those were included.  While other actions, such as floodplain 
restoration or fish passage, may create benefits for fish, they are generally not 
achieved by the creation of additional storage. 

ORG-0006-05 For the three Joint Alternatives, an economic analysis was conducted.  Those 
results are found in chapter 2 (see sections 2.4.4, 2.5.4, 2.6.4, and 2.7).  For the 
State Alternatives, a cost analysis was done and was included in chapter 3 of the 
Draft PR/EIS. That analysis is no longer in the Final PR/EIS, as the State 
Alternatives have been deleted based on the decision by the State to separate 
from the joint NEPA/SEPA process for this project. 

The ability of the three Joint Alternatives to meet the 70-percent goal varied.  
Lowering the goal would have little affect on alternatives that failed to achieve the 
70-percent goal such as Wymer Dam and Reservoir Alternative.  A lower goal 
would affect the Black Rock Alternative, as it achieved the 70-percent goal.  It 
could be redesigned to provide less water to achieve a lower goal, lowering both 
the costs and benefits of the alternative.  Water marketing was also analyzed as a 
State Alternative.  The socioeconomic effects were outlined in chapter 5 of the 
Draft PR/EIS. Water marketing would not create any additional water supplies for 
irrigation.  For each transfer, one party's water supply goes up while the other's 
goes down.  This may create an economic benefit for the parties involved, but the 
total amount of water delivered in a drought is unchanged. 

ORG-0006-06 See response to comment TRB-0001-63. 

ORG-0006-07 As the commenter notes, evaluating adaptation options to the potential future 
precipitation and runoff patterns associated with global warming is not a goal of the 
Storage Study.  However, the considerations offered by the commenter could be 
useful for scoping purposes if such an adaptation study were conducted. 

ORG-0006-08 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0006-09 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0006-10 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0006-11 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0006-12 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0006-13 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0006-14 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

ORG-0006-15 See response to comment FED-0004-04, which addresses the issue of salmon 
and the Columbia River flows. 
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Regarding the issue of homing/false attraction of adult salmonids, there is very 
little scientific data on the chemical queues and concentrations on which salmon 
can imprint.  A laboratory study by Fretwell (1989) (see Final PR/EIS, section 
4.8.2.4) demonstrated that when the nonhome water source exceeded 10 percent  
in a mixture of home and nonhome water sources, that sockeye fish selected more 
frequently the home water source over their home water source.  Furthermore, this 
topic is discussed in section 8.1 of the Assessment of the Effects of the Yakima 
Basin Storage Study on Columbia River Fish Proximate to Proposed Intake 
Locations (Reclamation, 2008d) (TS-YSS-13).  With respect to Yakima steelhead 
impacts, the assessment was based on this study, the amount of spill of Black 
Rock water expected, and run timing.  Collectively, they indicate that during the 
steelhead migration window, Black Rock spills would make up less than 1 percent 
of the flow in the Yakima River. The peak would occur in October.   

It seems less likely that salmon and steelhead destined to upper Columbia 
tributaries would falsely home to the Yakima River since approximately 5 percent 
of the Yakima flow would be comprised of Columbia River water that has been 
located in the Black Rock reservoir for a period of time (altering its chemical 
signature). 

ORG-0006-16 The 2004 BIOP target flows are not met in some years.  However, the Black Rock 
Alternative precludes the withdrawal of Columbia River water when riverflows are 
at or below the 2004 BIOP target flows (see tables 2.18 and 2.19 in the Final 
PR/EIS). 

ORG-0006-17 See first portion of response to comment FED-0004-04. 

ORG-0006-18 See latter portion of response to comment ORG-0006-15. 

ORG-0006-19 Comment noted. 

ORG-0006-20 The recreation analysis did attempt to take into account the visitation effects from 
drawdown. 

Federal funding would not be used to construct any developments on private 
lands.  It has been suggested that economic development and speculation 
associated with windfall property value gains on neighboring private lands could 
occur, but this is not certain and is disputed by others.  Should the Black Rock 
reservoir be constructed, land use on private lands is beyond Reclamation's 
jurisdiction.  Note that while a qualitative discussion of possible economic 
development around the reservoir is included in the RED section (section 4.14, 
"Socioeconomics") (along with the necessary range of caveats given the 
speculative nature of any such development), these effects are not included in the 
NED BCA because they reflect a regional economic impact as opposed to a 
national benefit. 

ORG-0006-21 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-01 See response to comment ORG-0006-01. 

In addition, the No Action Alternative does include conservation activities 
authorized and planned pursuant to Section 1203 and 1204 of Title XII.  They 
include activities that, based on the level of planning, the funding history, and the 
level of commitment by the involved partners, Reclamation believes will be 
implemented in the future, irrespective of the outcome of the Storage Study.  Since 
the conservation activities are included in the No Action Alternative, they are also 
presumed to have occurred in the future with each of the three Joint Alternatives. 
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Passage at Bumping Lake Dam and Cle Elum Dam were not included in any of the 
alternatives because feasibility studies are ongoing.  In addition, no environmental 
compliance activities have been completed, and there are no appropriations or a 
history of appropriations for the construction of passage at these sites.  
Construction of passage at either site would not provide additional storage, which 
is the purpose and need for the Storage Study. 

ORG-0007-02 See response to comment ORG-0007-01. 

ORG-0007-03 The proratable irrigation goal of not less than 70 percent was taken from the 
Watershed Management Plan developed for the Yakima basin.  During the 
development of the Draft PR/EIS, the proratable districts in the basin were 
contacted about whether the 70-percent goal was still valid.  Sunnyside and 
Yakima-Tieton districts indicated they did not want to receive additional water 
during drought years, and RID indicated they would be satisfied with 100,000 acre-
feet. The Kittitas Reclamation District (KRD) and Wapato Irrigation District 
indicated they still wanted the 70-percent water supply.  These new dry-year 
volumes are explained in the Final PR/EIS (section 2.2.1.2) and the differences in 
water volumes available for other uses are displayed.    

The 896,000 acre-feet is not the amount of water needed to achieve a 70-percent 
water supply in a dry year, but is the volume of water that could be exchanged by 
a Black Rock Alternative during an average and wet year with five irrigation 
districts (Sunnyside, Roza, Terrace Heights, Union Gap, and Selah-Moxee).  This 
volume was used in the initial phases of the Storage Study.  In the Draft PR/EIS, 
the operations of the Black Rock reservoir were modified to decrease, as much as 
possible, the pumping volumes into the reservoir.  This reduced the maximum 
water exchange volume to about 600,000 acre-feet.  Section 2.4.1.4 includes a 
discussion about the annual operation scenario. 

ORG-0007-04 Comment noted. 

ORG-0007-05 Flow objectives were set for the lower Naches River and are shown in table 2.2.  
This reach was identifed by the Storage Study TWG as a key reach as it has a 
large floodplain and is significantly affected by Yakima Project operations. 

ORG-0007-06 The No Action Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the 
Final PR/EIS.  The No Action Alternative does include conservation actions and 
land and water acquistions under the existing YRBWEP, which are considered to 
be reasonably foreseeable.  This is based on the planning activities that have gone 
on as part of YRBWEP and expressions of interest from cost-share partners.  The 
impacts from those actions were addressed in the Draft PR/EIS by comparing 
current conditions to conditions under the No Action Alternative.  For example, in 
tables 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, both current conditions and conditions under No Action 
are shown.  Where the differences between current and No Action were 
insignificant, this was noted. 

ORG-0007-07 Federal guidelines require NED BCA to compare benefits and costs of each 
proposed alternative to the No Action Alternative.  The description of the No Action 
Alternative explains all of the projects and programs assumed to be included within 
the alternative, thereby indicating a significant difference from current conditions.  
Comparing No Action Alternative effects over the 100-year study period to current 
conditions within a benefit-cost analysis would create the false sense that static 
conditions are an alternative under consideration. 

ORG-0007-08 The No Action Alternative was intended to reflect conditions that would occur in 
the absence of any action to increase storage in the basin.  As such, actions by 
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Reclamation to actually modify demands or alter existing water rights, beyond the 
conservation and acquisition activities discussed in section 2.3, were not included, 
as they were not expected to occur if no action is taken.  Consequently, the No 
Action Alternative is intended to reflect what would happen if the system were left 
"as is." The analysis of the other alternatives shows how the water supplies would 
be used for irrigation, fish, and municipal uses if new storage were constructed. 

ORG-0007-09 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

ORG-0007-10 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

ORG-0007-11 Additional information concerning the costs of the seepage mitigation has been 
included in section 4.14 of the Final PR/EIS and added to the NED BCA. 

ORG-0007-12 The No Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final 
PR/EIS, so additional investigation of seismic and other geologic hazards for the 
Black Rock damsite have not been conducted.  However, if an action alternative 
were recommended in the ROD, Reclamation is committed to additional analysis 
of site seismicity, reservoir rim stability, and other geologic hazards.  These 
additional investigations and analyses would be performed to support final design 
of a Black Rock dam (see section 2.2.3). 

ORG-0007-13 The No Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final 
PR/EIS, so additional investigation of seismic and other geologic hazards for the 
Wymer damsite have not been conducted.  However, if an action alternative were 
recommended in the ROD, Reclamation is committed to additional analysis of site 
seismicity, reservoir rim stability, and other geologic hazards.  These additional 
investigations and analyses would be performed to support final design of a 
Wymer dam (see section 2.2.3). 

ORG-0007-14 The Potholes Supplemental Feed Route project does not involve any additional 
water withdrawals from the Columbia River or any additional pumping. 
Consequently, it does not have cumulative effects on those resources. The 
Columbia River Mainstem Off-Channel Reservoir project is still in early stages of 
planning and is not reasonably foreseeable. Consequently, it does not belong in 
the cumulative effects section.  The Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases Program was 
released by Ecology in August 2008.  Potential cumulative impacts from this action 
are now addressed in sections 4.2.2.6, 4.4.2.7, 4.6.2.7, and 4.8.2.8 of the Final 
PR/EIS. 

ORG-0007-15 Under the Joint Alternatives, municipal water for new uses could be met by or 
mitigated from the newly developed storage. 

ORG-0007-16 In looking at the relationships between flows and habitat, the USGS used the 
hydraulic modeling results generated by Reclamation through RiverWare.  This 
was the model used to generate hydrology data for the entire study.  This 
RiverWare flow data was used in the USGS DSS model to generate habitat 
availability under various flow regimes.  The results from that effort are 
summarized and displayed in table 4.25 for anadromous fish and in table 4.32 for 
resident fish.  Those results are discussed in section 4.8.2 and 4.9.2 for 
anadromous and resident fish, respectively. 

ORG-0007-17 The expenses associated with “complicated institutional arrangements” were not 
included in the economic analyses. 

Also, see response to comment ORG-0007-11. 

ORG-0007-18 The No Action Alternative does contemplate that, to the extent new water for 
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municipal and industrial (M&I) use is needed and available, it would need to be 
acquired.  Little acquisition is anticipated as part of the No Action Alternative.  The 
No Action Alternative falls well short of meeting the municipal goal for the Storage 
Study. 

ORG-0007-19 Quantifying recreational site substitution is an extremely difficult analysis to 
perform with any degree of certainty, especially when looking at recreation 
visitation over a 100-year study period.  About the only way to estimate site 
substitution from existing sites to Black Rock or Wymer would be to make use of a 
multiple-site regional recreation model.  Since Black Rock and Wymer would be 
new sites to the region, no such regional model exists.  Attempting to select a 
percentage of visitations at Black Rock or Wymer which substitutes from existing 
sites would be pure conjecture.  The decision was made to present the without-
substitution recreation visitation estimate and note that a certain unknown degree 
of substitution is likely to occur. 

Also, see response to comment FED-0004-04. 

ORG-0007-20 It was assumed that water withdrawals at flows greater than the 2004 BIOP target 
flows would not be detrimental to Columbia River fishes.  It was assumed these 
NMFS-established target flows were based on meeting the biological needs of 
Columbia River salmon and steelhead.   

A review of the National Research Council's (NRC) document entitled, Managing 
the Columbia River; Instream Flows, Water Withdrawals, and Salmon Survival 
(2004) indicates the lack of scientific knowledge concerning the biological effects 
to salmon and steelhead on future Columbia River water withdrawals.  However, 
they did state additional water withdrawals during periods of peak demand (e.g., 
summer) that also occur during low-flow water years and/or high water tempera-
tures would ". . . increase the risks to survivability to listed salmon stocks . . ." 

ORG-0007-21 While the Draft PR/EIS was being developed, the 2004 BIOP was being 
challenged in Court.  The Court left the 2004 BIOP in place until a new BIOP could 
be produced.  Though the Court did order some changes in the proposed 
operation of the system while the BIOP was being rewritten, none of those 
changes involved the target flows.  

In addition, this comment is addressed in a similar response to comment 
FED-0004-04. 

ORG-0007-22 Comments were solicited from NMFS, but none were provided. NMFS was invited 
to be a cooperating agency in the study, but declined. They did take part in the 
Storage Study TWG to a limited extent.  The No Action Alternative is the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final PR/EIS, so consultation has not been initiated at this point 
in the process.  However, if an action alternative were selected for implementation, 
consultation would be initiated. 

ORG-0007-23 With respect to the hydrologic indicators, four of the six indicators (April 1 TWSA, 
April-September diversion volume upstream of Parker gage, September 30 
reservoir contents, and irrigation volume delivery shortage) must be expressed by 
volume (acre-feet).  The other two hydrologic indicators (April-September Yakima 
River flow at Parker gage and Yakima River flow at the mouth), are also expressed 
in volume because the context of this section is more related to water budget than 
to instream flows.  The effects of an alternative on the flow regime is best 
presented in figures 2.2 through 2.7 in the Final PR/EIS, which shows the median 
daily flow at several gage sites for all the alternatives.  These figures present the 
daily median flow regime based on the 25-year period of record, which is a more 
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accurate portrayal of flow effects by an alternative than is the median seasonal 
flow volume.   

Velocities are very informative from a biological perspective.  Preferred velocity 
ranges for selected salmonid life stages were used for the habitat area indicators 
presented in tables 2.69, 4.25, and 4.31 of the Final PR/EIS. 

ORG-0007-24 The purpose of showing the unregulated flow regime was to provide a point of 
reference.  In this case, the term "normative" can mean any amount of change to 
the flow regime that moves the existing flow regime to a more unregulated state.  It 
does not imply that a flow regime very similar to that of unregulated is achieved (or 
even possible). The Black Rock Alternative was stated as being more normative 
than the other alternatives mainly because it improved spring flows downstream of 
Parker Dam the most, and reduced summer flows in the upper Yakima River to the 
greatest extent. 

ORG-0007-25 Withdrawal of Yakima River flows for storage in Wymer reservoir occurs primarily 
during January-March when riverflows at the Wymer pumping plant would be in 
excess of 1,475 cfs.  The volume available to pump from the Yakima River during 
January-March and the volume pumped to Wymer reservoir are shown in 
table 2.34.  In most years, the riverflow is much greater than that pumped.  Such 
action is contrary to the objective of improving instream flows to mimic the natural 
(unregulated) flow during that period of the year. 

ORG-0007-26 The Yakima-Naches River September “flip-flop” operation does accomplish the 
primary objective of reducing flows to encourage spawning in a more confined Cle 
Elum River channel than would otherwise occur if Cle Elum Reservoir releases 
were maintained at the pre-September flow level for the remainder of the irrigation 
season.  Through this operation, spawning is restricted from occurring on the 
fringes of the channel which are dewatered when reservoir filling begins at the end 
of the irrigation season in late October. This reduces the volume of reservoir 
inflow which would have to be bypassed downstream to maintain winter incubation 
flows over the redds. 

While the “flip-flop” operation is effective for spawning in the Cle Elum River, it 
does result in higher irrigation releases from Rimrock Reservoir and higher flows in 
the Tieton River and the lower Naches River beginning in September.  This is not 
conducive to fishery habitat conditions in these reaches.  Alternative means of 
addressing how to meet the major irrigation demands in the middle Yakima River 
basin subarea (primarily from the Roza Diversion Dam to the Sunnyside Diversion 
Dam) is a priority.  One of the merits of a water exchange is the capability to 
remove major diversions from specific reaches of the river system, significantly 
reducing the volume of storage releases that must be moved from the upper 
reservoirs for diversion to the Roza and Sunnyside Divisions. 

