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SDEIS Comment Responses 
Comment 

Letter 
Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

203 Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Colville 
Reservation 

1 Section revised per comment. 

203 Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Colville 
Reservation 

2 Section revised per comment. 

203 Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Colville 
Reservation 

3 Section revised per comment. 

203 Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Colville 
Reservation 

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

203 Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Colville 
Reservation 

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

203 Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Colville 
Reservation 

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

203 Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Colville 
Reservation 

7 Section has been revised per comment in FEIS. 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

203 Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Colville 
Reservation 

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

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

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

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

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

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

3 Thank you for your comment. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

4 Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

5 Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

6 Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

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

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

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

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

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

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

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

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

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

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

12 Thank you for this comment about obtaining a share of the newly available water. The water rights section 
has been edited and expanded to address this comment.  

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

13 Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

14 Since it is under construction, the Cle Elum Pool Raise project is discussed in Section 2.1; however it is not 
included in Section 2.2.1 as it is not an ongoing project affecting annual operations. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

15 Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

16 Recommended edits were considered and incorporated into this FEIS. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

17 Franklin County was discussed in Table 2-9 because it was identified in Section 3.22.2.1 as having a potential 
environmental justice population because the Hispanic/Latino population was greater than 50 percent. None 
of the other counties assessed had Hispanic/Latino populations greater than 50 percent. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

18 Thank you for this factual correction. Section 3.3.1.3 of this FEIS has been edited in response. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

19 Thank you for this comment reminding Reclamation and Ecology of the Nation’s rights. We acknowledge the 
comment and it will be included in the record of this EIS. We did not find it necessary to make a change in this 
FEIS in response.  

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

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

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

21 Comment noted. Returning anadromous fish undoubtedly brought beneficial marine-derived nutrients to 
these lakes prior to dam installation. However Lake Kachess is likely oligotrophic (nutrient poor), like many 
mountain lakes, because the reservoir has steep side slopes with little shoal area and is cold, clear, and 
relatively deep (310 feet) (WSDF, 1967). 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

22 Comment noted. Existing summer flows are only described from the Keechelus Dam downstream to Granger 
(RM 88 to RM 83) in order to provide a baseline for comparisons to the changes in flows with the proposed 
alternatives, which would affect the Yakima River mainly upstream of Granger.  

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

23 Thank you for the suggested revisions. The title of the subsection indicates the section of Kachess River being 
described is downstream of the dam: 3.6.4 Yakima River and Kachess River Downstream of Keechelus and 
Kachess Dams 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

24 Thank you for your comment. Table 3-1 provided detailed reach descriptions. This was added to the notes in 
Table 3-18. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

25 Suggested revisions will be made. Given uncertainty in the range in the number of sockeye passed over Roza 
Dam reported by DART, these data will be revised in the FEIS with data from resources other than DART. 

204 Yakama Nation 
DNR 

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

205 Columbia-Snake 
River Irrigators 
Association 

1 Thank you for your comment supporting the proposed action. It has been noted and will be included in the 
record for this EIS. The section regarding acre-feet of water available for diversion at the Roza Irrigation 
District head works has been clarified in the Final EIS. The additional (instream) water supply available during 
drought years, up to 200,000 acre-ft from Kachess Reservoir, would be distributed among the Participating 
Entities of the Proposed Action, therefore the water supply could be available for diversion at KRD, Roza, WIP, 
or KID. 

206 WDFW 1 Please see the response to Common Issue 13. Additionally, Reclamation and Ecology share your concern with 
bull trout and supporting the YBIP. We are committed to working with the Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife and all MOU partners to implement BTE projects. A change was not made to this FEIS in response 
to this comment.  

206 WDFW 2 See Section 1.5 and Appendix A of this FEIS. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to working with all MOU 
partners to implement BTE projects through the Federal and State regulatory processes. 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

206 WDFW 3 Avoidance, minimization and mitigation measure for direct impacts are identified in this FEIS. See response to 
Common Issue 7. 

206 WDFW 4 The comment raises several issues that are addressed in this response: 
1. Upstream fish passage to Kachess River and Box Canyon Creek from Little Kachess. The passage for bull
trout at the mouth of Box Canyon Creek and the Kachess River (where they enter into Little Kachess Lake)
exists independent of any assessment of scour potential in the Narrows. These major tributaries to Little
Kachess continually deliver bedload sediments into Little Kachess at their mouths and form ever changing
deltas through with each tributary must flow. When the water surface elevation in Little Kachess is low, the
upstream passage challenge is exacerbated, particularly when coupled with low flows in each tributary.
Regardless of any potential effect on water surface elevation in Little Kachess that might be attributable to
channel degradation in the Narrows, any fish passage improvements at the mouths of these two tributaries
should be designed to accommodate a wide range of water surface elevations in Little Kachess and should be
designed and constructed so that the continuing delivery of bedload sediments by both tributaries into Little
Kachess will not adversely affect the performance of any such fish passage improvements. An adaptive
management approach in conjunction with the above design criteria is an appropriate and prudent measure
to include in the design of any fish passage improvements at these two locations.
2. Scour potential in the Narrows under KDRPP operations. The soils that comprise the Narrows channel were
not deposited over the most recent 100 years. Rather, the Narrows is a glacial moraine that has existed since
the at least the most recent ice age, some 12,000 to 15,000 years ago. There are two major tributaries to Little
Kachess: the Kachess River that enters Little Kachess at its North end, and Box Canyon Creek that enters Little
Kachess on the West shore of Little Kachess, just upstream of the Narrows. Both of these tributaries deposit
their bedload sediments in deltas that occur at their terminus where they enter Little Kachess. Because Little
Kachess is a quiescent body of water having little to no velocity in it, Little Kachess is not capable of
transporting bedload sediments to the Narrows from either of these tributaries for deposition in the Narrows.
There is however, a recent deposition of very fine sediments at the upper end of the Narrows. These fine
sediments have deposited over the past 100 years. The depth of these sediments has not yet been established
but could be established relatively easily. It is likely that this very fine sediment deposit will be mobilized in
the future when KDRPP goes into operation. Once mobilized, the sediments comprising the Narrows Channel
that existed prior to the construction of Kachess Dam will again be exposed. It is not known at this time if the
Narrows Channel sediments that lie beneath these fine sediment deposits will be susceptible to scour. This
separate and distinct question is addressed in the following text.
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

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

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

206 WDFW 4(continued) The amount of time that the water surface elevation in Big Kachess will be lower than the water surface 
elevation is Little Kachess will however be more frequent and be of longer durations with the implementation 
of KDRPP. We believe the question being asked by WDFW is more correctly posed as follows: Will the glacial 
moraine soils that comprise the present day Narrows be susceptible to scour when Big Kachess is lowered for 
drought relief pumping purposes and the water surface elevation in Big Kachess is lower than the water 
surface elevation in Little Kachess more frequently and for longer durations? 
With the exception of the very fine sediments that exist at the upstream end of the Narrows, the glacial 
moraine sediments that exist in the Narrows are not likely to be easily scoured when Kachess Reservoir is 
drawn down by the proposed future operation of KDRPP. A small amount of scour may be possible in the 
Narrows channel, but the possibility of the Narrows channel scouring down 16 feet as suggested in the 
comment, is improbable.  
Therefore, to answer this question more precisely, a geotechnical exploration program will be undertaken to 
identify and categorize the soils comprising the existing channel in the Narrows in support of design of 
volitional fish passage. Then, with this information in hand, a hydraulic analysis of the scour potential of these 
soils should be performed to analyze their susceptibility to scour when they are exposed to the more frequent 
and longer durations of higher flows and the associated higher velocities that will occur within the Narrows 
channel under future KDRPP operations. 
4. Hyporheic Flows in the Narrows. The potential for hyporheic flows within the Narrows is very small. The 
reason being, there is very little thickness of sediments between the water flowing in the Narrows channel 
and the underlying glacial moraine soils which are virtually impervious. 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