The reference on page 2-21 in the Draft PR/EIS to reregulating reservoirs as part 
of No Action is in reference to small reservoirs built along existing canals to 
conserve water in the operation of those canals.  These are not large dams 
located on rivers that might be used to reregulate rivers flows. 

ORG-0007-27 The section cited provides a background to some of the desired attributes that 
define an undisturbed riverine ecoystem.  Clearly, there is a challenge to balancing 
all of the demands placed upon the Yakima basin.  The Title XII flows are met 
under the No Action Alternative, but the higher flow objectives developed as part of 
the Storage Study are not.  Through modeling tools developed as a result of the 
Storage Study, fish managers will have the means to better define biologically 
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based flows for the basin.   

While it is true that "salmonid recovery" and "restoration of normative flows" will 
require a more holistic view than strictly "infrastructure construction," the purpose 
of the Storage Study was to look at storage alternatives. 

In addition, this comment is addressed in a similar response to comment 
TRB-0002-02. 

ORG-0007-28 The paragraph cited on page 4-118 of the Draft PR/EIS was not intended to 
diminish the value of current restoration efforts being conducted by Reclamation 
and other stakeholders.  The intent was to communicate the fact that it is 
unrealistic to expect any alternative to come close to achieving near-historic 
anadromous fish abundance levels given the degree of land use modification that 
has occurred within and outside of the Yakima basin.  For example, there are cities 
and roads/highways that have restricted the historic floodplains and it is highly 
unlikely these areas will be restored to functioning fisheries habitat. 

ORG-0007-29 See response to comment WAS-0001-24. 

ORG-0007-30 Initially, there does appear to be a contradiction between the observed change in 
habitat amount for the cited species and life stages versus population performance 
measured by abundance, productivity, and carrying capacity.  However, a key 
finding of the fishery modeling was that the observed increase in fish population 
abundance, etc., was largely due to improvements in juvenile (spring smolts and 
late summer/fall migrants) passage survival downstream of the City of Yakima.  
This was a result of better outmigration survival through the fish bypass systems at 
the diversion dams and improved in-river survival.  Both the Black Rock and 
Wymer Dam Plus Yakima River Pump Exchange Alternatives resulted in a 
significant increase in spring flows compared to No Action, which reduced fish 
entrainment into the fish bypass systems and resulted in a decreased in in-river 
predation. 

In general, there was not a substantial change in the amount of habitat on a 
monthly basis across the alternatives for the floodplains modeled.  It is important, 
however, to compare changes between alternatives on a monthly basis since the 
flow regime, whether unregulated or regulated, is constantly changing from month 
to month, which influences the amount and types of habitat that is wetted. 

ORG-0007-31 For clarification, the use of the July 15 - September time period is in reference to 
the adult bull trout spawning migration (from the reservoirs) period; this is 
somewhat different than the spawning period (when they actively dig their redds).  
The first occurrence of this July 15 - September period is in table ES.6 on page xl 
of the Draft PR/EIS. 

ORG-0007-32 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-33 Comment noted.  The alternatives have no effect on temperatures for char 
spawning or rearing, which are identified in the revised Washington State Water 
Quality Standards. 

ORG-0007-34 The Water Quality Standards for Surface Waters (WAC 173-201A-230) (Ecology, 
2006a) does not give standards relating to river systems.  The values used in the 
Draft PR/EIS came from literature reviews.  However, there are numeric and 
narrative criteria for lakes, which will be used along with the literature values to 
assess the phosphorus levels in the reservoirs. 

ORG-0007-35 See response to comment FED-0002-08.  
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ORG-0007-36 The documents cited provide good information on the stated attributes for current 
operating conditions.  Some of the stated attributes, such as water temperature 
(Roza to Prosser Dams) and flow indicators were modeled through the EDT model 
to try to capture changes to these attributes as a function of changes in flow 
associated with the various alternatives.  However, there was no way to predict 
changes to the 2-D water temperature patterns associated with the forward-looking 
infrared (FLIR) as a function of changes in flow associated with each alternative. 

At the time of this writing, no formal comments have been received from NMFS 
pertaining to the Storage Study Draft PR/EIS. 

ORG-0007-37 The level of reservoir fluctuation was taken into account by the recreation 
analyses.  Drawdown will peak in mid-to-late summer, providing for alternative 
recreation activities along the shoreline such as picnicking, wading, swimming, 
driving, and OHV use, shoreline fishing, hiking, horseback riding, wildlife viewing, 
and other land-based activities.  Drawdown in the mid-to-late summer will cause a 
shift in water recreation use from high-speed boating activities to more human-
powered boating activities (e.g., sailing, canoe, small boat and belly-boat fishing, 
kayaking, and tubing).  Black Rock and Wymer would be the closest opportunity 
for these activities for Yakima residents.  The highway that would be submerged 
as part of the Black Rock project (SR-24) could provide a year-around boat ramp 
access, in contrast to the fact that boat ramps at other lakes in the Yakima Basin 
are often “out of the water” by late season.  Figures 4.19 and 4.19a-e, which depict 
summer drawdowns, has been added to the Final PR/EIS. 

ORG-0007-38 In the Final PR/EIS, the No Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative, so 
mitigation lands have not been identified for the Black Rock Alternative.  However, 
if an action alternative were recommended in the ROD, Reclamation would work 
with the South-Central Washington Shrub-Steppe/Rangeland Conservation 
Partnership to acquire habitat for wildlife migration, in addition to the mitigation 
measures stated in section 4.11.2.6. 

ORG-0007-39 While in the short-run, there may be excess supply of water-based recreation 
within the region, the recreation analysis looks at a 100-year study period.  The 
population in Yakima is expected to grow at 2 percent during the next 20 years, 
greater than the national average.  The Hispanic and Asian population in the 
Yakima area will continue to grow at an above-average rate.  These ethnic groups 
favor local, day-use and water-based recreation activities.  Shoreline activities 
(e.g., fishing, picnicking, and swimming) are very popular with these user groups.  
The senior citizen population in the Yakima area will continue to grow at an above-
average rate.  This user group has the discretionary time and disposable income 
to enjoy outdoor recreation and they tend to favor local, day-use recreation 
activities. Warm flat-water reservoirs and lakes provide a different set of 
recreation opportunities than those provided in the nearby Yakima and Columbia 
Rivers and high mountain reservoirs.  Black Rock and Wymer would provide 
increased diversity and choices for the public and would not compete with other 
sites in the local area. 

ORG-0007-40 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-41 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-42 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-43 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-44 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-45 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

439



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  
 

 

 

  
 

 

 

Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Organizations 

ORG-0007-46 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-47 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-48 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-49 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-50 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-51 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-52 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-53 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-54 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-55 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0007-56 Comment noted.  The seismic effects listed are recognized hazards that are 
evaluated and addressed for all dams and water-retention structures.  These 
seismic hazards are accounted for in Reclamation’s design standards which would 
be used to prepare final designs for either the Black Rock or Wymer dams. 
However, the No Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative identified in the 
Final PR/EIS, so additional investigations and design analyses have not been 
conducted for either damsite.  If an action alternative were recommended in the 
Record of Decision, Reclamation is committed to additional site investigations and 
analyses in order to develop state-of-the-art designs that would address all 
hazards related to site seismicity and other geologic hazards (see section 2.2.3). 

ORG-0007-57 The model of fold growth and fault movement described is consistent with 
published geologic literature for the Yakima Fold Belt and has been accounted for 
in Reclamation’s design for the dam embankment by selecting a more robust 
rockfill-type of embankment rather than a more conventional zoned earthfill dam or 
a roller-compacted concrete structure.  Design and construction considerations are 
presented in Reclamation’s technical report TS-YSS-2, which is a supporting 
document for the PR/EIS.  No additional seismic investigations have been 
completed to date.  Additional studies, including site seismicity, have been 
recommended in the Final PR/EIS to be completed before final designs are 
complete and a project cost ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3).  The 
resources required to accomplish these analyses have been estimated and are 
shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a project 
construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

ORG-0007-58 Reservoir-induced seismicity (RIS) is a geologic consideration that is routinely 
evaluated in the design of any large dam in the vicinity of faulted terrain, and a 
recommendation to further study RIS was included in Reclamation’s PSHA report.  
No additional site-specific seismic analysis has been completed to date.  
Additional seismic studies, including RIS, have been recommended in the Final 
PR/EIS to be completed before final designs are complete and a project cost 
ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3).  The resources required to accomplish a 
seismic analysis have been estimated and are shown in the Final PR/EIS along 
with other tasks to establish a project construction ceiling for congressional 
authorization. 

ORG-0007-59 Geologic mapping of the Black Rock damsite has been completed and identified 
several landslide areas, as documented in TS-YSS-5.  Additional geologic 
mapping and stability analyses would be needed to complete the landslide 
assessment and have been recommended in the Final PR/EIS before final designs 
are complete and a project cost ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3).  The 
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resources required to accomplish geologic mapping and stability analyses have 
been estimated and are shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to 
establish a project construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

ORG-0007-60 See response to comment FED-0002-07. 

ORG-0007-61 See responses to comments FED-0002-05 and FED-0002-07. 

ORG-0007-62 Comment noted.  The need for further characterization of the geologic hazards 
associated with the Joint Alternatives is recognized.  No additional site-specific 
investigations and analyses have been completed to date; however, additional 
studies, including site seismicity and other geologic hazards, have been 
recommended in the Final PR/EIS to be completed before final designs are 
completed and a project cost ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3).  The 
resources required to accomplish these analyses have been estimated and are 
shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a project 
construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

ORG-0007-63 Reclamation’s PSHA study used all published geologic information for the Yakima 
Fold Belt and other seismic sources that was available at the time the PSHA report 
was produced in 2004. 

ORG-0007-64 The PSHA report includes the Black Rock Valley fault as part of the Rattlesnake 
Hills fault, as noted in table 2-2 of the report (see page 9).  The PSHA report 
follows the earlier work of Wong, et.al. (2002) in segmenting the Rattlesnake Hills 
fault into two separate segments.  Evidence for late Quaternary faulting in the 
Yakima Fold Belt is limited to two specific areas on Toppenish and Ahtanum 
ridges, suggesting that fault displacement occurs on segments of the fault zones 
rather than rupture of the entire fault during a single event.  The PSHA report uses 
this model pending further investigation of the faults in the area.  No additional 
seismic investigations have been completed to date; however, additional studies, 
including site seismicity, are recommended in the Final PR/EIS to be completed 
before final designs are completed and a project cost ceiling is established (see 
section 2.2.3).  The resources required to accomplish these analyses have been 
estimated and are shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a 
project construction cost ceiling for congressional authorization. 

ORG-0007-65 Reclamation’s PSHA study used all published geologic information for the Yakima 
Fold Belt and other seismic sources that was available at the time the report was 
produced in 2004.  Further study to determine the age and characteristics of the 
Black Rock Valley fault would be needed to complete final design work.  No 
additional seismic investigations have been completed to date; however, additional 
studies, including fault slip rates, offsets, and recurrence intervals, have been 
recommended in the Final PR/EIS to be completed before final designs are 
completed and a project cost ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3).  The 
resources required to accomplish these analyses have been estimated and are 
shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a project 
construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

ORG-0007-66 Comment noted.  Further study of the site-specific ground motion parameters 
would be needed to complete final designs of a Black Rock dam.  No additional 
site-specific investigations and analyses have been completed to date; however, 
additional studies, including ground motions, time histories, rupture directivity, and 
hanging wall effects, are recommended in the Final PR/EIS to be completed 
before final designs are completed and a project cost ceiling is established (see 
section 2.2.3).  The resources required to accomplish these analyses have been 
estimated and are shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a 
project construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 
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ORG-0007-67 Comment noted.  Further study of the site response of the Black Rock Valley fault 
would be needed to complete final designs.  No additional seismic investigations 
have been completed to date; however, additional studies, including site response, 
have been recommended in the Final PR/EIS to be completed before final designs 
are completed and a project cost ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3).  The 
resources required to accomplish these analyses have been estimated and are 
shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a project 
construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

ORG-0007-68 Comment noted.  See response to comment ORG-0007-58. 

ORG-0007-69 Reclamation has performed additional investigations at the Black Rock damsite 
which included drilling of two holes in the right abutment which intercepted the 
Black Rock Valley/Horsethief Mountain fault zone.  In addition to providing 
information on the geometry of the fault zone, core samples were collected, and 
borehole water tests were conducted to measure the hydraulic conductivity of the 
fault zone and adjacent rock in both the hanging wall and footwall of the fault.  The 
results of this investigation are documented in a report entitled, Supplemental 
Report for Appraisal Assessment – Geology and Hydrogeology, Right Abutment, 
Black Rock Damsite (Reclamation, 2007j) (TS-YSS-18).  However, it is recognized 
that additional study and trenching to determine fault characteristics would be 
needed in order to develop final designs.  Additional studies, including fault plane 
geometry, slip rates, movement history, and earthquake potential have been 
recommended in the Final PR/EIS to be performed before final designs are 
completed and a project cost ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3).  The 
resources required to accomplish these analyses have been estimated and are 
shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a project 
construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

ORG-0007-70 Comment noted.  It is acknowledged that there is no historical data for a Cascadia 
subduction zone earthquake since the last major event on that system occurred on 
January 26, 1700.  However, data from subduction zone earthquakes such as the 
1964 Good Friday earthquake in Alaska and the 2004 Andaman earthquake in 
Sumatra can serve as good corollaries for the Cascadia.  Working in cooperation 
with the USGS and researchers in academia, Reclamation has included seismic 
loads and ground motions for Cascadia events for several dam safety 
modifications in the Pacific Northwest including Wickiup Dam in Oregon and 
Keechelus Dam in Washington.  Independent peer review of these projects has 
shown that Reclamation’s analyses for the Cascadia earthquakes are consistent 
with the current USGS models for the subduction zone and earthquake 
propogation.  These analyses have been incorporated into the PSHA that was 
developed for the Black Rock damsite. 

ORG-0007-71 Comment noted.  The need for further characterization of the geologic hazards, 
including the liquefaction potential of foundation soils, for all structures associated 
with the Storage Study options is recognized.  No additional site-specific 
investigations and analyses have been completed to date; however, additional 
studies, including assessment of the liquefaction potential of foundation soils, have 
been recommended in the Final PR/EIS to be completed before final designs are 
completed and a project cost ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3).  The 
resources required to accomplish these analyses have been estimated and are 
shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a project 
construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

ORG-0007-72 Comment noted.  See response to comment ORG-0007-57. 

ORG-0007-73 Comment noted.  See response to comment ORG-0007-62. 
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ORG-0007-74 Reclamation’s PSHA study used all published geologic information for the Yakima 
Fold Belt and other seismic sources that was available at the time the report was 
produced in 2004.  Further study to determine the age and characteristics of faults 
near the Wymer damsite would be needed to complete final designs.  No 
additional seismic investigations have been completed to date; however, additional 
studies, including fault slip rates, offsets, and recurrence intervals, have been 
recommended in the Final PR/EIS to be completed before final designs are 
completed and a project cost ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3).  The 
resources required to accomplish these analyses have been estimated and are 
shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a project 
construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

ORG-0007-75 See response to comment ORG-0007-62. 

ORG-0007-76 See response to comment ORG-0007-74. 

ORG-0007-77 Comment noted.  Reclamation’s PSHA study used all published geologic 
information for the Yakima Fold Belt and other seismic sources that was available 
at the time the report was produced in 2004.  Further study of the Umtanum 
Ridge–Gable Mountain Structure and its relationship to the Olympic–Wallowa 
Lineament would be needed to complete final designs.  No additional seismic 
investigations have been completed to date; however, additional studies, including 
fault slip rates, offsets, and recurrence intervals, have been recommended in the 
Final PR/EIS to be completed before final designs are completed and a project 
cost ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3). The resources required to 
accomplish these analyses have been estimated and are shown in the Final 
PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a project construction ceiling for 
congressional authorization. 

ORG-0007-78 Comment noted.  Geologic mapping of the Wymer damsite has been completed 
and identified several potential landslide areas, as documented in TS-YSS-20, 
although the status of the potential landslide on the left abutment remains 
unresolved.  Additional geologic mapping of the left abutment and the reservoir 
area is needed to complete the landslide assessment; however, no stability 
analyses of landslide areas have been completed to date.  These activities would 
need to be completed for final designs of the Wymer damsite.  Excavation of the 
landslide mass was considered as this material would be used as a borrow source 
for the rockfill section of the dam.  No additional site-specific geologic mapping or 
stability analyses have been completed to date. Additional geologic mapping and 
stability analyses have been recommended in the Final PR/EIS to be completed 
before final designs are completed and a project cost ceiling is established (see 
section 2.2.3).  The resources required to accomplish geologic mapping and 
stability analyses have been estimated and are shown in the Final PR/EIS along 
with other tasks to establish a project construction ceiling for congressional 
authorization. 

ORG-0007-79 See response to comment ORG-0007-78. 

ORG-0007-80 Comment noted.  The Final PR/EIS has been updated to include triggering of 
existing and new landslides by ground shaking during large earthquakes (see 
section 2.2.2.1). 

ORG-0007-81 Reclamation is keenly aware of the 1963 Vaiont Dam failure mode and would 
include an assessment of overtopping by a landslide-induced wave as part of a 
final design for Black Rock damsite.  The landslide areas discussed in this 
comment are presently considered potential borrow areas that could be excavated 
and used in construction of the rockfill section of the dam.  Reclamation would also 
consider stabilization of these areas should it be determined to leave them in 
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place.  Additional geologic mapping and stability analyses would be needed to 
complete the landslide assessment and have been recommended in the Final 
PR/EIS before final designs are completed and a project cost ceiling is established 
(see section 2.2.3).  The resources required to accomplish geologic mapping and 
stability analyses have been estimated and are shown in the Final PR/EIS along 
with other tasks to establish a project construction ceiling for congressional 
authorization. 

ORG-0007-82 Comment noted.  See response to comment ORG-0007-81. 

Reclamation has implemented a landslide surveillance program for reservoirs with 
significant landslide hazards and includes plans for landslide monitoring, reservoir 
operations, and emergency response in its standard operating procedures for 
these reservoirs.  Similar actions would be implemented if a Black Rock dam and 
reservoir were to be constructed and if a significant landslide hazard were to be 
identified along the reservoir rim or within the dam foundation. 

ORG-0007-83 See response to comment ORG-0007-80. 

ORG-0007-84 See response to comment ORG-0007-78.  The technical assessment of reservoir 
landslide-induced waves at Wymer damsite would be similar to that for the Black 
Rock damsite, as discussed in the response to comment ORG-0007-81. 

ORG-0007-85 Reclamation is aware of the potential for overtopping of the dam by a landslide-
induced wave and would include an assessment of this failure mode as part of 
final designs for the damsite.  Additional geologic mapping and stability analyses 
would be needed to complete the landslide assessment and have been 
recommended in the Final PR/EIS before final designs are completed and a 
project cost ceiling is established (see section 2.2.3).  The resources required to 
accomplish geologic mapping and stability analyses have been estimated and are 
shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a project 
construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

In regard to the recommendation for a contingency plan in the event of a large 
reservoir landslide, Reclamation has implemented a landslide surveillance 
program for reservoirs with significant landslide hazards which includes plans for 
landslide monitoring, reservoir operations, and emergency response in its standard 
operating procedures for these reservoirs.  Similar actions would be implemented 
if a Wymer dam and reservoir were constructed and if a significant landslide 
hazard were identified along the reservoir rim or within the dam foundation. 

ORG-0007-86 See response to comment ORG-0007-78. 

ORG-0007-87 See response to comment ORG-0007-58. 

ORG-0008-01 The Wymer Dam and Reservoir Alternative was stated as "better" than the No 
Action Alternative because it decreased summer flows in the upper Yakima River 
and Cle Elum River and increased winter flows in the Cle Elum River.  In this 
sense, the Wymer Dam and Reservoir Alternative moves the flow regime to a 
more "normative" condition compared to No Action. 

Refer to figures 2.2 through 2.7 in the Draft or Final PR/EIS that depict these 
differences relative to the No Action Alternative. 

ORG-0008-02 Similar to the response to comment ORG-0008-01, the Wymer Dam Plus Yakima 
River Pump Exchange Alternative decreases summer flows in the upper Yakima 
River and Cle Elum River, increases winter flows in the Cle Elum River, and 
increases spring flows downstream of Roza and Parker Dams compared to the No 
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Action Alternative.   

Refer to figures 2.2 through 2.7 in the Draft or Final PR/EIS that depict these 
differences relative to the No Action Alternative. 

ORG-0008-03 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

ORG-0008-04 Comment noted. 

ORG-0008-05 It is true that the valuation of anadromous fish was based purely on fishery values 
for commercial, recreational, and Tribal harvest.  The valuation of T&E fish was not 
included in the BCA, and has yet to be included in any Reclamation BCA due, in 
part, to its high contentious nature (related to applicability and measurement 
difficulties) and its questionable defendability.  While the decision to leave nonuse 
values out of the BCA was discussed in the fishery benefits section, additional 
language has been added to the text of the NED Benefit-Cost Analysis summary 
(section 2.7.1) and the Executive Summary of the Final PR/EIS to highlight this 
issue. Valuing T&E fish is fraught with difficulties, but that does not prevent the 
estimation of harvest-based values.  Displaying measurable values and noting 
values which could not be quantified were deemed useful information for 
decisionmaking purposes. 

ORG-0008-06 See response to comment TRB-0001-71. 

ORG-0008-07 See response to comment TRB-0002-02. 

ORG-0008-08 In most cases, using cost as a measure of benefits would be inappropriate since a 
cost is just that--a cost and not a benefit measure.  In instances where the level of 
benefits were assumed to be identical across all alternatives, as with many M&I 
analyses where the assumption is often made that M&I supplies must be met, the 
benefits across all alternatives would be identical and the only difference would 
stem from the cost of each alternative.  In this situation of equal benefits, the costs 
of the No Action Alternative are avoided by pursuing one of the proposed 
alternatives.  This is referred to as an “avoided-cost benefit” and is the approach 
used in the Storage Study to measure M&I benefits.  Given that there is currently 
no mandate to recover Yakima basin fish populations to a certain level, the fish 
populations associated with each alternative vary considerably and, as a result, 
the avoided-cost approach would not be applicable. 

ORG-0008-09 The objective of normalizing the hydrograph manifests itself through changes in 
fish populations and harvests associated with each proposed alternative as 
compared to the No Action Alternative.  Harvest-based fishery values were 
included in the BCA. 

The analyses in the Draft PR/EIS compare the Joint Alternatives to the No Action 
Alternative.  The difference between the off-channel storage options and the No 
Action Alternative stem from the additional benefits related to storage.  If an in-
river dam was proposed, it would be “charged” for the adverse environmental 
problems associated with in-river storage (e.g., fish passage problems, prevention 
of sediment transfer, loss of in-river recreation, etc.). 

ORG-0008-10 Modeling that was performed for the Black Rock reservoir suggested that there 
would be no further impacts on temperature; however, the possibility does exist 
that the remaining water quality parameters could experience minimal 
improvements due to dilution. 

ORG-0008-11 The quantity of exchange water provided by the Black Rock Alternative was not 
able to completely eliminate the effects of flip-flop on the Tieton River.  Present 
river operations (designed to protect spring Chinook redds during incubation) that 
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decrease Easton reach and Cle Elum River flows to about 200 cfs to accomodate 
spring Chinook spawning, would require an additional water exchange with 
Wapato Irrigation Project (the primary user) in order to eliminate the late-summer 
release of water from Rimrock Reservoir.  Though the Black Rock exchange with 
RID and SVID reduces the flip-flop effects on the Tieton River, it cannot eliminate it 
primarily because of WIP's irrigation demand after spring Chinook spawning has 
begun and, hence, the need to meet this demand through Rimrock releases. 

ORG-0008-12 The basis for assuming such a climate scenario is not obvious.  Assuming a future 
climate having this characteristic does not appear to be supported by the 
contemporary climate projection information summarized in figures 4.4 through 
4.7. 

ORG-0008-13 The agricultural benefit analysis is an incremental analysis between the No Action 
Alternative and the Joint Alternatives. 

Also, see response to comment BUS-0007-06. 

ORG-0008-14 See response to comment LOC-0002-01. 

ORG-0008-15 The Storage Study considered potential future climate change implications for 
alternatives' operations by:  

(1) providing a review of completed studies on potential climate change impacts to 
water resources in the Columbia River Basin and Yakima Subbasin (section 
4.2.2.6, subsection "Global Climate Change," subheading "Recent Studies of 
Climate Change Impacts on Pacific Northwest Water Resources"); 

(2) summarizing contemporary climate projection information for the region (same 
section and subsection, but subheading "Contemporary Climate Projection 
Information"); and  

(3) providing a qualitative analysis of what these projections would imply for water 
resources in the region (same section and subsection, but subheading "Potential 
Climate Change Impacts on Regional Water Resources").  

The commenter outlines the merits of replacing a qualitative analysis of climate 
change implications (same section and subsection, but subheading "Treatment of 
Climate Change in this Draft PR/EIS"; renamed "Treatment of Climate Change in 
the Storage Study" in the Final PR/EIS) with a "quantitative bracketing" analysis 
where alternatives would be analyzed quantitatively under contrasting climates.  

The latter approach could be useful if suitably scoped. However, one cannot say 
which approach would be more correct or useful given the contemporary climate 
projection information (figures 4.4 through 4.7) that would have to be relied upon to 
support a quantitative approach, and how the precipitation projections within this 
information represent such a vast range of potentially drier to wetter climates. 

ORG-0008-16 The 700,000-visit estimate is based on the carrying capacity of the reservoir, and 
after the 23rd year following construction.  The estimate is based on visitation 
growth of 5 percent for the first 10 years and 3 percent thereafter.  The visitation 
projections for a proposed Black Rock and Wymer relied on past visitation trends 
at comparable sites in the Columbia Basin, outdoor recreation visitation trends to 
nearby State Parks, interviews with local experts (e.g., U.S. Forest Service 
[USFS], State Parks, fishing guides), county and city data on the current and 
projected changes in the socioeconomic and demographic profile of the residents 
in the tri-county region, due consideration of the preceding factors, and the sound 
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professional judgment of nationally recognized parks and recreation experts.   

While in the short-run there may be excess supply of water-based recreation within 
the region, the recreation analysis looks at a 100-year study period.  The 
population in Yakima is expected to grow at 2 percent during the next 20 years, 
greater than the national average.  The Hispanic and Asian population in the 
Yakima area will continue to grow at an above-average rate.  These ethnic groups 
favor local, day-use, and water-based recreation activities.  Shoreline activities 
(e.g., fishing, picnicking, and swimming) are very popular with these user groups.  
The senior citizen population in the Yakima area will also continue to grow at an 
above-average rate.  These users have the discretionary time and disposable 
income to enjoy outdoor recreation and they tend to favor local, day-use recreation 
activities. Warm flat-water reservoirs and lakes provide a different set of 
recreation opportunities than those provided in the nearby Yakima and Columbia 
Rivers and high mountain reservoirs.  Black Rock and Wymer reservoirs would 
provide increased diversity and choices for the public and would not compete with 
other sites in the local area.  

The supply of recreation facilities managed by the USFS, BLM, and State Parks in 
the Yakima basin are already established and aging, and are not expected to 
increase in condition or number.  Demand for these limited facilities is increasingly 
exceeding the supply. 

The boating capacities for the water resources in the basin are based upon a set 
of Level 1 interagency and national coefficients developed and detailed in the 
Water Recreation Opportunity Spectrum System (WROS) User's Guidebook 
(Haas, et.al, 2004).  Level 1 coefficients are those used based upon a low or 
modest level of analysis, rather than a Level 2 (modest or ordinary) or Level 3 
(extraordinary) level of analysis.  Pages 94-95 of the WROS Guidebook at 
www.usbr.gov/pmts/planning/wros/index.html provide details about the level of 
analyses and the procedures for estimating boating capacity. 

ORG-0008-17 The regional economic impacts were calculated on the difference in the 
prorationing levels from the No Action Alternative compared to each water supply 
alternative.  See the "Accomplishments" sections for each alternative in chapter 2.  
None of the alternatives provided a 100-percent water supply, so the economic 
activity from the proration level to 100 percent was not calculated. 

ORG-0008-18 Many factors influence crop contracts and financing terms.  It is not possible to 
isolate one factor, such as drought, when analyzing crop marketing issues. 

ORG-0008-19 See response to comment ORG-0002-01. 

As noted in the NED versus RED discussion in section 2.8, “Comparative 
Evaluation of Alternatives” of the Draft PR/EIS, economic benefits are measured in 
terms of net values (e.g., profitability, net willingness-to-pay, or consumer surplus), 
whereas regional economic impacts are presented in terms of gross measures 
(e.g., sales/revenues, wages).  Gross measures simply show the amount of money 
changing hands (e.g., business revenue reflects income from the perspective of 
the business, but simultaneously reflects expenditures or costs from the 
perspective of the purchaser).  As a result, regional economic impacts in general 
do not reflect a net value or benefit and cannot be included in the NED BCA.  Note 
that the intent of the RED analysis is to display the economic impacts on the 
regional economy and not to provide a comparison to costs as in the NED BCA. 

To further illustrate the difference between a benefit and a regional economic 
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impact, in a BCA, each project-based effect is measured as a benefit or a cost.  If 
one incorrectly attempted to include regional economic impacts within a BCA, both 
positive and negative economic results could stem from the same effect.  For 
example, construction costs reflect a project cost in a BCA, a negative effect.  
However, in-region construction costs generate output, income, and employment 
within a regional impact analysis, a positive effect.  A given effect cannot 
simultaneously reflect both a benefit and a cost. 

ORG-0008-20 See response to comment ORG-0002-01. 

ORG-0008-21 In the RED analyses of recreation, it is standard practice to assume that the 
majority of impacts are generated by expenditures from recreators residing outside 
the region.  Within-region, or local, recreators are generally assumed to spend 
their money within the region regardless of the alternatives under consideration, 
implying they would generate little by way of additional regional economic activity.  
This is because under the No Action Alternative, the assumption implies that local 
recreators would still spend the vast majority of their income within their region of 
residence.  Similar levels of in-region expenditures from local recreators under 
both the action and No Action Alternatives results in only a minor change in 
regional economic activity stemming from local recreator expenditures.  Therefore, 
regional economic impact analyses of recreation typically focus on nonlocal 
recreator expenditures. 

ORG-0008-22 A qualitative discussion of the potential for economic development around the 
reservoir has been added to section 4.14, "Socioeconomics." 

ORG-0008-23 The Draft PR/EIS did not include the concept of a pump-generator and a small 
reregulating reservoir at the base of Black Rock dam.  The concept in the Draft 
PR/EIS was to use the Priest Rapids pumping plant site as the location for 
generators and release water from the Black Rock reservoir through the same 
tunnel used to convey water to the reservoir to convey water down to the pumping 
plant. Information gathered from Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) at that 
time indicated they did not believe that pump generation was a good fit for the 
FCRPS as far as integrating the pump generation with wind power.  Reclamation 
concluded that such an operation would not be cost effective for either providing 
peak energy or integrating with wind energy.  Reclamation would consider this 
concept if the Black Rock Alternative were to be authorized for construction; 
however, the No Action Alternative is identified as the Preferred Alternative in the 
Final PR/EIS. 

ORG-0008-24 Given the information supplied by BPA, Reclamation is not going to pursue further 
analysis of pump-generation options at either alternative at this time. 

ORG-0008-25 The "add-ons" referred to include mobilization costs, unlisted items, contingencies, 
and noncontract costs. These items are a part of any project cost estimate and 
are not an "effort to be most liberal in estimating project costs."   