206 WDFW 5 The comment raises several issues that are addressed in this response: 
1. Upstream fish passage to Kachess River and Box Canyon Creek from Little Kachess. The passage for bull 
trout at the mouth of Box Canyon Creek and the Kachess River (where they enter into Little Kachess Lake) 
exists independent of any assessment of scour potential in the Narrows. These major tributaries to Little 
Kachess continually deliver bedload sediments into Little Kachess at their mouths and form ever changing 
deltas through with each tributary must flow. When the water surface elevation in Little Kachess is low, the 
upstream passage challenge is exacerbated, particularly when coupled with low flows in each tributary. 
Regardless of any potential effect on water surface elevation in Little Kachess that might be attributable to 
channel degradation in the Narrows, any fish passage improvements at the mouths of these two tributaries 
should be designed to accommodate a wide range of water surface elevations in Little Kachess and should be 
designed and constructed so that the continuing delivery of bedload sediments by both tributaries into Little 
Kachess will not adversely affect the performance of any such fish passage improvements. An adaptive 
management approach in conjunction with the above design criteria is an appropriate and prudent measure 
to include in the design of any fish passage improvements at these two locations. 
2. Scour potential in the Narrows under KDRPP operations. The soils that comprise the Narrows channel were 
not deposited over the most recent 100 years. Rather, the Narrows is a glacial moraine that has existed since 
the at least the most recent ice age, some 12,000 to 15,000 years ago. There are two major tributaries to Little 
Kachess: the Kachess River that enters Little Kachess at its North end, and Box Canyon Creek that enters Little 
Kachess on the West shore of Little Kachess, just upstream of the Narrows. Both of these tributaries deposit 
their bedload sediments in deltas that occur at their terminus where they enter Little Kachess. Because Little 
Kachess is a quiescent body of water having little to no velocity in it, Little Kachess is not capable of 
transporting bedload sediments to the Narrows from either of these tributaries for deposition in the Narrows. 
There is however, a recent deposition of very fine sediments at the upper end of the Narrows. These fine 
sediments have deposited over the past 100 years. The depth of these sediments has not yet been established 
but could be established relatively easily. It is likely that this very fine sediment deposit will be mobilized in 
the future when KDRPP goes into operation. Once mobilized, the sediments comprising the Narrows Channel 
that existed prior to the construction of Kachess Dam will again be exposed. It is not known at this time if the 
Narrows Channel sediments that lie beneath these fine sediment deposits will be susceptible to scour. This 
separate and distinct question is addressed in the following text. 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

206 WDFW 5(continued) 3. Susceptibility of the Narrows channel glacial moraine sediment to scour. The waters in Little Kachess flow 
into Big Kachess by passing through the Narrows channel when the Kachess Reservoir water surface elevation 
is at or below approximate elevation 2,223. At these lower elevations, the flows in the Narrows Channel 
flowing from Little Kachess to Big Kachess could be referred to as the Kachess River. At water surface 
elevations above 2,223, water passes from Little Kachess to Big Kachess above the Narrows, as the Narrows 
inundates beginning at water surface elevations higher than 2223. Above elevation 2,223, the two bodies of 
water begin to become a single large body of water that we refer to as Kachess Reservoir. 
Regardless of the origin of the soils comprising the Narrows, as stated in the comment, a flow restriction 
caused by the soils comprising the Narrows controls the upstream water surface elevation in Little Kachess 
whenever the water surface elevation in Big Kachess is below approximately 2,223. 
The majority of the time when high flows are moving from Little Kachess into Big Kachess (under present 
Reservoir operations) the Narrows is inundated and water velocities are very low or virtually non-existent over 
and through the Narrows; and no scouring of the Narrows channel is possible under these hydraulic 
conditions. In the future however, under drought relief pumping conditions, when Big Kachess has been 
drawn down below the water surface elevation present in Little Kachess, high flows will need to pass through 
the Narrows in the incised channel that exists in the Narrows now. It is under these conditions that the 
Narrows channel will experience high flows and their associated higher velocities that may or may not be 
capable of scouring these sediments. 
Prior to the construction of Kachess Dam, these high flows and attendant higher velocities had to pass 
through the glacial moraine we refer to as the Narrows, as well as pass through the incised channel that 
existed in the terminal glacial moraine that is the site of Kachess Dam at this time. These two glacial moraines, 
the Narrows and the Kachess Dam site, had achieved a state of equilibrium in terms of scouring. The state of 
equilibrium achieved is attested to by the huge remnant Cedar stumps that lined the banks of the Kachess 
River at both of these locations. The soils comprising these two glacial moraines are extremely dense and hard 
packed and are not easily eroded. 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

206 WDFW 5(continued) The amount of time that the water surface elevation in Big Kachess will be lower than the water surface 
elevation is Little Kachess will however be more frequent and be of longer durations with the implementation 
of KDRPP. We believe the question being asked by WDFW is more correctly posed as follows: Will the glacial 
moraine soils that comprise the present day Narrows be susceptible to scour when Big Kachess is lowered for 
drought relief pumping purposes and the water surface elevation in Big Kachess is lower than the water 
surface elevation in Little Kachess more frequently and for longer durations? 
With the exception of the very fine sediments that exist at the upstream end of the Narrows, the glacial 
moraine sediments that exist in the Narrows are not likely to be easily scoured when Kachess Reservoir is 
drawn down by the proposed future operation of KDRPP. A small amount of scour may be possible in the 
Narrows channel, but the possibility of the Narrows channel scouring down 16 feet as suggested in the 
comment, is improbable.  
Therefore, to answer this question more precisely, a geotechnical exploration program will be undertaken to 
identify and categorize the soils comprising the existing channel in the Narrows in support of design of 
volitional fish passage. Then, with this information in hand, a hydraulic analysis of the scour potential of these 
soils should be performed to analyze their susceptibility to scour when they are exposed to the more frequent 
and longer durations of higher flows and the associated higher velocities that will occur within the Narrows 
channel under future KDRPP operations. 
4. Hyporheic Flows in the Narrows. The potential for hyporheic flows within the Narrows is very small. The
reason being, there is very little thickness of sediments between the water flowing in the Narrows channel
and the underlying glacial moraine soils which are virtually impervious.

206 WDFW 6 Water temperature in the Volitional Bull Trout Passage channel and effects of water temperature on fish have 
been addressed in section 4.6.4 in the FEIS. Generally, surface water temperatures are predicted to decrease 
slightly in Lake Kachess with the proposed alternatives except for during late September. 

207 Yakima Basin Fish 
and Wildlife 

Recovery Board 

1 Thank you for this comment. It has been noted and will be included in the administrative record for this EIS. A 
change was not made to this FEIS in response to this comment. 

207 Yakima Basin Fish 
and Wildlife 

Recovery Board 

2 Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment 
Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

207 Yakima Basin Fish 
and Wildlife 

Recovery Board 

3 Please see the response to Common Issue 13. Reclamation and Ecology share your concern with potential 
impacts to bull trout. We are committed to working with the Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board 
and all MOU partners to implement BTE projects. A change was not made to this FEIS in response to this 
comment. 

207 Yakima Basin Fish 
and Wildlife 

Recovery Board 

4 Thank you for the offer to discuss priority actions or convene the Working Group. We look forward to working 
collaboratively with you and others as we implement the alternative that will be selected in the ROD and 
future actions that would assist in the recovery of bull trout. A change was not made to this FEIS in response 
to this comment, because no response was required.  