Mobilization costs identify funds for mobilizing contractor personnel and equipment 
and the percentage used is based on past experience.  Unlisted items are a 
means to recognize level of design detail used to prepare the cost estimates, and 
contingencies are funds to be used after construction starts to pay contractors for 
changed site conditions, change orders, etc.  The 35-percent noncontract cost 
estimate identifies funds for preparing final designs and specifications, land 
acquisition, regulatory compliance and permitting activities, environmental 
mitigation and monitoring, and construction contract administration and 
management.  At this level of design, these costs are typically estimated to be 
from 20- to 35 percent of the estimated field construction costs.   
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Additional information can be found in section 2.2.4.  The Final PR/EIS includes a 
range of project costs to show the risks involved in cost estimating and data 
gathering.   

The economic benefits presented in the Draft PR/EIS were estimated based on 
economic theory, Federal guidelines/regulations/policies, and technical specialist 
expertise.  There was no attempt to systematically understate or overstate the 
economic benefits. 

ORG-0008-26 Your observation about the 10-year construction period is correct.  Regardless of 
how the project is constructed or how fast the project could be constructed given 
unlimited funding, the rate of construction is controlled by how funding is available 
to pay the contractor.  If the Federal Government is asked to participate in funding 
the project, the rate of funding is controlled through appropriation bills passed by 
the Congress for each fiscal year.  Reclamation believes the 10-year construction 
period is a realistic expectation given the size of the features in either alternative. 

ORG-0008-27 The Final PR/EIS includes discussion on the flexibility of each alternative in 
section 2.8.3.   

ORG-0008-28 See responses to comments TRB-0001-71 and TRB-0002-02. 

ORG-0008-29 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

ORG-0008-30 Financial feasibility, including both the cost allocation and repayment processes, 
was discussed under section 2.7.2 of the Draft PR/EIS.  Given none of the 
proposed alternatives were economically justified (i.e., benefits failed to exceed 
costs), costs could not be allocated and repayment estimates could not be 
developed. 

ORG-0008-31 Additional text has been added to the Final PR/EIS to qualitatively describe 
possible economic development potential around the proposed Black Rock 
reservoir in section 4.14, "Socioeconomics."  The recreation visitation and 
economic impact discussion in the report would double count information already 
included in the Draft PR/EIS.  The resort, residential, and commercial development 
sections included analyses which may not be consistent with the P&Gs. Given the 
speculative nature of the development and the anticipated water-level fluctuation 
at Black Rock reservoir, Reclamation’s position at this time is to neither dismiss 
nor endorse the Mitchell-Nelson report. 

ORG-0008-32 The P&Gs require that historical values be used to measure benefits, not inflated 
future values.  Increases in land/property values associated with possible 
economic developments around the Black Rock reservoir were deemed to be a 
potential regional impact as opposed to a national benefit, given that developers 
would go elsewhere with their money should the reservoir not be constructed, 
thereby resulting in no change from a national perspective. The P&Gs require the 
use of a present-value analysis where future benefits are discounted to the start of 
the benefit period (same as the end of the construction period) before being 
compared to the costs.  Even if a “Future Value” analysis were presented, all 
benefits and costs would be valued at some future point in time (presumably the 
end of the benefit period) and the benefit-cost results should be similar to the 
present-value analysis.  Also, see response to comment ORG-0008-26. 

ORG-0008-33 See response to comment ORG-0008-12. 

ORG-0008-34 Comment noted. 

ORG-0009-01 The No Action Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the 
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Final PR/EIS. 

ORG-0009-02 Not all of the water predicted to seep from the Black Rock reservoir would travel 
toward the Hanford Site.  Some of the water would raise water levels (increase 
aquifer storage) in the basalts surrounding the reservoir.   

Also, see response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

ORG-0009-03 Detailed maps of the Black Rock Alternative are located in TS-YSS-2.  Dry Creek 
and Cold Creek are shown on maps in TS-YSS-19 and TS-YSS-25. 

A detailed map for the Dry and Cold Creek drainages has been added to section 
2.4.1.1 showing the mitigation features for the Black Rock Alternative. 

ORG-0009-04 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

ORG-0009-05 The earthquake magnitude reported in the Draft PR/EIS does, in fact, use the 
Richter scale as indicated in this comment.  Earthquakes of this magnitude range 
are considered to be strong earthquakes capable of generating large ground 
shaking.  Seismologists use peak horizontal acceleration (PHA) to measure the 
highest amount of shaking expected at a specific site or building during an 
earthquake.  PHA is measured in terms of accelerations of gravity (g).  This can be 
thought of as the acceleration from the earth’s gravity that is felt on an object that 
is dropped from a great height such as a large building; the acceleration of gravity 
is 32 ft/sec2 . The estimated PHA for the Black Rock damsite is 0.95 g (or about 
30.4 ft/sec2), which is relatively strong ground shaking.  Recurrence interval refers 
to how often a specific earthquake can be expected to be felt at a site.  For the 
Black Rock site, a shaking on the order of 0.95 g generated by a Richter 
magnitude 6 to 7+ can be expected to average about once every 10,000 years.  In 
contrast, the Cascadia subduction zone is expected to generate a Richter 
magnitude 8 to 9, with a PHA of up to 1.5 g approximately every 500 years or so.  
The USGS Web site for the Earthquake Hazards Program 
(http://earthquake.usgs.gov/) includes some very useful tools for explaining the 
physics of earthquakes and ground shaking. 

ORG-0009-06 A map showing the locations of several fault zones in the vicinity of Black Rock 
damsite is included in Reclamation’s PSHA report, as referenced on page 2-9 of 
the Draft PR/EIS. 

ORG-0009-07 Comment noted. 

ORG-0009-08 Comment noted. 

ORG-0009-09 Comment noted. 

ORG-0009-10 The review by the expert board of consultants was envisioned as part of the final 
design process and has not taken place.  Such a review is not necessary to 
determine if a dam can be constructed at the Black Rock site but, rather, how that 
dam should be built if it is built.  In the Final PR/EIS, the No Action Alternative is 
the Preferred Alternative. 

ORG-0009-11 The maximum water exchange using releases from a Black Rock reservoir would 
be about 600,000 acre-feet as shown in table 2.20.  In this scenario Black Rock 
reservoir is delivering 360,000 acre-feet into the Sunnyside canal at MP 3.83 (their 
entire irrigation demand) and 235,000 acre-feet to the Roza canal at MP 22.6 (all 
but 65,000 acre-feet of their 300,000-acre-foot irrigation demand).  The 65,000 
acre-feet required by Roza lands upstream of MP 22.6 continues to be diverted 
from the Yakima River at the Roza Diversion Dam.   
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Table 2.19 shows the estimated monthly and annual Columbia River pumping 
requirements to a Black Rock reservoir.  The maximum pumping occurs after 
those years when the Columbia River flows in excess of the instream target flows 
are diminished (such as 1987-1988 and 1992-1994), during which time pumping 
was constrained for many months.  However, the minimum total pumped in any 
year is 423,470 acre-feet and not the 18,000 acre-feet referenced in this comment. 

There are several differences in the projected volume of the water exchange 
between the Draft PR/EIS and Reclamation's Summary Report, Appraisal 
Assessment of the Black Rock Alternative (2004a) (TS-YSS-7).  In TS-YSS-7, 
water entitlements (or rights) of the exchange participants were used, there were 
several other contemplated exchange participants in addition to the Roza and 
Sunnyside Divisions, and a “full exchange” was made whereby all entitlements 
were met from Black Rock reservoir in lieu of continued diversion from the Yakima 
River. 

In the January 2008 Draft PR/EIS, the Yakima Reservoir and River Simulation 
Model was used (see RiverWare Model, page 4-5).  This simulation model is 
based on a daily time-step of historical runoff and diversions for a 25-year period 
of record of 1981-2005.  These diversions were modified by water conservation 
measures assumed to be implemented to reduce diversion demands as a part of 
the No Action Alternative.  In addition, Roza Division lands upstream of Roza canal 
MP 22.6 were provided water from the Yakima River and the several smaller 
irrigation entities were not included in the water exchange. 

ORG-0009-12 This comment is partially addressed in a similar response to comment 
FED-0004-04. 

Regarding the second paragraph of this comment, the comparison made of 
Columbia River water withdrawals to a Black Rock reservoir is the sum of the 
average September and October volume pumped for the 25-year period of record 
(396,847 acre-feet, table 2.19) to the total average annual pumped for the entire 
25-years (640,693 acre-feet), or 62 percent.  However, the more appropriate 
comparison would appear to be a comparison of the 396,847 acre-feet to the 
average total September and October Columbia River flow at Priest Rapids Dam 
of about 9.9 million acre-feet shown in table 44, page A-52, of TS-YSS-21.  This 
results in a withdrawal/total flow comparison which is about 4 percent. 

ORG-0009-13 To be included in the cumulative impacts analysis, an action must be reasonably 
foreseeable.  The referenced reservoirs were analyzed in a State-sponsored 
appraisal study, but they have not progressed beyond that phase.  As such, we do 
not believe they are reasonably foreseeable and have not included them in the 
cumulative impacts. 

ORG-0009-14 Reclamation, other Federal entities, and universities are conducting further testing, 
specifically on Columbia and Yakima River salmon migration.  Reclamation will 
continue to conduct investigations and watch the latest science on these salmon 
and their ability to return to their natal streams. 

ORG-0009-15 The No Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative in the Final PR/EIS.  
However, if the Black Rock Alternative were selected in the ROD, analyses to 
reduce the amount of waste from the irrigation systems is included in the list of 
items in the Final PR/EIS to accomplish before final designs are completed. 

ORG-0009-16 No specific plant surveys were conducted by the Service; the Service relied on 
information provided by WDFW and Washington Department of Natural Resources 
Natural Heritage Program in identifying wildlife and plant species that occur within 
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the affected area.  This was the most current information available at the time the 
CAR was developed.  

The Service's plant survey recommendations pertaining to mitigation for the action 
alternatives were included in the Service's CAR (section IV pp. 54-56).  Since the 
No Action Alternative is identified in the Final PR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative, 
mitigation is not an issue.  However, if an action alternative were recommended in 
the ROD, plant surveys would be conducted prior to implementation of an action 
alternative to identify and protect existing listed plant species within the affected 
area to the extent practicable.  This is stated in Reclamation's responses to the 
Service's recommendations in Attachment A to the Final PR/EIS. 

ORG-0009-17 See response to comment FED-0002-08.  Land acquisition is identified as a 
mitigation measure for the Black Rock Alternative.  Linking the Hanford Reach 
National Monument and the YTC and/or establishing a corridor of public land along 
the Rattlesnake Hills would be considered as possible objectives of the acquisition 
program. 

ORG-0009-18 In the Final PR/EIS, the No Action Alternative is the Preferred Alternative; 
however, if the Black Rock Alternative were recommended in the ROD, these 
features could be added at the final design stage. 

ORG-0009-19 Factors justifying the estimated level of visitation at Black Rock include:  

1. a longer recreation season due to the warmer setting;  

2. the need for local residents to “head to the closest water” to try and beat the 
heat (although one might expect many recreators to head to the cooler mountain 
reservoirs as opposed to Black Rock); and 

3. the fact that Black Rock reservoir would have significantly more surface 
acreage than the mountain reservoirs in the region, thereby allowing for a different 
set of recreational activities, implying less competition with existing sites. 

One must keep in mind that the 700,000-visitation estimate is projected to occur in 
year 23 (although first-year visitation of 250,000 is still over twice the current 
visitation estimate at all other water-based sites in the region).   

Also, see response to comment ORG-0007-39. 

ORG-0009-20 The reservoir has the potential for a diversity of fish habitat in terms of water 
temperature and depth and bottom profile.  The types of game fishes that could 
potentially inhabit the reservoir include rainbow trout and smallmouth bass.  The 
head of the reservoir is not steeply-sloped and the potential exists to develop 
some wetlands.    

ORG-0009-21 The visitation estimates for Black Rock reservoir were based on a water-based 
recreation opportunity spectrum analysis which takes into account reservoir 
surface acreage. 

ORG-0009-22 The supply of recreation facilities managed by USFS, BLM, and State Parks in the 
Yakima basin are already established and aging, and are not expected to increase 
in condition or number.  Demand for these limited facilities is increasingly 
exceeding the supply.  See response to comment ORG-0007-39. 

ORG-0009-23 The modeling studies did not use currently observed power rates that are paid by 
ratepayers during this year's streamflow and power marketing conditions.  Instead, 
monthly power rates used in the modeling studies were the rates developed by 
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BPA for their 2003 rate case as stated in page 4-43 of the Draft PR/EIS.  They are 
month-by-month rates in 2003 dollars for each water-year scenario that influences 
power marketing in the Western States. They are not highly discounted bulk 
power rates; they represent the regional incremental cost to purchase a block of 
megawatt-hours (MWh).  However, these rates are not within Reclamation's 
purview to adjust into current-year dollars, nor to release to the public.  On the 
other hand, the public can apply their own estimates of power rates to the detailed 
pumping loads and net power losses that resulted from the studies.  Reclamation 
can make these detailed output data available to anyone upon request. 

ORG-0009-24 The average monthly costs of power for the pumping operations are shown in 
table 4.14 in the Final PR/EIS.  These costs are in addition to the cost of net power 
losses that are shown in table 4.13, which are part of the BCA.  The power to run 
the pumps and the net loss of power on the FCRPS system are an additional 
power burden on the Federal system which may be met through power purchases 
whose market value is based on power rates used by BPA in its 2003 rate case.  
However, these costs would not necessarily be borne by all of the region's 
ratepayers. 

ORG-0009-25 The table displays the 18-year average power requirements for each month.  The 
number shown is the average megawatts (MW) that would be required every hour 
of each day that month.  The annual average MW is figured by adding the average 
pumping loads shown for each month period.  Note that April's contribution is 69, 
which is the average of 74 and 64.  The result is 1,580 megawatt-months, which is 
then divided by 12, resulting in 132 average MW for each month. 1,580 megawatt-
months is not the same as 1,580 average MW.  A “megawatt” is a rate of power, 
whereas “megawatt-month” is a rate of power over a period of time.  The 1,580 
megawatt-months per year are expressed as 132 average MW of energy, whether 
it is over a period of a day, a month, or a year.  Imagine 132 MW of power 
consumed each hour for all 8,760 hours of one year.  Imagine 132 MW each hour 
for all 720 hours of a 30-day month.  Finally, imagine 132 MW each hour for 24 
hours of one day.  The average in any case (one day, one month, and one year) is 
132 megawatts per hour. It is also called 132 average MW. 

The Final PR/EIS does not assume this energy as a load on the Columbia River 
hydroelectric system.  Instead, this energy is treated as proxy for a "flat" round-the-
clock energy capability of a powerplant such as a combustion turbine, or of a 
power purchase contract, which might operate between zero in August and up to 
its nameplate capacity of perhaps 600 MW in September in order to run the pumps 
as needed. 

Footnote #3 in table 4.12 has been changed as follows:   

"Represents the average annual MW required for the 18 years of 1981-1998.  
Computed by adding the monthly pumping requirements for each of the 18 years, 
dividing by 18, and further dividing by 12.  "Monthly" means that all split-month 
data for April and August need to be averaged first as one full month number 
before adding it together with the other ten months of data each year." 

ORG-0009-26 Field surveys and consultation with Tribes to identify historic properties and sacred 
sites are scheduled after selection of an alternative and prior to construction.  Any 
such properties identified and evaluated as significant are mitigated through further 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, and Tribes. 

ORG-0009-27 This information has been corrected in section 1.6.1 in the Final PR/EIS. 
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ORG-0009-28 Please see response to comment TRB-0001-20.  A public comment period is 
being provided on the Final PR/EIS to take comments on the new information 
concerning seepage and seepage mitigation.  We believe this addresses 
shortcomings; therefore, a revised Draft PR/EIS has not been prepared.   

ORG-0009-29 Comment noted. 

ORG-0009-30 One of the alternatives investigated by the State of Washington in the Draft 
PR/EIS was artificial groundwater storage.  While it did not involve diverting high 
flows into wetlands, but rather into a constructed basin, it did investigate the option 
of storing surface water as groundwater by diverting it offstream.  Since the State 
has now decided to separate from the Joint NEPA/SEPA process, that alternative 
has been included in the Final PR/EIS as a storage option that was considered but 
eliminated.  The analysis in section 2.10 outlines why the alternative was 
eliminated from further consideration. 