208 USFWS 1 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  

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

208 USFWS 3 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  
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Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

208 USFWS 4 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  

208 USFWS 5 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  

208 USFWS 6 Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon 
Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish 
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels 
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing 
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details. 

208 USFWS 7 The analysis allowed for assessment of impacts of the KKC element sufficient for the purposes of NEPA. 
Construction would affect wildlife, but the KKC North Tunnel Alignment would not permanently impact 
wildlife connectivity. 

208 USFWS 8 Inconsistencies have been addressed in this FEIS, however the key point remains that fish passage will be 
provided by a roughened to channel. 

208 USFWS 9 The volitional bull trout passage improvements specifically address fish passage between Big and Little 
Kachess during drought relief pumping. See Section 2.3.5 of this FEIS. 

208 USFWS 10 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been 
coordinated with WDFW. Additional details are provided in the Biological Assessment. 

208 USFWS 11 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been 
coordinated with WDFW. Additional details are provided in the Biological Assessment. 
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208 USFWS 12 Details of operations of the Preferred Alternative are presented in the KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant Draft 
Appraisal Design Report. (https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/fppaappraisal.pdf) 

208 USFWS 13 Tables 2-9 and 4-4 have been reconciled in this FEIS. 
208 USFWS 14 Table 2-9 is intended to illustrate the differences between alternatives in terms of time when passage at the 

Narrows is imbedded. The table has been revised to indicate the period of the modeling. 
208 USFWS 15 Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon 

Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish 
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels 
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing 
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details. 

208 USFWS 16 revised preceding paragraph - no change to table to keep consistent with other sections 
208 USFWS 17 Thank you for the correction, the section on listed species and critical habitat was changed accordingly. 
208 USFWS 18 When Keechelus Reservoir level falls below elevation 2,466, bull trout access to its tributaries is adversely 

affected. This impact is summarized in Table 4-4 of the SDEIS. For all alternatives, Keechelus Reservoir typically 
falls below elevation 2,466 from August to November. Under Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C, Keechelus Reservoir 
levels would fall below elevation 2,466 in 11 fewer years than under Alternative 1 (from 80 years for 
Alternative 1 to 69 years for Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) but for an additional 5 days per year in years 
Keechelus Reservoir levels fall below elevation 2,466.  
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208 USFWS 19 A change was not made to this FEIS in response to this comment because Reclamation only partially agrees, 
and partially disagrees. The disagreement lies with the stated adverse effects of existing operations on bull 
trout and critical habitat. Please note that Reclamation remains fully committed to its Section 7(a)(2) 
responsibilities of avoiding actions that would jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or 
adversely modifying designated critical habitat. As such, Reclamation has prepared a biological assessment 
evaluating the effects of its preferred alternative on bull trout and their designated critical habitat. 
Reclamation looks forward to collaboration with the Services on this consultation and working with the 
Services to ensure that it will avoid adverse modification of critical habitat, including adverse effects on the 
PCEs. 
The part of the comment that Reclamation agrees with is the Service’s recommendation to implement Section 
7(a)(1) conservation measures aimed at benefiting or promoting recovery of the species, and of improving 
PCEs of critical habitat.  
Overall in response, the water quality section of this FEIS was not changed in response to this comment, but a 
biological assessment is appended to this FEIS and it will be used in Section 7 consultation and coordination 
with the Services.  

208 USFWS 20 Bull trout passage problems (access to Lake Kachess tributaries) are addressed in the noted section describing 
the No Action alternative. Benefits of providing passage between Big Kachess and Little Kachess to bull trout 
(or other fish) are described in the sections pertaining to Volitional Bull Trout Passage. When Keechelus 
Reservoir level falls below elevation 2,466, bull trout access to its tributaries is adversely affected. This impact 
is summarized in Table 4-4 of the SDEIS. For all alternatives, Keechelus Reservoir typically falls below elevation 
2,466 from August to November. Under Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C, Keechelus Reservoir levels would fall 
below elevation 2,466 in 11 fewer years than under Alternative 1 (from 80 years for Alternative 1 to 69 years 
for Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) but for an additional 5 days per year in years Keechelus Reservoir levels fall 
below elevation 2,466.  
In addition, please see the response to Common Issue 19. Reclamation is planning to collaborate with the 
Services on Box Canyon passage improvements or other conservation measures that might be within the 
agency’s discretionary authorities. 
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208 USFWS 21 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  

208 USFWS 22 As noted, impacts on the food web (zooplankton) of pumping from the epiliminion as proposed under the 
alternatives are described in the SDEIS using updated modeled scenarios published in 2017 (Hansen et al. 
2017 and PSU 2017). The food-base (zooplankton abundance) is expected to be sufficient to support increased 
prey consumption rates 

208 USFWS 23 Noise impacts described from previous sections for Alternatives2 and 3. Statement about potential to cause 
individuals to be disrupted and leave area and pre construction surveys added 

208 USFWS 24 Reclamation does not agree with the part of the comment about current operations adversely impacting bull 
trout or critical habitat, so in response to that part of the comment, no change was made to this FEIS. 
However, now that a preferred alternative has been identified, Reclamation is providing a biological 
assessment to the Services assessing effects of the preferred alternative compared to the baseline. Also, 
Reclamation and Ecology agree that there will be subsequent NEPA and ESA compliance on BTE actions, but 
these future actions and analyses will be site-specific and at a different times than the action analyzed in this 
FEIS or in the biological assessment. 

209 Roza 1 Thank you for the identification of Roza’s willingness to “…fully fund, construct, operation, and maintain the 
proposed Action, Alternative 4—Floating Pumping Plant. We have changed multiple sections in this FEIS to 
reflect this. 

209 Roza 2 The analysis was based on the most recent comprehensive data and supports a comparative analysis to meet 
the requirements of NEPA. 

209 Roza 3 This study area has been used as the regional study area for the economic analyses completed for the 
Integrated Plan, and has been subject to peer review. From the perspective of evaluating impacts related to 
the region's economy, it continues to be the appropriate study area, for the reason the comment or 
identified: the economies of these counties are tied together.  
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209 Roza 4 The agricultural data for the economic analysis conducted for this EIS were supplied by the irrigation districts 
and Washington Department of Agriculture’s geographic information system database of agricultural land use. 
The data from the districts relied on data and interviews with the districts from 2006 to 2010. I assume that 
interview process would need to be repeated at considerable effort to update those data. The Four Accounts 
Analysis for the Integrated Plan, which was used for the economic analysis in this EIS, utilized Agricultural 
Census data to determine the share of product from Yakima vs. elsewhere in Washington and the US to 
provide context and assess the likelihood of price effects from changes in Yakima production. These 
Agricultural Census data are from 2007, and more current data (from 2012) do exist. However, Reclamation 
and Ecology’s economic analysts believe it is unlikely 2012 data would yield a different conclusion than was 
derived from an analysis using the 2007 data. 
Changes in crop patterns within irrigation district areas would be unlikely change the conclusions in the 
socioeconomic analysis -- notably that effects of the project would have positive impacts on the regional 
economy by providing additional water to farmers during droughts. 

209 Roza 5 This FEIS incudes a more detailed description of the impacts of the 2015 drought, based on the Washington 
State Department of Agriculture 2015 report. 

209 Roza 6 Thank you for your comment. 
210 Port of Benton 1 Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the 

SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North 
Tunnel alignment. 

210 Port of Benton 2 The analysis was based on the most recent comprehensive data and supports a comparative analysis to meet 
the requirements of NEPA. 

210 Port of Benton 3 This study area has been used as the regional study area for the economic analyses completed for the 
Integrated Plan, and has been subject to peer review. From the perspective of evaluating impacts related to 
the region's economy, it continues to be the appropriate study area, for the reason the comment or 
identified: the economies of these counties are tied together.  
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210 Port of Benton 4 The agricultural data for the economic analysis conducted for this EIS were supplied by the irrigation districts 
and Washington Department of Agriculture’s geographic information system database of agricultural land use. 
The data from the districts relied on data and interviews with the districts from 2006 to 2010. I assume that 
interview process would need to be repeated at considerable effort to update those data. The Four Accounts 
Analysis for the Integrated Plan, which was used for the economic analysis in this EIS, utilized Agricultural 
Census data to determine the share of product from Yakima vs. elsewhere in Washington and the US to 
provide context and assess the likelihood of price effects from changes in Yakima production. These 
Agricultural Census data are from 2007, and more current data (from 2012) do exist. However, Reclamation 
and Ecology’s economic analysts believe it is unlikely 2012 data would yield a different conclusion than was 
derived from an analysis using the 2007 data. 
Changes in crop patterns within irrigation district areas would be unlikely change the conclusions in the 
socioeconomic analysis -- notably that effects of the project would have positive impacts on the regional 
economy by providing additional water to farmers during droughts. 

210 Port of Benton 5 This FEIS incudes a more detailed description of the impacts of the 2015 drought, based on the Washington 
State Department of Agriculture 2015 report. 

210 Port of Benton 6 Thank you for your comment. 
211 Kittitas County 

Reclamation 
District 

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

211 Kittitas County 
Reclamation 
District 

2 The analysis was based on the most recent comprehensive data and supports a comparative analysis to meet 
the requirements of NEPA. 

211 Kittitas County 
Reclamation 
District 

3 This study area has been used as the regional study area for the economic analyses completed for the 
Integrated Plan, and has been subject to peer review. From the perspective of evaluating impacts related to 
the region's economy, it continues to be the appropriate study area, for the reason the comment or 
identified: the economies of these counties are tied together.  
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211 Kittitas County 
Reclamation 
District 

4 The agricultural data for the economic analysis conducted for this EIS were supplied by the irrigation districts 
and Washington Department of Agriculture’s geographic information system database of agricultural land use. 
The data from the districts relied on data and interviews with the districts from 2006 to 2010. I assume that 
interview process would need to be repeated at considerable effort to update those data. The Four Accounts 
Analysis for the Integrated Plan, which was used for the economic analysis in this EIS, utilized Agricultural 
Census data to determine the share of product from Yakima vs. elsewhere in Washington and the US to 
provide context and assess the likelihood of price effects from changes in Yakima production. These 
Agricultural Census data are from 2007, and more current data (from 2012) do exist. However, Reclamation 
and Ecology’s economic analysts believe it is unlikely 2012 data would yield a different conclusion than was 
derived from an analysis using the 2007 data. 
Changes in crop patterns within irrigation district areas would be unlikely change the conclusions in the 
socioeconomic analysis -- notably that effects of the project would have positive impacts on the regional 
economy by providing additional water to farmers during droughts. 

211 Kittitas County 
Reclamation 
District 

5 This FEIS incudes a more detailed description of the impacts of the 2015 drought, based on the Washington 
State Department of Agriculture 2015 report. 

211 Kittitas County 
Reclamation 
District 

6 Thank you for your comment. 

212 Benton County 
Commissioners 

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

212 Benton County 
Commissioners 

2 This study area has been used as the regional study area for the economic analyses completed for the 
Integrated Plan, and has been subject to peer review. From the perspective of evaluating impacts related to 
the region's economy, it continues to be the appropriate study area, for the reason the comment or 
identified: the economies of these counties are tied together.  

212 Benton County 
Commissioners 

3 This FEIS incudes a more detailed description of the impacts of the 2015 drought, based on the Washington 
State Department of Agriculture 2015 report. 

212 Benton County 
Commissioners 

4 Thank you for your comment. 
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213 Port of Grandview 1 Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the 
SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North 
Tunnel alignment. 

213 Port of Grandview 2 The analysis was based on the most recent comprehensive data and supports a comparative analysis to meet 
the requirements of NEPA. 

213 Port of Grandview 3 This study area has been used as the regional study area for the economic analyses completed for the 
Integrated Plan, and has been subject to peer review. From the perspective of evaluating impacts related to 
the region's economy, it continues to be the appropriate study area, for the reason the comment or 
identified: the economies of these counties are tied together.  

213 Port of Grandview 4 The agricultural data for the economic analysis conducted for this EIS were supplied by the irrigation districts 
and Washington Department of Agriculture’s geographic information system database of agricultural land use. 
The data from the districts relied on data and interviews with the districts from 2006 to 2010. I assume that 
interview process would need to be repeated at considerable effort to update those data. The Four Accounts 
Analysis for the Integrated Plan, which was used for the economic analysis in this EIS, utilized Agricultural 
Census data to determine the share of product from Yakima vs. elsewhere in Washington and the US to 
provide context and assess the likelihood of price effects from changes in Yakima production. These 
Agricultural Census data are from 2007, and more current data (from 2012) do exist. However, Reclamation 
and Ecology’s economic analysts believe it is unlikely 2012 data would yield a different conclusion than was 
derived from an analysis using the 2007 data. 
Changes in crop patterns within irrigation district areas would be unlikely change the conclusions in the 
socioeconomic analysis -- notably that effects of the project would have positive impacts on the regional 
economy by providing additional water to farmers during droughts. 

213 Port of Grandview 5 This FEIS incudes a more detailed description of the impacts of the 2015 drought, based on the Washington 
State Department of Agriculture 2015 report. 

213 Port of Grandview 6 Thank you for your comment. 
214 NMFS 1 Reclamation will coordinate with NMFS to establish operating criteria to apply during KDRPP operations as 

part of ESA compliance and ongoing Yakima Project operations. 
214 NMFS 2 Reclamation is committed to working with the Services to protect salmon, steelhead and bull trout during 

refill and other operations. See Sections 4.3 and 4.6 of this FEIS. 
214 NMFS 3 Details of operations of the Preferred Alternative are presented in the KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant Draft 

Appraisal Design Report. (https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/fppaappraisal.pdf) 
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214 NMFS 4 Reclamation anticipates ongoing annual communications with fish and wildlife agencies regarding provision of 
sufficient flows for ecological purposes in the spring and other seasons. 

214 NMFS 5 Reclamation is committed to working with the Services to protect salmon, steelhead and bull trout during 
refill and other operations. See Sections 4.3 and 4.6 of this FEIS 

215 City of Yakima 1 Thank you for your comment. 
216 Washington 

Department of Ag 
1 Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the 

SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North 
Tunnel alignment. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

1 Thank you for your comment. These comments were addressed as part of the development of the Final EIS. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

2 When refill operations commence, refills into Kachess Reservoir will be dependent on hydrologic conditions. 
The quantity of refill may be more or less than 239,000 acre-feet in any given year. See Section 4.3 and 
Appendix F of the Final EIS. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

3 See Appendix F of the Final EIS. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

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

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

5 Under the proposed action, KDRPP would not be pumped in years when prorationing is above 70 percent 
except when pumping is needed to fill senior and non-proratable water rights in years following drawdown. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

6 KDRPP will not change TWSA and or other ongoing operations. FEIS has been expanded to address this topic. 
Reclamation anticipates entering into an agreement with Roza and/or the other Participating Entities that will 
include assurances that pumping will be performed in refill years so Reclamation can meet its obligations for 
water supply and stream flows. 
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217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

7 Under Alternative 4, Roza Irrigation District and any other participating entities would pay all power costs for 
operating the pumping plant. Power requirements for the East Shore and South Pumping Plants (Alternatives 
2 and 3) were estimated during the feasibility study of KDRPP performed in 2014. They account for years 
when pumping is not required; years when drought-relief pumping is performed; and years when refill 
operations are under way. The power cost reported in Table 2-5 of the SDEIS shows results for those two 
alternatives. For Alternative 2 (East Shore), estimated costs for power were: $48,000 in all years; plus 
$502,500 in years when KDRPP is actively pumping; plus 29,100 in years when KDRPP is not actively pumping. 
For the Alternative 3 (South) the power costs were estimated to be lower than Alternative 2. The power cost 
for Alternative 4 (floating pumping plant) was judged to be lower than Alternative 3. The cost listed in Table 2-
5 of the SDEIS is a rough estimate based on changes in the pumping units and physical configuration of 
Alternative 4 in comparison with Alternative 3.  