ORG-0009-31 Comment noted. 

ORG-0009-32 Reclamation is currently implementing the Basin Conservation Program developed 
as part of the Yakima River basin.  The program is implementing conservation 
measures throughout the Yakima basin. 

ORG-0010-01 The Final PR/EIS looks at impacts from Black Rock reservoir on elk and greater 
sage-grouse movement and concludes greater sage-grouse movement will likely 
be adversely affected, while impacts to elk will not be significant. 

ORG-0010-02 See response to comment FED-0004-04. 

ORG-0010-03 See latter portion of response to comment ORG-0006-15. 

ORG-0010-04 Reclamation agrees that water conservation is a primary aspect of effective water 
management.  The Basin Conservation Program, authorized by the Congress in 
Title XII of the Act of October 31, 1994, provides for cooperative Federal, State, 
and local funding for improvement of existing irrigation systems to reduce water 
diversions, and it is included in the No Action Alternative.  Conserved water 
realized through these water conservation measures is used to improve instream 
flows and for “firming up” the irrigated water supply in dry years.  The Basin 
Conservation Program, however, is a voluntary program and is not mandated. 

Work conducted for the PR/EIS indicates that the study goals of improving 
instream flows for anadromous fishery, improving the dry-year irrigation water 
supply of junior water rights, and providing for future municipal water needs cannot 
be achieved solely by water conservation; additional stored water is required if 
these goals are to be realized. 

With respect to pricing irrigation water at its “real value,” the policy for irrigation 
water from a Federal Reclamation project has long been that the irrigators should 
pay in accordance with their “ability to pay” as determined through farm enterprise 
analyses. 

ORG-0011-01 Comment noted. 

ORG-0012-01 Comment noted. 

ORG-0013-01 Modifying the authorization would take an act of Congress, which is outside of 
Reclamation's control. 

ORG-0014-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 
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IND-0001-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0002-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0003-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0004-01 Sedimentation into all of the reservoirs, with the exception of Rimrock, has not 
significantly impacted the ability to store water in them.  With the exception of 
Rimrock, the Yakima Project reservoirs were lakes prior to dam construction.  
Consequently, there is a significant amount of water in the reservoirs below the 
outlet works that cannot be released.  Sediment that makes its way into the lake 
generally settles in this deep pool so it reduces the volume of water in the 
reservoir, but not the volume stored above the elevation of the outlet works.  In 
other words, the volume of the original lake is reduced, but not the volume of 
stored water. 

There might be a small amount of accumulated sediment at the delta that slightly 
impacts storage, but because the level of the lake is drawn down each year, this 
sediment is mostly transported into the deeper parts of the lake. 

A simple example shows that removing 10,000 acre-feet of sediment from a 
lakebed (less than 10 percent of the storage of Keechelus, which has the smallest 
amount of storage of the three) would cost at least $80,600,000.  This is assuming 
a conservative $5/ton to haul the sediment.  The unit cost is likely more, since the 
cost does not include the operator time and equipment to remove sediment.  To 
put this sediment volume into perspective, it would take 1,524,600 trips of a 10-ton 
dump truck to remove this amount of sediment. 

IND-0005-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0006-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0007-01 Reclamation has tried to keep the impacts to the YTC to a minimum with the 
alternatives selection.  In addition to the impacts to the operations on the YTC, 
there would be more impact to shrub-steppe habitat with multiple reservoirs.  The 
Service indicated in the CAR that any loss of shrub-steppe habitat would have to 
be replaced with the same amount of acreage.  This proposal is included in 
section 2.10, "Other Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Study." 

IND-0008-01 Artistic treatment (e.g., mural, as suggested in the comment) of the eastern face of 
Black Rock Dam could be considered as part of future visual impact mitigation 
discussions.  However, any such action would not be initiated or carried out by 
Reclamation.  Such a measure would need to be proposed, and the costs borne, 
by others; and its feasibility or practicability would need to be demonstrated.  Thus, 
the mural suggestion is not included as a formal mitigation measure in the Final 
PR/EIS. 

IND-0009-01 The BCA was developed based on economic guidelines required for use by 
Federal water management agencies (P&Gs). Considerable effort went into the 
estimation of long-term benefits and costs for each proposed alternative by 
evaluating economic effects across a 100-year study period. 

IND-0010-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0011-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0012-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0013-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0014-01 Comment noted. 
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IND-0015-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0016-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0017-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0018-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0019-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0020-01 The hearings were held to allow people to provide oral comments on the Draft 
PR/EIS, which included analyses on seven Joint and State Alternatives.  

A gravity east-west pipeline from the Columbia River near Wanapum Dam to the 
Roza Dam is not feasible.  Wanapum Dam is at a considerably lower elevation 
than Roza Dam.  The water would have to be pumped up from the Columbia River 
to convey it to the Yakima River in an east-to-west direction. 

IND-0021-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0022-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0023-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0024-01 See responses to comments TRB-0001-20 and FED-0002-05. 

IND-0025-01 During the appraisal-level designs, Reclamation considered both a concrete-faced 
rockfill dam and a central core rockfill dam.  The preferred design at this time is the 
central core rockfill dam.  The proposed central core rockfill dam height of 755 feet 
is not without precedent.  For example, there are two very large embankment 
dams in California that might be considered comparable to the proposed Black 
Rock dam. Oroville Dam, completed in 1968, is 754 feet high, 6,800 feet long, and 
contains approximately 78 million cubic yards of earth and rockfill.  New Melones 
Dam, completed in 1978, is 625 feet high, 1,560 feet long, and contains 
approximately 16 million cubic yards of earth and rockfill.  If the Black Rock 
Alternative is considered for final design, additional data and studies would be 
conducted to ensure the dam and its foundation would behave appropriately 
throughout their service lives. 

IND-0025-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0025-03 The Draft PR/EIS does include input from Ecology, the Service, and DOE.    

Also, see response to comment TRB-0001-20.  Wells are included as part of the 
seepage mitigation plan. 

IND-0026-01 See responses to comments TRB-0001-20 and FED-0001-05.  

IND-0026-02 In the 2004 BIOP, NMFS concluded that the Mid-Columbia steelhead would likely 
trend toward recovery with implementation of the actions included there.  That 
analysis included pessimistic assumptions about climate change and its impacts 
on salmon and steelhead survival.  The Yakima Subbasin Fish and Wildlife 
Planning Board's Draft Yakima Steelhead Recovery Plan (2008) concludes that 
rather than going extinct, steelhead can be recovered in the Yakima basin.  It 
appears unduly pessimistic, then, to assume for this study that steelhead and 
salmon will go extinct in the future as a result of actions outside of the basin, and 
that actions to assist with their enhancement or recovery are wasted efforts and 
without benefit. 

IND-0026-03 Appropriate permits would be sought from the State of Washington if and/or when 
the application for appropriation of water is made.  It does not appear that an 
interbasin transfer permit exists under Washington State law. 

456



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
 

  
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

   

 

 

  

 
  

 
 

 

Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Individuals 

IND-0026-04 See response to comment ORG-0006-15. 

IND-0026-05 Grant County Public Utilities District may have a different way of calculating their 
losses. However, Reclamation chose the HYDSIM modeling method as stated in 
page 4-43 of the Draft PR/EIS.  This model is used by Federal agencies in many 
official purposes including BPA rate cases, ESA-NEPA studies, and power 
coordination studies of the Columbia River System. 

IND-0026-06 Monthly power rates used by Reclamation were the rates developed by BPA for 
their 2003 rate case as stated in page 4-43 of the Draft PR/EIS.  These are 
monthly averages achieved in simulating power marketing trends as influenced by 
month-by-month streamflow conditions of each water year of record.  This is in 
contrast to just using current power prices and one marketing scenario.  When the 
HYDSIM studies for this PR/EIS were performed, there was no rate-case-related 
need to produce an official rates analysis; hence, Reclamation resorted to the best 
available data at that time. 

IND-0026-07 An additional paragraph has been added to section 4.25 of the Final PR/EIS to 
address this issue. 

IND-0026-08 As noted in the paragraph referred to in response to comment IND-0026-07, 
additional energy demands from Black Rock could be met by fossil-fuel-based 
energy production, renewable energy production, nuclear energy, or conservation.  
Consequently, the potential increase in greenhouse gases is not considered an 
unavoidable impact.  In all likelihood, new demands would be met by a 
combination of these approaches such that the increase in demand would not 
necessarily result in an increase in emissions. 

IND-0026-09 The Priest Rapids intake structure was evaluated for its potential impact on biota.  
The intake screens' configuration and the pumping operations are designed to 
reduce entrainment to fish, aquatic invertebrates, and other biota.  NMFS and 
Ecology have reviewed the proposed design and operation for its potential impacts 
to aquatic biota. 

IND-0026-10 Comment noted.  Additional text was added to the Final PR/EIS document (section 
4.8.2.2) to acknowledge the potential for non-salmonid fish larvae and other 
creatures smaller than the screen mesh size to be entrained. 

IND-0027-01 Comment noted.  See response to comment TRB-0002-02. 

IND-0027-02 The consultation process on the Columbia River has resulted in the establishment 
of target flows at various locations.  Those consultations have included many listed 
stock of salmon and steelhead beyond those that occur in the Snake River.  In 
those consultations, NMFS has indicated a concern about any diversions which 
might reduce flows when flows in the Columbia River are at or below target flows. 

The NRC reviewed Ecology's salmon and water management decisions (e.g., 
additional water withdrawals) specific to Columbia River, and stated that there is 
an increased risk to both Columbia and Snake River salmon downstream and 
migrants upstream in critical low-flow periods or years.  Therefore, NRC's 
comments limiting water withdrawals in July and August and other low-flow periods 
coincide with the water withdrawal criteria used for the Draft PR/EIS.  

The NRC's comments were summarized in the executive summary of their 
document entitled, Managing the Columbia River: instream flows, water 
withdrawals, and salmon survival (NRC, 2004). In this document, they state, 
"Within the body of scientific literature reviewed as part of this study, the relative 
importance of various environmental variables on smolt survival is not clearly 
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established.  When riverflows become critically low or water temperatures 
excessively high, however, pronounced changes in salmon migratory behavior and 
lower survival rates are expected." 

IND-0027-03 Unfortunately, the USGS temperature report was not available at the release of the 
Draft PR/EIS. It has now been completed and is available at 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2008/5070/.  It is acknowledged that application of a 
groundwater model component in conjunction with the temperature model would 
be beneficial.  USGS is currently building a groundwater model for parts of the 
basin which, when completed, will help clarify this issue.  If the two models were 
linked, perhaps we could better model the temperature effect associated with 
groundwater recharge using spring freshets.  It should be noted that though the 
operations under the various alternatives did increase spring base flows, they did 
not result in significantly higher peak or flood flows. 

IND-0027-04 The EDT model was used to estimate change in fish abundance, etc., between 
alternatives.  Two-dimensional flow models were built for the Easton, Ellensburg, 
Lower Naches, Union Gap, and Wapato floodplains (considered the major 
reaches), specifically for the purpose of tracking changes in habitat types and 
amounts as a function of flow. These reaches were incorporated into the EDT 
model.  This provided a method to track floodplain habitat changes with respect to 
flow in the EDT model and ultimately capture the biological changes in survival, 
etc., for each salmonid species modeled. 

Technical report TS-YSS-22 provides more detail of the modeling methods than 
was provided in the Draft PR/EIS. 

IND-0027-05 See response to comment TRB-0002-02. 

IND-0027-06 See response to comment ORG-0001-05. 

IND-0028-01 Analysis of both reservoir-based and river-based recreation effects were included 
in the economic benefits for the Black Rock Alternative. 

IND-0028-02 Comment noted. 

IND-0028-03 Based on the biological analyses developed for the Black Rock Alternative, it is not 
clear that this alternative alone restores the salmon populations.  Regardless of 
whether or not the costs of Black Rock would be forgotten over time, it is the 
obligation of Federal agencies to compare estimated project costs to estimated 
project benefits. 

IND-0028-04 Reclamation must follow the P&Gs when developing economic analyses of 
proposed construction projects.  The P&Gs do allow for a “futuristic view” by 
considering economic effects over a 100-year timeframe. 

IND-0029-01 The cost for the Black Rock Alternative is provided in section 2.7.1.1, "Cost 
Analysis." 

IND-0029-02 Irrigation water released from Black Rock reservoir would flow directly into the 
irrigation delivery systems (e.g., Roza and Sunnyside canals).  Under current 
operations, operational spill (canal water released directly back to the river) varies 
from about 2 cfs in March to 30 cfs in August (see table 4.28, page 4-119, of the 
Draft PR/EIS.). This equates to about 0.05 percent  of Black Rock water mixed 
with Yakima River water in March to about 1.6 percent  in August.   

Since Black Rock water is released directly into the canal systems, and less than 2 
percent  of this water may find its way back to the Yakima River through direct 
operational spills, there would be no measurable effect on river water temperature.  
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The low percent of Columbia River water mixed with Yakima River water at the 
confluence to the Columbia River is not expected to result in a false attraction 
issue (see section 4.8.2.4 of the Final PR/EIS). 

IND-0029-03 The Black Rock reservoir water quality would be of high quality since it is being 
pumped from the Priest Rapids Lake on the Columbia River, which is considered 
to be of higher quality than the middle and lower Yakima River.  Irrigation water 
released from Black Rock reservoir would be released directly into the canal 
delivery systems; therefore, no influence (positive or negative) to Yakima River 
quality is expected.  In addition, the amount of direct spill into the Yakima River 
from the Roza and Sunnyside Irrigation canals ranges from 0.05 percent to 
1.6 percent (see response to comment IND-0029-02).  Thus, it is expected that 
Yakima River water quality would not measurably change. 

IND-0029-04 It is assumed that Black Rock reservoir water would initially have a higher water 
quality than that of Yakima River water diverted at Roza and Parker dams for the 
Roza and Sunnyside irrigation canals.  However, it is anticipated that subsequent 
changes in water quality as a result of onfarm application and drainage (surface- 
and groundwater) back to the river would be comparable between the two water 
sources. In other words, the affect of cities, farms, pesticides and fertilizers on the 
water quality of both irrigation water sources would be comparable. 

IND-0029-05 See response to comment ORG-0002-01. 

IND-0030-01 The Storage Study was authorized by the Omnibus Appropriations Act of 2003 
(Omnibus Act), Public Law 108-7.  Section 214 of the Act of February 20, 2003 
(Public Law 108-7), states, 

"The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the Bureau of Reclamation, shall 
conduct a feasibility study of options for additional water storage in the Yakima 
River Basin, Washington, with emphasis on the feasibility of storage of Columbia 
River water in the potential Black Rock reservoir and the benefit of additional 
storage to endangered and threatened fish, irrigated agriculture, and municipal 
water supply." 

The feasibility study was conducted as directed in the authorization.  The Storage 
Study evaluated plans that would create additional water storage for the Yakima 
River basin and assessed each plan’s potential to supply the water needed for fish 
and the aquatic resources that support them, basinwide irrigation, and future 
municipal demands.  Plans that did not involve creating additional storage in the 
basin, such as the State Alternatives in the Draft PR/EIS, were not evaluated, as 
they fell outside of the purpose of the Storage Study, which was to comply with 
Public Law 108-7.  As noted in the Final PR/EIS, this process is no longer a joint 
NEPA/SEPA process and the State of Washington is no longer a co-lead.  As a 
result, the only alternatives that remain are those that involve options for creating 
additional water storage in the Yakima River Basin. 

IND-0030-03 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0031-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0032-01 See responses to comments FED-0002-05 and FED-0002-07. 

IND-0032-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0032-03 See response to comment FED-0004-04. 

IND-0032-04 See latter portion of response to comment ORG-0006-15. 

IND-0032-05 See responses to comments FED-0002-08, FED-0006-08, and ORG-0010-01. 
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IND-0032-06 See response to comment ORG-0008-16. 

IND-0032-07 See response to comment IND-0029-01. 