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

8 Section 2.3.7 describes power substation and transmission line proposal. 
Reclamation and Roza have coordinated directly with both Puget Sound Energy (PSE) and the Bonneville 
Power Administration (BPA) regarding the power supply needs of the KDRPP project and where the KDRPP 
project would interconnect to the existing high voltage electrical utility grid. PSE is the local supplier of power 
to the Easton and surrounding areas of Kittitas County and as such will supply power to KDRPP. PSE and BPA 
supply far more power to the region than the KDRPP project will require and they have assured Reclamation 
that they have sufficient generating capacity for the KDRPP project along with the other power needs of the 
region.  

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

9 See response to Common Issue 1. For the Preferred Alternative, Roza proposes to fund, design, construct, 
operate, and maintain the floating pumping plant at Kachess Reservoir. Roza would coordinate participation 
by other proratable entities. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

10 Volumes would be determined annually, depending on hydrological conditions and subject to operating 
agreements. Volumes available to participating proratable entities would be limited to amounts needed to 
raise prorationed supplies to a maximum of 70%. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

11 There would be no change to the calculation of TWSA with KDRPP. As a condition for the operation of the 
preferred alternative Roza will be required to ensure that the Kachess contribution to TWSA in subsequent 
years is not changed based upon the operation of KDRPP. Additional information is available in the Interim 
Comprehensive Basin Operating Plan for the Yakima Project. 
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217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

12 The Preferred Alternative is designed to improve prorationing up to 70% in drought years for participating 
proratable entities. It is possible that other proratable entities could benefit as an incidental effect of 
operations. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

13 Reclamation is open to discussion with non-participating, proratable users regarding the small diminishment 
of prorationed supply that may occur during some refill years. Specific solutions would need to be negotiated 
consistent with Reclamation law and the Yakima Basin adjudication to maintain the TWSA status quo 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

14 Reclamation is open to discussion with non-participating, proratable users regarding the small diminishment 
of prorationed supply that may occur during some refill years. Specific solutions would need to be negotiated 
consistent with Reclamation law and the Yakima Basin adjudication. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

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

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

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

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

17 Pumping will be provided to supply instream flows and other obligations as required when Kachess Reservoir 
is below the gravity outlet elevation. Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs 
to refill Kachess Reservoir after a drought while meeting Project obligations, which causes lower minimum 
elevations in Keechelus Reservoir during refill years. See Appendix F for additional details. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

18 Rimrock Reservoir minimum pool elevations would be up to 11 feet lower in prorated years and up to 23 feet 
lower in refill years 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

19 Seasonal flow changes at Parker are within 1.3 percent of the No Action Alternative, which are relatively small. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

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

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

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

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

22 In addition to the storage transfer portion of the KKC, the KKC would also reduce summer flows in the 
Keechelus Reach of the Yakima River to improve flow conditions. Pumping will be provided to supply instream 
flows and other obligations as required when Kachess Reservoir is below the gravity outlet elevation. 
Keechelus Reservoir flows would increase to help refill Kachess Reservoir during refill years. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

23 Seasonal flow decreases at Parker are within 1.3 percent of the No Action Alternative, which are relatively 
small. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

24 Reclamation has an obligation to meet entitlements therefore no mitigation should be required. The scenario 
difference is only 0.2 percent increase and is therefore not a notable change. This may be modeling nuance 
for the TWSA calculation, that because TWSA is higher, therefore the target flows are higher over Parker. Also, 
flows over Parker could be higher because Storage Control Period was extended in prorated years due to the 
Kachess inactive volume. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

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

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

26 See Appendix F of the Final EIS, which provides information with KID’s participation, consistent with the 
comment. 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

27 The request to provide daily flow data cannot be addressed in this FEIS because the modelling was performed 
at seasonal and annual time steps. An appendix was added to this FEIS clarifying the modelling that was 
performed to analyze effects of the alternatives on flows in the study area, but modelling was not performed 
using daily data. 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-26



Comment 
Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

28 Reclamation and Ecology reviewed ASARCO, all 3 BARRIE cases, and LESCHI to understand this comment. We 
disagree with the commenter that there are deficiencies in the disclosure of potentially significant adverse 
environmental impacts. We carefully reviewed the court rulings provided in this comment and conclude from 
ASARCO that we have given full consideration to environmental values, new information, and comments 
received on the DEIS, as well as SDEIS. In compliance with SEPA, Ecology’s officials will be using this FEIS and 
the project record as the basis upon which a balancing judgment can be weighed between the benefits to be 
gained by the proposed action and its impact upon the environment.  
With respect to LESCHI, we reviewed all Environmental Consequences and Section 4.26 on the relationship 
between short-term uses of the environment and maintenance of long-term productivity; and Section 4.27 on 
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. We did not find a specific change that needed to be 
made to these sections in this FEIS based on the case or comment. 
BARRIE II revolved around the need for an amended or new draft of an EIS based on substantial changes to a 
proposal or new information concerning anticipated environmental impacts. Please note that the SDEIS was 
issued for that reason: to ensure the public and decision-makers consider all reasonable alternatives to meet 
the purpose and need for action and to update the analysis of effects to the quality of the human 
environment that might arise from implementation of the alternatives. We believe that issuance of the SDEIS, 
and now this FEIS, is responsive to the concerns raised by the BARRIE cases.  
In summary, after reviewing the court findings, we believe the SDEIS and now this FEIS fully disclose the 
effects the alternatives would have on the quality of the human environment. No changes were made to this 
FEIS in response to this comment.  

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

29 A wetland delineation and jurisdictional determination is not needed for making a choice among the 
alternatives. With the selection of an alternative to be implemented, the project proponents would complete 
a wetland delineation/jurisdictional determination to support permitting (see Section 4.7.10). 

217 Kennewick 
Irrigation District 

30 See Appendix F of the Final EIS. 

218 Kittitas County 
Board of County 
Commissioners 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

218 Kittitas County 
Board of County 
Commissioners 

2 The intake and outlet for Alternative 4 are described and illustrated in Section 2.5.1 of this FEIS. 
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218 Kittitas County 
Board of County 
Commissioners 

3 As stated in Section 1.4 of this FEIS Roza would fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain a pumping 
plant at Kachess Reservoir. Other Proratable Entities could participate. Adverse and beneficial impacts of the 
project including regional economic are described in Chapter 4.  

218 Kittitas County 
Board of County 
Commissioners 

4 Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing the Integrated Plan and will conduct specific 
environmental impact analyses for additional work in the future. 

218 Kittitas County 
Board of County 
Commissioners 

5 See response to Common Issue 8. 

218 Kittitas County 
Board of County 
Commissioners 

6 See response to Common Issue 10. 

218 Kittitas County 
Board of County 
Commissioners 

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

218 Kittitas County 
Board of County 
Commissioners 

8 See response to Common Issue 17. 

218 Kittitas County 
Board of County 
Commissioners 

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

218 Kittitas County 
Board of County 
Commissioners 

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

219 Columbia 
Irrigation District 

1 See Appendix F of the Final EIS. 
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219 Columbia 
Irrigation District 

2 See Appendix F of the Final EIS. 

220 WSDOT 1 Thank you for your comment. 
221 EPA 1 Thank you for this comment about the Floating Pumping Plant alternative, we agree. This alternative has been 

identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. 
221 EPA 2 Thank you for your comments on the SDEIS and DEIS. In response, we identified the Floating Pumping Plant as 

the agency’s preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. 
221 EPA 3 Thank you for the LO score on the SDEIS. Your letter and the score will be included in the administrative 

record for this EIS. No change was made to this FEIS in response. 
222 Hyak Home 

Owners 
Association 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

3 Thank you for your comment. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

4 The commenter questioned why this EIS does not include all the components of the broader, programmatic 
IP. This project is tiered from the IP, but it is an individual, site-specific action not intended to encompass all 
components or elements of the broader, programmatic IP. Instead, as the commenter mentions, based on the 
purpose and need for action, this EIS is to analyze an individual, site-specific action.  

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

8 See response to Common Issue 8. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

9 See response to Common Issue 4. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

10 See response to Common Issue 4. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

11 See response to Common Issue 4. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

12 See response to Common Issue 4. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

13 See response to Common Issue 2. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

17 See response to Common Issue 16. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

18 See response to Common Issue 10. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

19 See Section 1.5.4 of this FEIS. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

20 The analysis contained in this FEIS enables a comparison between the Alternatives 4 and 5. Alternative 4 is the 
floating pumping plant, and Alternative 5 includes the floating pumping plant plus KKC. Alternative 5 would 
enable faster refill of Kachess Reservoir inactive pool but this FEIS demonstrates that KKC is not essential to 
meeting the purpose and need for the project. None of the model runs for Alternative 4 indicates return to 
maximum pool levels would require 20 years. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

21 The DEIS and SDEIS both state in Section 4.3.2 that Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 
2 to 5 years after a drought. The mention of a 20-year cycle in the DEIS (and SDEIS) is the replacement time of 
pumps and associated equipment. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

32 See response to Common Issue 14. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

34 See response to Common Issue 13. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

35 The Bureau of Reclamation’s Dam Safety Program is in place to confirm that dams are operated and 
maintained in a safe manner. The proposed project does not involve modifications to the Kachess or 
Keechelus dams; operational changes in Kachess Reservoir proposed under the action alternatives would not 
impact the stability of Kachess Dam, which has been subject to fluctuations in reservoir levels throughout its 
history.  

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

36 Figure 4-2 in this FEIS illustrates the surfaces below current low pool elevation. 
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222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

37 See response to Common Issue 15. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

38 See response to Common Issue 15. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

40 See response to Common Issue 15. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

42 See response to Common Issue 8. 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

43 See response to Common Issue 8. 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-34



Comment 
Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

222 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

223 PNW Four Wheel 
Drive Association 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

224 KCA 1 Thank you for your comment. 
224 KCA 2 Thank you for your comment. 
224 KCA 3 Thank you for your comment. 
224 KCA 4 Thank you for your comment. 
224 KCA 5 Thank you for your comment. 
224 KCA 6 Reclamation was not required to respond to comments received on the DEIS as part of preparation of the 

SDEIS (40 C.F.R. § 1503.4[a]). All comments on the DEIS and SDEIS have been reviewed, considered, and 
responded to by Reclamation and Ecology. They are included in this FEIS. 

224 KCA 7 The purpose and need meets Reclamation's requirements under NEPA and Ecology and Roza's requirements 
under SEPA. See responses to Common Issues 3, 4 and 12. As a condition of the Preferred Alternative, Roza 
would be required to fund, design, construct, operate and maintain the project, which would result in no 
direct federal funding on the project. 
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224 KCA 8 See response to Common Issue 4. The use of "Proposed Action" in the purpose and need section was a 
typographical error that has been corrected in this Final EIS. As a condition of the Preferred Alternative, Roza 
would be required to fund, design, construct, operate and maintain the project, which would result in no 
direct federal funding on the project. Further, the analysis considers the potential impacts of the proposed 
project regardless of who is funding the project. 

224 KCA 9 See response to Common Issue 3. Under the Yakima Project Authorization Reclamation has Congressional 
Authority for ongoing project maintenance and operation. Operation of KDRPP falls within this authorization. 
As a condition of the Preferred Alternative, Roza would be required to fund, design, construct, operate and 
maintain the project, which would result in no direct federal funding on the project. 

224 KCA 10 See response to Common Issue 4. 
224 KCA 11 See response to Common Issue 13. 
224 KCA 12 See response to Common Issue 13. 
224 KCA 13 See response to Common Issue 7. 
224 KCA 14 See response to Common Issue 10. 
224 KCA 15 See response to Common Issue 8. 
224 KCA 16 The US Forest Service served as a cooperating agency for the purpose of preparing this EIS. As such, they 

provided information, comments, and technical expertise to Reclamation and Ecology regarding the 
campground and other issues for which they have both legal jurisdiction and special expertise.  

224 KCA 17 See response to Common Issue 8. 
224 KCA 18 See response to Common Issue 4. 
225 Ellensburg Water 

Company, 
Sunnyside Valley 
ID, Yakima-Tieton 
ID, Selah-Moxee 
ID, Naches-Selah 
ID, and West Side 
Irrigating 
Company 

1 Thank you for your comment. In addition, Reclamation and Ecology will ensure that the Irrigation Providers 
are on mailing lists regarding future operational plans or other information disseminated by the agencies.  
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226 Xerces Society 1 WDFW’s Priority Habitat and Species database has been reviewed by Reclamation to assess the presence of 
any freshwater mussels in Kachess Reservoir. As a result, no documentation was found. Neither of these 
species are recognized by the USFS and BLM as species of conservation and population viability concern. As 
the project is implemented project proponents will work with Federal and state agencies to consider potential 
impacts to mussels. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

3 Thank you for your comment. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

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

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

5 Thank you for your comment. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

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

7 See response to Common Issue 7. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 

Wilderness 
Society 

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

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

9 Thank you for your comment. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

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

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 

Wilderness 
Society 

11 See Section 1.5 and Appendix A. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to working with all MOU partners to 
implement BTE projects through the Federal and State regulatory processes. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

12 The roughened channel design will comply with NMFS (with USFWS approval) design criteria. For the 
Preferred Alternative, Roza may choose to contract with WDFW for maintenance and operations of this 
facility, including monitoring fish passage performance.  
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227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 

Wilderness 
Society 

13 Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon 
Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish 
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels 
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing 
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

14 Project proponents will coordinate with WDFW and USFWS to identify measures to provide fish passage 
during construction of volitional fish passage at the Narrows, in accordance with requirements of the Service's 
biological opinion. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

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

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

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

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

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

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

18 See response to Common Issue 15. 
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227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

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

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

20 See response to Common Issue 8. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

21 See response to Common Issue 10. 

227 American Rivers - 
Trout Unlimited - 
Wilderness 
Society 

22 Thank you for your comment. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

6 This FEIS presents the how the proposed action addresses the purpose and need, and provides Reponses to 
public comments on the DEIS and SDEIS. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