Also, regarding the source of the power, it is assumed the power required to pump 
water from the Columbia River to a Black Rock reservoir would come from the 
FCRPS.  The average annual $50 million cost in the Draft PR/EIS reflects the 
estimated market value based on information used by BPA in its 2003 rate case.  
As noted on page 2-102 of the Draft PR/EIS, an allocation of project costs to 
reimbursable and nonreimbursable purposes was not made and repayment 
requirements not determined. Thus, there is no analysis of who would pay the 
pumping power costs. 

IND-0033-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0034-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0035-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0036-01 See responses to comments FED-0002-05 for and FED-0002-07. 

IND-0036-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0036-03 See response to comment FED-0004-04. 

IND-0036-04 See response to comment ORG-0008-16 

IND-0037-01 This comment expresses concern related to land and shoreline use impacts along 
the Yakima River due to increased flood hazard caused by one or more of the 
alternatives (the comment does not center on a specific alternative but does focus 
on the Benton City area).  Neither the No Action Alternative nor any of the Joint 
Alternatives would result in increased flooding or flood potential along the Yakima 
River. 

IND-0038-01 The Draft PR/EIS did include an Enhanced Water Conservation Alternative as one 
of the State Alternatives.  This alternative included all forms of water conservation 
that might be used in the basin.  Water conservation is currently being pursued by 
water-using entities in the basin through various programs.  The State of 
Washington is pursuing water conservation as one of many issues to be 
addressed in their Final EIS. 

IND-0038-02 In addition to agriculture and fisheries, another purpose of the Black Rock 
Alternative is to provide municipal water, so presumably, water for any potential 
development around the reservoir could come from the reservoir.  Any beneficiary 
of the water would have to pay the appropriate costs associated with that benefit.  
With regard to economic development, Reclamation has no control over land uses 
outside of its own lands.   

Also, see response to comment ORG-0007-37. 

IND-0038-03 See latter portion of response to comment ORG-0006-15. 

IND-0039-01 See response to comment FED-0002-05.   

IND-0039-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0040-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0041-01 The rationale for eliminating the Bumping Lake Enlargement Alternative as a 
viable alternative is outlined in section 2.10 of the Final PR/EIS. 

IND-0042-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0043-01 Comment noted. 
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IND-0044-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0045-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0046-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0046-02 See response to comment ORG-0008-16. 

IND-0047-01 See responses to comments FED-0002-05, FED-0002-07, and ORG-0009-10. 

IND-0047-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0048-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0049-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0050-01 Section 6.3.1 describes the two Government-to-Government meetings that were 
held with the Yakama Nation.  Section 6.1.3.2 lists additional meetings held with 
Tribal staff.  It should also be noted that the Yakama Nation, at the staff level, was 
a participant in the Roundtable meetings described in section 6.1.3.4.  Finally, the 
“List of Preparers” for the Final PR/EIS identifies two authors of sections of the 
document from the Yakama Nation. 

IND-0050-02 See response to TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0050-03 It is inaccurate to state that Reclamation has never built any storage facility the 
size of Black Rock.  Storage facilities along the Colorado River, including Hoover 
Dam (28.5 maf) and Glen Canyon Dam (27 maf), easily exceed the 1.3 maf 
storage capacity at Black Rock.  If the Black Rock Alternative were selected for 
final design, Reclamation would investigate design-build and other options to 
determine economical methods for designing and constructing the features. 

IND-0050-04 See response to comment IND-0050-01. 

IND-0051-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0052-01 The No Action Alternative is identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
PR/EIS and acquisition is not contemplated under that alternative.   

Should an action alternative be implemented, acquisition would occur.  
Reclamation's policy on acquisition is outlined in the "Land Acquisition Directives 
and Standards" in the Reclamation Manual at 
http://www.usbr.gov/recman/lnd/lnd06-01.pdf.  That Directive and Standards states 
the Reclamation policy is to acquire mineral rights when the location and removal 
of those minerals have a potential to cause adverse effects on the uses for which 
the lands are acquired.  Instead of acquisition, the mineral interests may be 
subordinated (ranked below the rights of the surface owners) so those interests do 
not interfere with any project operations.  Also, the policy states that the mineral 
owners are to be adequately compensated for any restrictions placed on them 
through subordination.  This policy would be applied on a case-by-case basis 
during any land acquisition process. 

IND-0053-01 Reclamation addressed these issues in TS-YSS-2.  This report is available on the 
Storage Study Web site.   

Also, see response to comment FED-0002-05. 

IND-0053-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0054-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0054-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20.  In addition, impacts from the seepage 
mitigation measures are addressed in chapter 4, and section 4.7.2.3 addresses 
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changes to vegetation associated with the seepage. 

IND-0054-03 See response to comment FED-0004-04. 

IND-0054-04 See response to comment FED-0006-06. 

IND-0054-05 See response to comment FED-0004-04. 

IND-0054-06 Water pumped from the Columbia River would be stored in Black Rock reservoir 
and delivered directly to the Roza and Sunnyside canals.  Very little of the water 
would spill directly into the Yakima River.  Under average conditions, the amount 
of spill directly from the Roza and Sunnyside canals into the Yakima River would 
peak in August at about 1.6 percent of the total riverflow.  This would have no 
measurable effects on water quality. 

IND-0054-07 The possibility exists that chemicals within the Columbia River may exceed State 
and Federal standards at some point in the future.  There is no evidence to 
support the mobilization of heavy metals from the Kellogg Superfund Site and the 
Canadian Smelter to the Priest Rapids Dam. 

The Upper Columbia River Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study conducted 
above the Grand Coulee Dam by the Environmental Protection Agency has 
identified several heavy metal contaminants.  Many of the contaminants are the 
same as those found upstream of the Priest Rapids Dam.  Although it appears the 
contaminants may be coming from these superfund sites, the possibility of this 
occurrence decreases with the number of reservoirs and dams between the sites. 

The water that would be pumped from the Columbia River into the Black Rock 
reservoir will be surface water.  The heavy metals of concern are found in the 
bottom sediments of the river and would most likely not be lifted into the reservoir. 

IND-0054-08 Economic impacts are defined in section 4.14, "Socioeconomics." 

The costs of running the Priest Rapids pumping plant is shown in table 2.16, 
"Annual OMR&E costs-Black Rock Alternative."  Annual energy costs for pumping 
are $50 million. 

The electricitiy would come from BPA.  There would be enough power for both the 
Hanford Site's vitrification facility and Priest Rapids pumping plant. 

IND-0055-01 See responses to comments FED-0002-05 and FED-0002-07.  

IND-0055-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0055-03 Section 2.2.6.3 discusses the water withdrawal granted by the State of 
Washington to Reclamation from the Columbia River.  The grant withdraws from 
further appropriation the unappropriated water of the Columbia and its tributaries 
until December 2008, to allow for any potential future appropriation by 
Reclamation resulting from the Storage Study.  The withdrawal would serve as the 
basis for a water right application if an alternative were to be chosen, authorized, 
and funded that requires a diversion from the Columbia River.  Reclamation has 
requested that Ecology grant an extension of the withdrawal until December 2011, 
but has not received confirmation as of this printing. 

IND-0056-01 See responses to comments ORG-0008-16 and IND-0038-02. 

IND-0056-02 Black Rock will not be a closed system.  If motorized vehicles are allowed to enter 
the reservoir, chances of adding pollutants increases.  The possibility exists that 
those pollutants may be discharged from the reservoir and eventually be used for 
irrigation or municipalities.  This is not unlike many other reservoirs within the 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Individuals 

region that are used for recreation, irrigation, and by municipalities. 

IND-0057-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0057-02 As noted in section 4.3.2.3 of the Final PR/EIS, increased pore pressures due to 
reservoir seepage into the steeply inclined basalts and interbedded sediments 
could reactivate or initiate new landslides along the reservoir rim.  Further studies 
to mitigate such stability issues would need to be completed prior to final design of 
Black Rock dam. 

IND-0057-03 See response to comment FED-0002-05.  

IND-0058-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0058-02 See response to comment IND-0055-03. 

IND-0058-03 The proposed resort referred to is not part of the Black Rock Alternative.   

IND-0059-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0060-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0061-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0062-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0063-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0064-01 The source of project funding has no influence upon a BCA. The objective of a 
BCA is to simply compare project benefits to project costs, regardless of who pays 
the costs. Given the wide range of public investments available to the Federal 
Government, the intent is to try to make sure that the Federal Government is 
investing in projects with positive net benefits from a national perspective.   

As noted in the NED versus RED discussion in section 2.8, “Comparative 
Evaluation of Alternatives,” economic benefits are measured in terms of net values 
(e.g., profitability, net willingness-to-pay or consumer surplus), whereas regional 
economic impacts are presented in terms of gross measures (e.g., revenues, 
wages).  Gross measures simply show the amount of money changing hands – 
whereas business revenue or personal wages reflect income from the 
business/employee perspective, they simultaneously reflect expenditures or costs 
from the purchaser/business perspective.  As a result, the “local economic 
benefits” (e.g., economic development-based increased gross property values) 
suggested for the Black Rock Alternative in reality reflect a regional economic 
impact. Also see response to comment ORG-0002-01. 

In addition, the national benefits estimated for the Black Rock Alternative in most 
cases reflect both a national and regional benefit since they occur within the local 
area (with the exception of certain fishery benefits which occur outside the local 
area). In some cases, this national/regional benefit may even have been 
overestimated in the Draft PR/EIS (e.g., recreation benefits which did not take into 
account possible substitution effects both inside and outside the region). 

IND-0064-02 The RED, EQ, and Other Social Effects (OSE) results are more prominently 
displayed in the Executive Summary of the Final PR/EIS.  

It should be emphasized that RED, EQ, and OSE results cannot be combined into 
the NED BCA. First, the EQ and OSE results are not measured in dollars.  In 
addition, many of the EQ effects in particular provide inputs to the NED benefits 
(e.g., water supply, fish populations/harvest), so even if the EQ effects could be 
measured in dollar terms, combining them into the NED account would reflect 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Individuals 

double counting.  As noted in the response to comment IND-0064-01, while RED 
effects are measured in dollars, the RED account estimates economic impacts in 
terms of gross revenues/wages as opposed to NED benefits which are estimated 
in terms of net values.  Therefore, RED effects cannot be included within the NED 
benefit-cost comparison. 

IND-0064-03 The NED account sometimes gets more emphasis than the RED, EQ, and OSE 
accounts.  This is because it is the only required account according to the P&Gs. 

Note that the intent of the RED analysis is to display the economic impacts on the 
regional economy and not to provide a benefit-cost comparison.  Also, see 
response to comment ORG-0002-01. 

IND-0064-04 This comment appears to center on the potential synergistic benefit the Black 
Rock Alternative would have on existing salmon recovery efforts being expended 
in the Yakima basin (though the term "northwest" is used).  Any habitat restoration 
actions implemented in the Yakima basin should benefit other Columbia Basin 
recovery actions that affect Yakima salmon and steelhead. 

See subsection, "Rationale for Flow Versus Fish Abundance," in section 4.8.2.4 in 
the Final PR/EIS.  This section provides the reader with some items to consider 
regarding the Yakima basin's potential to produce salmon and steelhead in the 
context of recovery. 

IND-0064-05 The Storage Study includes a qualitative discussion of hydrologic, water supply, 
and water resources impacts associated with climate change (see section 4.2.2.6, 
subsection "Global Climate Change," subheading "Potential Climate Change 
Impacts on Regional Water Resources"). The comment describes impacts that 
are expected under a warming-only condition; however, information provided (see 
figures 4.4 through 4.7) illustrates that considerable uncertainty exists on projected 
precipitation change, and that the majority of contemporary climate projections 
indicate wetter future conditions over the Yakima and Upper Columbia Basins. 

IND-0064-06 Regional impacts were calculated for the four-county area.  These are not 
considered NED benefits.  See response to comment ORG-0008-19. 

IND-0064-07 The likelihood of such economic development has been called into question given 
there have been other reservoirs in similar settings constructed in the region where 
such development did not materialize (e.g., Desert Aire); the questionable scenic 
beauty of the Black Rock site; and the amount of reservoir water level fluctuation 
expected for Black Rock (especially during the high recreation months of July and 
August when withdrawals from the Columbia River would not be made).  Despite 
its speculative nature, a qualitative discussion of the potential for resort and 
residential/commercial development around the reservoir has been added to the 
RED section of the Final PR/EIS. As stated in response to comment IND-0064-01, 
the potential economic development around the reservoir is a regional economic 
impact as opposed to a national benefit.  Also, see response to comment ORG-
0002-01. 

IND-0064-08 The study included hydropower losses and benefits that accrue from diversion of 
water from Priest Rapids forebay and the return of water (in a different monthly 
shape compared to what was diverted from Priest Rapids) into the McNary 
forebay.  For this PR/EIS, Reclamation did not perform a study that is influenced 
by climate change.  There has not been enough regional consensus on what the 
plausible scenarios are for hydro-system studies. 

IND-0064-09 Employment impacts stemming from farm production are considered in section 
4.14., "Socioeconomics." 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Individuals 

IND-0065-01 See response to comment IND-0030-01. 

IND-0065-02 See response to comment IND-0030-01. 

IND-0065-03 Groundwater storage was one of the State Alternatives included in the Draft 
PR/EIS. In the Final PR/EIS, it is discussed as an alternative considered but 
eliminated from further study in section 2.10.5. 

IND-0066-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0067-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0068-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0069-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0070-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0071-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0072-01 See response to comment FED-0002-05.  

IND-0072-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0073-01 Estimated reservoir evaporation and seepage losses were included in the volume 
of water pumped from the Columbia River to a Black Rock reservoir.  Model 
results for the period 1981-2005 indicate that, on average, about 15 percent of the 
water pumped would be lost to seepage and evaporation. 

IND-0073-02 The RiverWare model that was used to evaluate storage alternatives is not 
sensitive, in its structure, to future climates.  However, the inputs to this model 
(i.e., assumptions on water supply, water demand, operational constraints) would 
be sensitive to climate, as discussed in section 4.2.2.6, subsection "Global Climate 
Change," subheading "Potential Climate Change Impacts on Regional Water 
Resources." 

IND-0074-01 This comment suggests that water use in the Yakima basin should be limited to 
that water which is available in an extremely dry year and the most appropriate 
way of accomplishing this is the purchase of presently irrigated lands and 
associated water rights.  To a large extent, the water rights in question are already 
held by the United States for the Yakima Project on behalf of the Project irrigation 
districts and their water users. To accomplish the goal outlined would likely 
involve renegotiation of the contracts with some of the Project water users to 
reduce the service areas.  These contracts can generally only be renegotiated with 
the consent of both parties.  This undoubtedly would be controversial from legal, 
social, economic, and institutional perspectives.  This potential solution is beyond 
the scope of the Storage Study, which is looking at ways to provide additional 
water storage in the Yakima basin. 

IND-0074-02 Section 4.2.2.6 summarizes contemporary climate projection information for the 
region and provides discussion on the qualitative implications for hydrology and 
water resources in the region given these climate possibilities. 

IND-0075-01 Attempts were made to estimate the economic benefits to salmon, recreation, 
proratable water supply, and municipal water supply in the Storage Study.  What 
was excluded from the benefit-cost analysis was the incorrectly labeled “local 
economic benefits” associated with potential resort, residential, and commercial 
development around the reservoir.  Also, see response to comment ORG-0002-01. 

IND-0076-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0077-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0078-01 Comment noted. 
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Individuals 

IND-0079-01 See response to comment FED-0002-05.  

IND-0079-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0080-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0080-02 See response to comment FED-0002-05.  

IND-0080-03 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0080-04 Comment noted. 

IND-0081-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0082-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0083-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0084-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0085-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0086-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0087-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0088-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0088-02 A water availability study was conducted early in the appraisal design of the Black 
Rock Alternative to size the Black Rock reservoir.  The writer is referred to the 
report, Preliminary Appraisal Assessment of Columbia River Water Availability for 
Potential Black Rock Project (TS-YSS-1) (Reclamation, 2004d), which can be 
found on the Storage Study's Web site for specific information regarding this issue. 

IND-0088-03 Reclamation analyzed the enlarged Bumping Lake Alternative in TS-YSS-8.  Our 
decision after that analysis was to drop the Bumping Lake Enlargement Alternative 
from further consideration due to the negative impacts that storing excess flows 
would have on the hydrograph of the Bumping and Naches Rivers.  Other adverse 
impacts from the Bumping Lake Enlargement include inundation of creeks and 
streams that are used by the threatened bull trout and adverse impacts to old 
growth forest. 

IND-0088-04 While a qualitative discussion of the potential for economic development around 
the reservoir has been included in the RED section, language has also been 
added as to its speculative nature in light of the expected water level fluctuation. 

IND-0088-05 Because earthquakes have the potential to damage man-made structures, the 
design standards for dams and appurtenant structures are very high to prevent 
deformation of the structure due to earth movement.  However, there is always the 
potential for a change in seepage conditions due to earth movement, and 
mitigation and/or repair would be required in the event of a large earthquake. 

IND-0088-06 Because earthquakes have the potential to damage man-made structures, the 
design standards for dams and appurtenant structures are very high to prevent 
deformation of the structure due to earth movement and to prevent dam failure.  
This is of the utmost importance in order to prevent human loss and environmental 
degradation.  Reclamation has studied the potential seepage impacts from the 
Black Rock reservoir (see section 4.2.2.2 in the Final PR/EIS).  Mitigation of the 
seepage has also been studied to analyze the impacts of the proposed mitigation 
features (see section 2.4.1.1).  The purpose of the mitigation is to reduce and 
capture seepage from the potential Black Rock reservoir and prevent significant 
impacts to the Hanford Site. 

IND-0089-01 Comment noted. 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Individuals 

IND-0090-01 Because earthquakes have the potential to damage man-made structures, the 
design standards for dams and appurtenant structures are very high to prevent 
deformation of the structure due to earth movement and to prevent dam failure.  
This is of the utmost importance in order to prevent human loss and environmental 
degradation.  No additional site-specific seismic analysis has been completed to 
date. Additional seismic studies, including the potential for lubrication of the fault 
zone and for reservoir-induced seismicity, have been recommended in the Final 
PR/EIS to be completed before final designs are complete and a project cost 
ceiling is established.  The resources required to accomplish a seismic analysis 
are estimated and shown in the Final PR/EIS along with other tasks to establish a 
project construction ceiling for congressional authorization. 

IND-0090-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0090-03 Losses from evaporation were considered and accounted for in the model. 

IND-0090-04 Regional scale model data were refined where local scale data were available.  All 
available data were used in the modeling process.  

IND-0091-01 Table 4.25 and section 4.8.2.5 in both the Draft and the Final PR/EIS discuss the 
anadromous fisheries results for the Wymer project.  The 1945 Consent Decree 
did not allocate water; it determined diversion priorities for a group of diverters.  
Wymer reservoir would be operated to divert flows currently available for 
approriation during the winter and spring, and deliver them as part of the Yakima 
Project water supply. 

IND-0091-02 The discussion in the document adequately addresses the status of anadromous 
fish in the Yakima basin and those portions of the Columbia River potentially 
affected by the proposed actions.  Threatened and endangered species potentially 
affected by the proposed actions are addressed in section 4.2.8.6.  The proposed 
actions are not likely to affect fish hatcheries in the area so these have not been 
addressed.  

IND-0091-03 See table 2.13, "Crop acres by district," in the Economics Technical Report for the 
Yakima River Basin (Reclamation, 2008g) (TS-YSS-23) for the crops grown in the 
Yakima Project. 

The structure of the economic analysis is such that the market for crop sales is not 
relevant to the analysis.   

The carbon footprint associated for transporting crops was not computed for this 
analysis.  Any change in the carbon footprint resulting from proposals in this study 
would only be for the additional crops produced by the added water storage during 
drought years.  

The water conservation actions that are expected to occur in the future are 
outlined in the No Action Alternative in section 2.3.1.1.  These actions will be 
undertaken by irrigation districts, not individual irrigators.  Some actions have been 
completed and others are authorized and funded, but not yet completed.    

Irrigation districts are charged for repayment of the capital costs of facilities and for 
the operation and maintenance costs to deliver water to the districts according to 
the terms of the water service contracts that they sign.  Kittitas, Kennewick, and 
Roza Divisions still have some contract costs to be paid.  The other districts and 
divisions have paid their water service contract obligations. 

An analysis of “true costs” of irrigating crops was not performed for the Draft 
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Individuals 

PR/EIS. 

On average, wine grapes in the basin use 36.7 inches per acre per year. 

Because the analysis only focused on wine grapes grown inside the Yakima 
Project, we do not have data on vineyards throughout eastern Washington. 

IND-0091-04 Runoff for the RiverWare hydrology model was estimated using existing 
conditions.  Model runs were not made based on possible future conditions 
reflecting possible changes in forest management direction.  Such changes were 
not within the scope of the Storage Study, nor were they included in the cumulative 
effects analysis as they did not appear to be reasonably foreseeable. 

IND-0091-05 The daily evaporation is calculated from the water surface area and the annual 
evaporation curve.  The annual evaporation curve is derived from pan evaporation 
(ET) data collected from the closest proximity Public Access Weather Service 
(Moses Lake), which has a maximum annual evaporation of 51.5 inches.  

IND-0092-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0093-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0093-02 See response to comment ORG-0008-16. 

IND-0094-01 Section 2.4.1.1. of the Final PR/EIS describes mitigation measures to deal with 
seepage from Black Rock reservoir and their efficacy.  Analyses of the impacts of 
those measures, including impacts to the Hanford Reach National Monument, are 
included under various resources in chapter 4.  These impacts include surface 
flows in reaches of Dry Creek, but not Cold Creek or Rattlesnake Springs. 

IND-0095-01 The study accounts for potential future climate change by providing a review of 
completed studies on potential climate change impacts to water resources in the 
Columbia River Basin and Yakima Subbasin, a summary of contemporary climate 
projection information for the region, and a qualitative analysis of what these 
projections would imply for water resources in the region. 

IND-0096-01 See response to comment FED-0004-04. 

IND-0096-02 See response to comment FED-0002-05.  

IND-0096-03 For the recreation visitation portion of the comment, see response to comment 
ORG-0008-16. 

For the recreational resort portion of the comment, see responses to comments 
IND-0064-07 and IND-0088-04. 

IND-0096-04 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0097-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0098-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0099-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0099-02 See response to comment IND-0041-01. 

IND-0100-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0101-01 See response to comment FED-0002-05.   

IND-0101-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0102-01 See response to comment ORG-0006-15. 

IND-0102-02 At this early stage of design, Reclamation typically does not assemble an 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Individuals 

independent Board of Consultants to review our designs.  If the Black Rock 
Alternative were selected for final design, Reclamation would form an independent 
Board comprised of experts from universities and/or the private sector with the 
appropriate expertise to objectively review our designs. 

The purpose and scope of the Department of Energy study includes far more fields 
of inquiry than the potential seepage from Black Rock and is on a separate 
schedule for completion.  They have coordinated with Reclamation to provide us 
information about their detailed modeling to meet our Final PR/EIS schedule. 

IND-0102-03 See responses to comments FED-0002-05 and FED-0002-07.  

IND-0102-04 See response to comment IND-0030-01. 

IND-0103-01 See response to comment FED-0002-05. 

IND-0103-02 Because earthquakes have the potential to damage man-made structures, the 
design standards for dams and appurtenant structures are very high to prevent 
deformation of the structure due to earth movement and prevent dam failure.  This 
is of the utmost importance to prevent human loss and environmental degradation. 

IND-0103-03 Black Rock would place an additional demand on the energy in the Northwest as a 
result of pumping water from the Columbia.  However, the HYDSIM model 
compensates for such loss of energy by increasing the generation from Federal 
reservoirs as long as those reservoirs are not yet constrained by their operating 
requirements for higher priority uses. 

IND-0103-04 See response to comment IND-0055-03. 

IND-0104-01 Additional information has been added to chapters 2 and 4 of the Final PR/EIS  
concerning the potential seepage from Black Rock reservoir and the impacts that it 
could have on contaminants on the Hanford Site.  Section 2.4.1.1 outlines the 
mitigation measures that would be taken to reduce or control seepage, and section 
4.3.2.3 discusses the efficacy of those measures.  The final document meets the 
requirements of NEPA and is issued as a Final PR/EIS. 

IND-0105-01 See latter portion response to comment ORG-0006-15. 

IND-0105-02 See responses to comments FED-0002-05 and FED-0002-07.  

IND-0105-03 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0105-04 See responses to comments ORG-0008-16 and IND-0038-02. 

IND-0106-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0107-01 Reclamation was directed to look at storage alternatives in the Storage Study.  
There are many issues with water rights on Federal projects that make this 
proposal difficult to implement.  Portions of the Yakima Project authorization 
provide for the development of facilities and delivery of water to lands within the 
Roza Irrigation District (RID).  The lands identified in the Horse Heaven Hills are 
not authorized under Federal law to receive Yakima Project water.  However, your 
proposal is being forwarded to the State of Washington as they proceed with a 
SEPA process separate from this Storage Study.  As noted in the Executive 
Summary and section 1.1 of the Final PR/EIS, the State of Washington has 
decided not to proceed further with a joint NEPA/SEPA process.  Rather, they are 
continuing the SEPA process independent of the NEPA process to look at a broad 
range of solutions to water resource problems in the Yakima River basin. The 
State envisions this effort as the next phase of YRBWEP and has asked 
Reclamation to be involved in this effort.  As a consequence, the State Alternatives 
have now been dropped from the Final PR/EIS.  The State will respond to 
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comments on the State Alternatives in its separate SEPA Final EIS. 

IND-0108-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0109-01 See response to comment ORG-0008-30. 

The project operations, maintenance, replacement, and power costs are paid in full 
by the project beneficiaries.  Each is allocated their share based on the cost-
allocation process. 

IND-0109-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0110-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0111-01 See responses to comments FED-0002-05 and FED-0002-07. 

IND-0111-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0111-03 See response to comment ORG-0008-16. 

IND-0111-04 See response to comment IND-0091-05. 

Also, leakage rates were obtained from the Reclamation's preliminary seepage 
study results, which suggested using 74 cfs/day when under steady-state 
conditions (before mitigation). 

IND-0111-05 The pumping impact to the Pacific Northwest region in terms of average 
megawatts and costs are presented in table 4-13.  In this table, a negative 
megawatt number is the average impact in each month of all water years 
simulated by HYDSIM.  It is the average net loss of power for the month due to 
pumping.  Power loss is the difference in generation between the pumping 
scenario and the no-pumping base case.  Pumping operations alter reservoir 
operations in the current and subsequent periods.  Hence, there are power losses 
not only in the month that pumping occurs but also in future periods when reservoir 
drafting is altered.  The analysis assumes that BPA's cost for its power losses are 
the monthly dollars tabulated under FCRPS in table 4.13.  This cost is reflected in 
the cost-benefit analysis in section 2.7.1 in the Final Draft PR/EIS. 

IND-0112-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0113-01 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0113-02 See responses to comments FED-0002-05 and FED-0002-07. 

IND-0113-03 See response to comment IND-0102-02. 

IND-0113-04 Comment noted. 

IND-0113-05 See responses to comments ORG-0007-37 and ORG-0008-16.  While mountain 
lakes have the advantages of superior scenic beauty and cooler summer 
temperatures, advantages of the Black Rock location would be larger reservoir 
size and a longer high-use recreation season. 

IND-0114-01 Comment noted. 

IND-0115-01 See responses to comments FED-0002-05 and FED-0002-07. 

IND-0115-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0115-03 The average monthly costs to pump from the Columbia River are shown in table 
4.14. These costs are in addition to the cost of net power losses that are shown in 
table 4.13.  The Final PR/EIS acknowledges that there will be power losses and 
gains on the mid-to-lower Columbia River hydroelectric projects due to pumping 
diversion at Priest Rapids and, due to some later return of water, into McNary 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Individuals 

Dam, respectively. 

IND-0115-04 See response to comment IND-0055-03. 

IND-0115-05 See response to comment ORG-0010-04. 

IND-0115-06 See response to comment TRB-0002-02.   

In addition, Reclamation is currently conducting a fish passage feasibility study for 
upstream/downstream passage at Cle Elum and Bumping dams (see 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/ucao_misc/fishpassage/index.html). 

IND-0116-01 Seepage estimates from the Black Rock reservoir change with time from reservoir 
filling, as shown in table 4.10, section 4.3.2.3. 

IND-0116-02 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

IND-0116-03 Reclamation is involved in both studies mentioned.  We have provided the data 
and results of both our groundwater and seepage mitigation modeling efforts to the 
DOE staff at the Hanford Site for their use in modeling of contaminant plumes and 
cleanup efforts at the site.  Reclamation is also involved in the mid-Columbia 
seismic study as a participating agency at the request of FERC and has provided 
available seismic reports and information to that study, including the PSHA report, 
which was prepared for the Storage Study. 

IND-0116-04 See responses to comments TRB-0001-20 and FED-0002-05. 

IND-0116-05 See responses to comments ORG-0007-37 and ORG-0008-16. 

Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Business Entities 

BUS-0001-01 Comment noted. 

BUS-0002-01 The Draft PR/EISs include references to previous reports in which as many as 35 
potential reservoirs were analyzed.  None of the previous reports recommended 
further study of any of these potential reservoirs in the upper watersheds. The 
analyses in the Storage Study used the results of these reports as a starting point 
for water storage alternatives to minimize duplication of effort. 

BUS-0003-01 Comment noted. 

BUS-0004-01 Salmon recovery in the Yakima basin is a complex issue that involves more than 
water deficiency; therefore, it is difficult to specify a water quantity.  To some 
extent, changes to existing river operation protocol would benefit salmon and 
steelhead.  Habitat restoration and preservation of existing high-quality habitat, 
both in the tributaries and mainstem stream reaches, needs to be a major 
component of salmon recovery in the basin. 

BUS-0005-01 Comment noted. 

BUS-0005-02 Comment noted. 

BUS-0006-01 Mitigation measures to contain and control seepage from Black Rock reservoir are 
outlined in section 2.4.1.1.  The measures involve collecting the seepage in Dry 
Creek and piping it to the Yakima River.  Consequently, arid lands in Cold Creek 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Business Entities 

will be preserved. 

BUS-0006-02 Numerous seepage prevention and collection measures are included in the Black 
Rock design to minimize, control, and collect reservoir seepage before it reaches 
the Hanford Site. 

The reference to failure of American Falls Dam appears to be inaccurate.  The 
original American Falls Dam, completed in 1927, consisted of a long concrete 
gravity structure with embankment abutment sections at each end.  Because of 
severe concrete deterioration from alkali-aggregate reaction, the dam was 
replaced in 1978.  This comment may refer to Teton Dam, which was upstream of 
American Falls Dam.  There is really no comparison between the Teton Dam 
design and the Black Rock dam design.  Black Rock contains many defensive 
design measures that were not included in Teton, and, thus, would be a much 
safer dam. 

However, if the Black Rock Alternative were considered for final design, a 
downstream inundation study would be conducted during the concept stage to 
identify consequences of dam failure.  The final design of Black Rock dam would 
then include features that would limit risk of failure and annual failure probability to 
acceptable levels while considering the downstream consequences.  It is important 
to note that these types of features are already included in the appraisal design. 

BUS-0006-03 See response to comment IND-0090-01. 

Also, reservoir leakage into the foundation, including the fault zone, would occur 
under the head conditions of a Black Rock reservoir.  However, testing at the 
damsite completed to date has shown that the hydraulic conductivity of the fault 
zone is lower than that of the adjacent bedrock units.  Reclamation is not aware of 
any contaminants present in the Black Rock Valley within the footprint of the 
reservoir that could affect local aquifers. 

BUS-0006-04 See response to comment BUS-0002-01.  From a cursory look at the drainages to 
the north of Sunnyside, it appears the storage capacity would be small and the 
operations would be more complicated.  It would also involve more infrastructure 
to deliver water. 

BUS-0006-05 There is very little active water capacity to be gained by excavating material from 
Lake Easton. 