7 See response to Common Issue 4. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

8 See response to Common Issue 4. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

9 See response to Common Issue 4. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

10 See response to Common Issue 4. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

11 See response to Common Issue 2. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

15 See response to Common Issue 16. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

16 See response to Common Issue 10. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

17 See section 1.5.5 of this FEIS. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

18 The analysis contained in this FEIS enables a comparison between the Alternatives 4 and 5. Alternative 4 is the 
floating pumping plant, and Alternative 5 includes the floating pumping plant plus KKC. Alternative 5 would 
enable faster refill of Kachess Reservoir inactive pool but this FEIS demonstrates that KKC is not essential to 
meeting the purpose and need for the project. None of the model runs for Alternative 4 indicates return to 
maximum pool levels would require 20 years. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

19 The DEIS and SDEIS both state in Section 4.3.2 that Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 
2 to 5 years after a drought. The mention of a 20-year cycle in the DEIS (and SDEIS) is the replacement time of 
pumps and associated equipment. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

20  An appendix has been added to this FEIS explaining in more detail the hydrologic modelling used to project 
effects to eater resources and other resources in this FEIS. Please note that modelling does not provide a 
“prediction” but rather, a projection of reasonably likely water resource responses to the alternatives. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

28 Mitigation measures for ESA Threatened and Endangered fish species (bull trout) related to changes in 
Kachess Reservoir water levels, including monitoring of the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements, if 
warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS which is ongoing, as explained in 
section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS.  

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

30 See response to Common Issue 14. 
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228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

32 See response to Common Issue 13. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

33 The Bureau of Reclamation’s Dam Safety Program is in place to confirm that dams are operated and 
maintained in a safe manner. The proposed project does not involve modifications to the Kachess or 
Keechelus dams; operational changes in Kachess Reservoir proposed under the action alternatives would not 
impact the stability of Kachess Dam, which has been subject to fluctuations in reservoir levels throughout its 
history.  

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

34 Figure 4-2 in this FEIS illustrates the surfaces below current low pool elevation. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

35 See response to Common Issue 15. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

36 See response to Common Issue 15. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

38 See response to Common Issue 15. 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-44



Comment 
Letter 

Number 

Commenter Comment 
Number 

Comment Response 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

39 See response to Common Issue 9. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

40 See response to Common Issue 8. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

41 See response to Common Issue 8. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

42 Thank you for your comment. 

228 Hyak Home 
Owners 
Association 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

3 Thank you for your comment. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

4 BPA is listed as a cooperating agency as they would potentially oversee any power requirements for the 
constructed facility. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

5 The SDEIS has been updated regarding the applicability of the Shoreline Management Act. See Section 
3.15.2.3. 
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

7 See response to Common Issue 4. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

9 BTE was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not included in the Proposed Action, therefore not 
carried forward as part of this action because BTE project designs were not sufficiently advanced. In the 
future, BTE projects undertaken by Reclamation or Ecology would require separate NEPA or SEPA compliance 
prior to implementation. This includes Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation on BTE projects remaining 
as part of the Integrated Plan. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to working with all MOU partners to 
implement BTE projects through the Federal and State regulatory processes  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

10 Workgroup formation and membership is described in Section 1.9.3 of the Integrated Plan Final PEIS, and is 
incorporated here by reference. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

11 See response to Common Issue 4. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

12 Thank you for your comment. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

15 Cost for the Integrated Plan are presented in the Integrated Plan FPEIS. Cost for the proposed action are 
presented in Section 2.7 of the SDEIS.  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

17 The volitional fish passage channel would convey all flow leaving Little Kachess up to 100 cfs into Big Kachess. 
The waters in the volitional fish passage channel will remain the same native headwaters that flow through 
the Narrows and into Big Kachess. The entrance to the volitional fish passage channel will be comprised of the 
same alluvium that the Narrows Channel is comprised of now. The entrance to the volitional fish passage 
channel will be anywhere from 100 feet away to 2,600 feet away from the existing entrance to the Narrows 
channel, depending on the water surface elevation in Big Kachess when KDRPP and the volitional fish passage 
channel is in operation. Therefore, there are no known concerns associated with fish being able to find and 
enter the volitional fish passage channel. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

18 Reclamation and Ecology are committed to working with all MOU partners to implement BTE projects through 
the Federal and State regulatory processes, as demonstrated in the Bull Trout Enhancement Memorandum of 
Understanding. See Section 1.5.5 and Appendix A of this FEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

19 The KKC project was not presented in this SDEIS as a stand-alone (KKC only) alternative as described in the 
DEIS; instead, it was advanced as a component of a KDRPP alternative. Reclamation and Ecology will continue 
to analyze KKC for other benefits, consistent with the Integrated Plan. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

21 See response to Common Issue 4. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

22 See response to Common Issue 7. 
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

24 See response to Common Issue 2. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

25 Section 4.25 of the SDEIS includes the Integrated Plan as part of the present and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

26 See response to Common Issue 4. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

27 Thank you for your comment. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

28 The effects of the proposed project, including beneficial and adverse impacts, are described in Section 4.21 
and summarized in the Executive Summary. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

29 Reclamation determined that a public hearing in western Washington was not necessary. Following the Notice 
of Availability and the publication of the SDEIS, Reclamation and Ecology held two public meetings (with a 
court reporter to record public testimony) in the area where environmental impacts would occur. See Section 
5. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

30 The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS 
was tiered to the Programmatic EIS but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC 
alternatives. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

31 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)  
The US Forest Service is a cooperating agency for this EIS, and is a preparer of the document. The location of 
the proposed action with respect to Okanagan-Wenatchee National Forest and the potential impacts are 
acknowledged in the EIS along with the US Forest Service's roles and responsibilities with respect to the EIS 
and the proposed action. 
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

32 Water rights are described in sufficient detail to analyze the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

33 Thank your for your comment. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

34 Workgroup formation and membership is described in Section 1.9.3 of the Integrated Plan Final PEIS, and is 
incorporated here by reference. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

35 Ecology issues a report to the WA. State Legislature periodically to summarize implementation progress. 
Information is available in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan 
Implementation Status Report 2017 (Department of Ecology 2018). 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

36 See Section 1.2.4 of FEIS or https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-supply/Water-supply-projects-
EW/Yakima-River-Basin-projects/Yakima-integrated-plan for additional details about Integrated Plan 
Implementation. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

37 RCW 90.38.110 directed WSU to do a cost-benefit analysis of individual storage projects, prior to the 
Legislature appropriating funds exceeding $100M for water storage projects listed in Integrated Plan. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

38 See response to Common Issue 2. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

39 See Section 2.3.5 of this FEIS describes volitional fish passage. See Figure 4-3 which displays pool levels under 
different scenarios under No Action and the Preferred Alternative. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

40 See response to Common Issue 4. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

41 Section 1.8.1 of the SDEIS describes the authorization of YRBWEP in sufficient detail. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

42 Thank you for your comment. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

43 See response to Common Issue 3. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

44 Most of the information requested in this comment is out of scope for this FEIS, however the table 3-7 on 
page 3-20 of the FPEIS contains the Yakima Project Irrigation District Water Rights in acre-feet per year. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

45 Section 1.4 of SDEIS describes the USFS role in the EIS process. 
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

46 This level of detail about YRBWEP Phase II is not required to analyze the impacts of the proposed action and 
alternatives. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

47 This is outside the scope of the EIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

49 See response to Common Issue 4. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

50 Section 2.2.1 of the SDEIS clarifies that target flow levels at Keechelus Reservoir have not been an issue since 
1996. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