BUS-0006-06 The active capacity of Lake Keechelus has not been significantly reduced over the 
years due to sedimentation (based on a 2003 sedimentation survey).  Any 
materials excavated would need to be hauled away and disposed of.  The current 
design for the segment of I-90 along Keechelus Lake will generate excess material 
that will need to be disposed of offsite, so depositing excavated materials from 
Keechelus Lake for this project is not an option.  Designs for the I-90 project do 
call for the excavation of specific construction materials from a borrow site within 
the reservoir, but because of fills to be placed below the ordinary high water mark 
along portions of the alignment, the project has no net affect on reservoir storage.  
In addition, Keechelus Dam has recently been rehabilitated for dam safety reasons 
and additional materials are not needed on the downstream face of the dam. 

BUS-0006-07 The valley on the Moxee side of Black Rock Valley is not as conducive to a 
damsite as the present location.  The Moxee side of the valley widens out closer to 
Yakima and would require a larger dam to create the same water storage capacity. 
While the water delivery to the irrigation demand would be shorter, the tunnel to 
deliver the water to the reservoir would be longer, so very little cost savings is 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Business Entities 

apparent.    

BUS-0007-01 See responses to comments ORG-0002-01 and ORG-0008-19. 

BUS-0007-02 See responses to comments ORG-0008-23 and ORG-0008-24. 

BUS-0007-03 The value of the power to pump groundwater was not calculated due to the many 
variables involved, such as depth to water, volume of water pumped, and the 
number of people who use their wells on any given year.  A qualitative discussion 
of this power benefit is included in chapter 2 of the Final PR/EIS.   

The analysis of the alternatives includes estimates of population growth to the year 
2050.  In that analysis, it was not assumed that some municipal growth would be 
at the expense of irrigated lands and the water rights for those lands would be 
used to serve the municipal demand. 

BUS-0007-04 Anadromous salmonid fishery benefits (abundance) was based on use of the 
Yakima EDT model, which is currently the best available tool to integrate flow and 
habitat quantity and quality to assess the numeric fishery benefit to a particular 
species.  Furthermore, the EDT model has been reasonably calibrated to match 
current salmon and steelhead abundance.  Therefore, increased abundance 
observed for each alternative is based on improvement to the No Action 
Alternative.  One must realize that the flow regime was the only parameter 
manipulated in the EDT model for each of the Joint Alternatives.  Therefore, the 
gain of up to 37 percent under the Black Rock Alternative seems plausable; given 
no other habitat restoration actions comprised any of these alternatives.   

In section 4.8.2.4 of the Final PR/EIS there is a discussion about the relationship 
between flow and fish abundance.  This section attempts to explain why near-
historic levels of anadromous fish abundance are not likely, irrespective of the 
alternative type. 

With respect to water temperature, the interaction of flow volume and the resulting 
water temperature is complex, and one cannot assume that more streamflow will 
necessarily result in a decrease in river temperature.  Modeling done for this 
project (discussed in section 4.6.2.3) indicates that, with the Black Rock 
Alternative, maximum water temperatures in the middle reaches of the Yakima 
River would be affected little. 

BUS-0007-05 Reclamation has taken this evidence into consideration (see section 4.2.2.6, 
"Global Climate Change"). 

BUS-0007-06 Global markets are reflected in the commodity prices used in the analysis. 
Agricultural products are part of a diverse global market.  The price of a commodity 
is impacted by the supply and demand for the commodity in the global market.  
Therefore, the economic analysis does take into account the global economy in 
the sense that it is reflected in the price of the commodity. 

The regional analysis did not include regional economic impacts stemming from 
activities that take place outside of the four-county study area. The impacts that 
are produced from shipping commodities out of the Port of Seattle, for example, 
were outside the scope of this analysis.  These impacts are not considered NED 
benefits and, therefore, would not be included in the feasibility study as a benefit to 
the Nation. 

BUS-0007-07 See response to comment BUS-0007-06. 

BUS-0007-08 See response to comment BUS-0007-06. 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Business Entities 

BUS-0008-01 See latter portion of response to LOC-0002-01. 

BUS-0008-02 As described in the Final PR/EIS, the Yakima Project facilities do supply water for 
irrigation in an average (normal) water supply year.  One of the goals of the 
Storage Study is to determine if additional storage in the Yakima basin will help 
provide water for the proratable, or junior, water right holders.  Currently, target 
flows required by Title XII (YRBWEP) are met, as are the Yakama Nation's 
instream flow rights for fish, which is senior to the Yakima Project water rights.  
The ability of the various alternatives to enhance fishery flows was investigated in 
the modeling done for the Storage Study.  In water-short years, the shortage 
affected the various uses including irrigation, municipal, and fish.  As a result, the 
ability to enhance fish flows was reduced in those years.    

It is difficult to predict future mandated fish flows in the river.  To date, people in 
the basin have worked together to develop flow targets that share the shortages 
among all the users.  That process can work in the future to resolve current and 
future water issues. 

BUS-0009-01 Many factors influence land values; therefore, water rights cannot be isolated 
when analyzing land values, as they are not the sole determinate of land values. 

BUS-0010-01 See response to comment BUS-0009-01.  In addition, Water rights transferred in 
Washington hold the priority date of the existing water right when transferred. 

BUS-0011-01 Under each alternative, an effort was made to improve the flow regime in the 
Yakima River by more closely mimicking the natural flow regime, at least in some 
reaches and during some portions of the year.  This did result in fishery benefits 
which are included in the evaluation of each alternative in chapter 2.  To varying 
degrees, each alternative investigated did assist in meeting the objective of 
improving anadromous fish habitat. 

BUS-0012-01 The assumption was made that the municipal water districts could obtain water at 
wholesale prices as opposed to retail prices.  The $235-per-acre-foot price reflects 
the average wholesale price of recent water exchanges for the Yakima Project 
indexed to April 2007 dollars. 

BUS-0012-02 It is unlikely that all of the major features required for the Black Rock Alternative 
could be constructed in a 4-year window, and such an accelerated schedule would 
not have a significant impact on the actual noncontract costs incurred during the 
development of this alternative.  The 35-percent noncontract cost estimate noted 
in table 2.29 in the Draft PR/EIS is not an "overhead charged by the BOR."  
Noncontract costs include costs for preparing final designs and specifications, land 
acquisition, regulatory compliance and permitting activities, environmental 
mitigation and monitoring, and construction contract administration and 
management.  At this level of design, these costs are typically estimated to be 
from 20 to 35 percent of the estimated field construction costs.  Accelerating the 
construction schedule would only have a significant effect on the construction 
administration and management cost portions of the noncontract costs.  If the 
Black Rock Alternative were considered for final design, a more detailed estimate 
of construction and noncontract costs based on preliminary construction schedules 
and durations would be completed during the concept design stage. 

BUS-0013-01 It is unclear how the estimate of $18 per acre for land was derived.  The estimated 
benefits to agriculture displayed in chapter 2 for each alternative are reasonable 
based on the additional water supplies to be generated for agriculture in proratable 
water years. 

BUS-0014-01 Comment noted. 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Business Entities 

BUS-0015-01 The benefit-cost analysis conducted for the Storage Study includes benefit 
estimates for increased fish harvest in the Yakima River basin and downstream. 

BUS-0015-02 See response to comment ORG-0002-01. 

BUS-0015-03 See responses to comments ORG-0002-01, IND-0028-04, and BUS-0015-01. 

Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Public Hearings 

PUB-0001-01 Benefits of Recreation Development--Section 4.14.2.1, subheading "Potential 
Economic Development Around Black Rock Reservoir," a qualitative discussion of 
the potential for resort, residential, and commercial development around the 
proposed Black Rock reservoir, has been added to section 4.14, "Socioeconomics" 
of the Final PR/EIS.  Also, see response to comment ORG-0002-01. 

Benefits to Salmon Recovery--Attempts were made to estimate harvest-based 
fishery benefits, including Tribal subsistence values. 

Benefits of Constructing Black Rock--In the NED benefit-cost analysis, the 
construction of Black Rock reservoir represents a cost to the Nation.  The in-region 
costs of construction do reflect a positive economic impact to the local economy 
due to the creation of jobs, income, etc.  This element has been included in the 
RED analysis. 

Agricultural Benefits--The agriculture benefits estimated the effect of bringing 
proratable water rights holders up to 70 percent of their full water right in dry years. 

Treaty Rights Benefits--It was unclear what the comment referred to. 

Economic Benefits related to Recreation & Tourism--Recreation benefits have 
been estimated for the proposed reservoirs and existing reservoirs and rivers. 

Economic Benefits related to generation of Energy--Hydropower benefits were 
included in the analysis, but pump generation was not, since BPA indicated it was 
not financially viable. 

Effects of Climate Change--Climate change was addressed qualitatively in the 
analysis, but no benefits were assigned, since possible impacts could not be 
quantified. 

PUB-0001-02 See response to comment ORG-0008-32. 

PUB-0001-03 Decision to use offstream storage facilities--In essence, the benefits of using 
offstream storage were included.  If onstream storage options had been 
considered, they would have been assigned certain negative effects (e.g., fish 
passage problems would have been reflected in lower fish populations and 
harvests). By not assigning the negative effects to the offstream reservoirs, the 
benefits of the offstream locations have been included in the analysis.  Also, see 
response to comment ORG-0008-09. 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Public Hearings 

Creation of more normative flows--The benefits of more normative flows were 
reflected in the fish populations and harvests and ultimately the fishery benefits. 

Decision not to bring new acreage into production--Irrigation project water supply 
has been established based on project boundaries and, as a result, no new 
acreage will be brought into production under the proposed alternatives.  This is a 
basic assumption of the Storage Study analyses and changing this assumption 
would be beyond the scope of the Storage Study. 

Creation of a reliable water supply, not a new water supply--Since the irrigation 
project water supply has been established, the proposed alternatives simply 
increase the reliability of the water supply as opposed to providing new water 
supply.  This is a basic assumption of the Storage Study analyses and changing 
this assumption would be beyond the scope of the Storage Study. 

PUB-0001-04 See response to comment ORG-0007-03. 

PUB-0001-05 The analysis in the Final PR/EIS does show how the economy is improved in each 
drought year by showing how well the alternatives could provide a 70-percent 
water supply in any year.  The 70-percent irrigation water supply goal was taken 
from the Watershed Management Plan and was acceptable to the irrigation 
districts during the Storage Study process.   

See also response to comment ORG-0007-03. 

PUB-0001-06 See response to comment LOC-0002-01. 

PUB-0001-07 The multiplier effect pertains to regional economic impacts, and not economic 
benefits.  The multiplier was used in the calculation of regional economic impacts 
in the RED section. 

PUB-0001-08 The EQ account has been modifed in the Final PR/EIS (section 2.8.1) to refect 
mitigation for seepage.  No modification of the OSE account was necessary. 

PUB-0001-09 The comment did not provide enough detail to respond. 

PUB-0001-10 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-11 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-12 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-13 The Bumping Lake Enlargement Alternative was considered but eliminated.  The 
rationale for that is explained in section 2.10.1. 

PUB-0001-14 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

PUB-0001-15 Instream flow targets for the Columbia River have been established.  The study 
withdrew water from the Columbia River only when flows above the targets were 
available.  Therefore, there would be times, sometimes months long, when there 
would be no water to pump during the irrigation season.  Storage would be needed 
at these times. 

PUB-0001-16 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

PUB-0001-17 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

PUB-0001-18 See response to comment TRB-0001-67. 

PUB-0001-19 A response cannot be formulated because the comment does not identify the 
inadequacies of the analysis as outlined in section 4.2.2.6, subsection "Global 
Climate Change," subheadings "Treatment of Climate Change in this Draft 
PR/EIS" (renamed "Treatment of Climate Change in the Storage Study" in the 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Comments and Responses

Public Hearings 

Final PR/EIS) and "Potential Climate Change Impacts on Regional Water 
Resources." 

PUB-0001-20 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-21 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-22 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-23 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-24 Any volume of water not used during the irrigation season would be part of the 
carryover capacity for the next year.  There are years in the Yakima Project when 
there is carryover in the five existing reservoirs.  It is then available for use the next 
year for instream flows or irrigation supply.    

There will be no new acres irrigated from additional water storage.  The irrigation 
districts will continue to irrigate the same amount of acres as they do now. 

PUB-0001-25 A qualitative discussion as to the potential for resort, residential, and commercial 
development has been added to the RED analysis.  Language has been included 
as to the speculative nature of these development concepts. 

PUB-0001-26 The analyses in the Draft PR/EIS were completed using the three identified goals--
irrigation, fish, and municipal water supply, as the authorized purposes for the 
water.  Other benefits, recreation and hydropower, were calculated as coming from 
using that water to achieve those goals.  

The fluctuations of the reservoirs would be quite large in some years and would 
probably not enhance recreation or commercial development.   

PUB-0001-27 A water availability study was conducted early in the appraisal design of the Black 
Rock Alternative to size the Black Rock reservoir.  See TS-YSS-1 for specific 
information regarding this issue.  This report can be found on the Storage Study's 
Web site. 

PUB-0001-28 Reclamation typically completes downstream inundation studies due to dam failure 
during the concept stage of final design and not during the appraisal or feasibility 
stages of design.  Black Rock dam has been designed to withstand very large 
floods and earthquakes, as well as to operate safely during normal operations; as 
such, it is considered to have a low potential for dam failure.  During higher level 
design studies, Reclamation would conduct risk analyses to verify the low potential 
for failure. If the Black Rock Alternative is considered for final design, a 
downstream inundation study would also be conducted to identify consequences 
of dam failure.  The final design of Black Rock dam would include any features 
necessary to limit risk of failure and annual failure probability to acceptable levels 
while considering the downstream consequences.   

PUB-0001-29 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-30 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-31 The water operation scenarios used to determine if water was available to fill Black 
Rock reservoir included meeting target flows in the Columbia River, estimates for 
seepage and evaporation from the reservoir, and not pumping water in July and 
August. More information is available in section 2.4.2. 

PUB-0001-32 Comment noted.  The current model is not designed to quantify the humidity 
effects of evapotranspiration. 

PUB-0001-33 The modeling of potential seepage from the Black Rock reservoir predicts a rise of 
aquifer water levels, especially in the immediate area of the reservoir and 
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Table 3 – Responses to individual comments. 

Public Hearings 

diminishing with distance from the reservoir. The increased head would not be 
consistent throughout all areas or basalt layers and is influenced by variations in 
the rock properties.  

PUB-0001-34 See response to comment TRB-0001-20. 

PUB-0001-35 See response to comment PUB-0001-33. 

PUB-0001-36 Comment noted.  See responses to comments FED-0002-05 and FED-0002-07. 

PUB-0001-37 The water in the reservoir is the same quality of water that is in the Columbia 
River. Water is withdrawn by the City of Richland from the Columbia River for 
drinking water.  The water is treated by direct infiltration and ultraviolet light before 
being distributed for use.  The water in the reservoir may need to be treated in this 
same manner before use, which is the case with drinking water distributed by 
municipalities. The withdrawal of water from the river into the reservoir will come 
upstream of the Priest Rapids Dam, whereas the City of Richland withdraws water 
downstream of the Hanford Site. 

PUB-0001-38 See latter portion of response to comment ORG-0006-15. 

PUB-0001-39 See responses to comments FED-0002-08 and ORG-0010-01. 

PUB-0001-40 Effects on shrub-steppe corridors were evaluated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service in their CAR.  The Service utilized Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) 
for analysis of the shrub-steppe ecology of the project areas.  The CAR is 
available on the Storage Study Web site. 

PUB-0001-41 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-42 Comment noted. 

PUB-0001-43 See responses to comments TRB-0001-20 and ORG-0009-28. 

PUB-0001-44 Water rights are administered under State law not Federal law.  Current State law 
provides for parties, including those listed, to utilize water rights held by them for 
instream flow purposes or to place them in trust with the State of Washington.  It 
does not appear that changes in State law are required to undertake the actions 
outlined. 

PUB-0001-45 See response to comment ORG-0009-17 and FED-0002-08. 

PUB-0001-46 See responses to comments ORG-0006-15 and ORG-0009-30. 

PUB-0001-47 See response to comment ORG-0009-18. 

PUB-0001-48 Mitigation has been proposed and would be included should the Black Rock 
Alternative move forward; however, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final 
PR/EIS is the No Action Alternative. 
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