51 Specific crop irrigation requirements are beyond the scope of the EIS. In the RiverWare modeling period, 
Kachess Reservoir has not been drawn down below 2197.75 feet in 88 of the 91 years for the No Action 
Alternative. In all years, the No Action Alternative remains within existing operating levels. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

52 Environmental analysis of 70% threshold was completed in the Integrated Plan FPEIS. The reference to 
"catastrophic loss" is based upon input provided by farm producers during development of the Integrated 
Plan. Reclamation has no authority to reduce deliveries to senior water rights holders. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

54 See response to Common Issue 5. 
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

55 Wind data used to assess the moorage requirements and stability of the Floating Pumping Plant Barge were 
taken from the nearby Easton Airport. 
The nylon net proposed for use in precluding fish from gaining entry into the pump intakes is the same 
material as used for constructing net pens for raising salmon or other fish species in a salt water marine 
environment. The project proponents would inspect the net annually and repair or replace the net upon 
seeing deterioration of the net, as appropriate.  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

56 Rigid pipe bridges are commonly used throughout the world. The flexible pipe bridge concept is used on 
marine applications; and most notably seen in association with dredging operations where the dredge 
discharge line needs to accommodate tides, wind, waves and the constant need to move the dredge itself to 
locations that need to be dredged. 
Cardanic joints of the type to be used on the floating pumping plant will have a normal design life of between 
25 and 50 years (dependent upon the actual service conditions experienced) under continuous operating 
conditions. The cardanic joints for this installation will experience only limited periodic operation and minimal 
frequency of flexure. Thus, in the envisioned operating conditions, these cardanic joints should have a life 
expectancy that will likely exceed the normal design life expectancy. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

57 Thank you for your comment. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

59 Approximately 60,000 cubic yards of materials would be dredged. The dredged material will be side cast onto 
the floor of the reservoir within a silt curtained area. Far less handling of the dredge spoils if simply side cast 
onto the floor of the Reservoir. Additional storage volume not needed that would be added by employing an 
upland disposal site. 
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

60 The design appraisal report for Alternative 4, which was used for the environmental analysis, was posted on 
Reclamation's website concurrently with publication of the SDEIS. It provides design details in addition to 
those presented in the SDEIS. It can be found at 
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/fppaappraisal.pdf . 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

61 The design appraisal report for Alternative 4, which was used for the environmental analysis, was posted on 
Reclamation's website concurrently with publication of the SDEIS. It provides design details in addition to 
those presented in the SDEIS. It can be found at 
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/fppaappraisal.pdf . 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

62 See response to Common Issue 16. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

63 Disposal areas have yet to be identified; for this SDEIS analysis, Reclamation assumed the offsite location 
would be within 10 miles of the Keechelus Reservoir. An existing quarry near Keechelus Dam may be available 
for disposing of the crushed material excavated from the tunnel. Depending on construction timing, WSDOT 
could potentially use the material as fill for the I-90 improvement project. Reclamation would ensure that all 
required permits and clearances are obtained for use of any material disposal area(s). 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

64 Operations impacts were analyzed based on drought relief pumping of up t0 200,000 acre-feet. Operational 
characteristics of Alternative 4 that are distinct from other pumping plant alternative are described in this 
FEIS. Project proponents and authorizations are described in Sections 1.3 and 1.8 of this FEIS, respectively, and 
in response to Common Issue 3. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

65 Reclamation will meet obligations to non-proratable irrigation districts. Pumping would continue while 
Kachess Lake is below the existing outlet works. In the period of record analyzed, pumping could last up to 33 
months in Alternative 4. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

66 Thank you for your comment. The cross reference has been updated in this FEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

67 Mitigation measures for ESA Threatened and Endangered fish species, including monitoring of fish impacts 
downstream of Kachess Dam, if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS 
which is ongoing, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

68 To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in 
the EIS supported documents referenced in the EIS (feasibility-level design reports and appraisal report).  
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

69 See response to Common Issue 2. 
To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in 
supported documents referenced in the EIS, and include volitional bull trout passage. The Preferred 
Alternative is substantially lower in cost than $500M and would not be funded by taxpayers. The upstream 
passage of fish into Box Creek Canyon is an existing, separate and independent issue from the volitional fish 
passage channel at the Narrows. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

70 See response to Common Issue 4. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

71 The Bureau of Reclamation’s Dam Safety Program is in place to confirm that dams are operated and 
maintained in a safe manner. The proposed project does not involve modifications to the Kachess or 
Keechelus dams; operational changes in Kachess Reservoir proposed under the action alternatives would not 
impact the stability of Kachess Dam, which has been subject to fluctuations in reservoir levels throughout its 
history. Project effects on slope stability and seismic factors are described in Section 4.2. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

72 Figure 3-3 illustrates flows under current conditions, which are the basis of the affected environment. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

73 These questions are beyond the scope of the EIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

74 The purpose of this table is to present target flows established in the Yakima River; these target flows are an 
element of the operational requirements that determine how much water needs to be released from 
Keechelus and Kachess (and other) Reservoirs.  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

75 The RiverWare modeling covered the period from 1926 to 2015 - in this period, the modeled prorationing of 
less than 70 percent occurred 15 years. Other questions are beyond the scope of the EIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

76 The Keechelus Reservoir drainage area has a much higher average precipitation than the Kachess Reservoir 
drainage area. Mean annual precipitation quantities have been added to Tables 3-5 and 3-7 in the Final EIS 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

77 As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would improve Keechelus Reach July flow 
conditions by 68 days compared to the No Action Alternative, and Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C would improve 
Keechelus Reach July flow conditions by 2,635 days compared to the No Action Alternative (out of the period 
of record modeled). 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

78 Section 3.6.4.3 of the EIS has been updated to include mention of a recently implemented plan to rear coho 
salmon at the Sampson Hatchery for reintroduction to the upper Yakima Basin.  
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

79 Figure 3-6 has been updated in the Final EIS to show existing minimum pool and lake separation elevations. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

80 Water quality is described in Section 3.4 of the SDEIS. Kachess and Kachess Reservoirs are the headwaters of 
the Yakima River so they are the initial source of Yakima River water quality. As noted in Section 3.4.7.1, 
Ecology rates the overall Yakima River water quality as meeting or exceeding expectations and is of lowest 
concern. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

81 Changes in water temperature with each alternative are addressed in section 4.4 Surface Water Quality of the 
SDEIS. Water temperatures in Lake Kachess would decrease under most alternative scenarios, except for a 
slight increase in late September, with the impacts to fish discussed in section 4.6. The Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Report (BOR 2012) discusses predicted changes in temperature due to climate change 
relative to existing temperature problems in the Yakima Basin.  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

82 This is outside the scope of the EIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

83 Temperature change due to the projects are summarized in Section 4.4.2 of the SDEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

84 Fish passage at Keechelus is not proposed under the Proposed Action. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

85 Fish passage at Keechelus is not proposed under the Proposed Action. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

86 Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima 
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam, 
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring 
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish 
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams 
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

87 Please see updates to section 3.6 and 4.6 in the SDEIS which reference recent WDFW and University of 
Washington studies of Kachess and Keechelus reservoirs productivity and zooplankton abundance (Hansen et 
al. 2017, PSU 2017a). The comparison to sockeye-producing lakes in Alaska by Goodwin and Westley (1967) 
refers to Tikchik Lakes system which also supports Chinook, coho, chum, and pink salmon.  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

88 Section 3.6.4.3 of the EIS has been updated to include mention of a recently implemented plan to rear coho 
salmon at the Sampson Hatchery for reintroduction to the upper Yakima Basin.  
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

89 Commenters have identified uncertainty in the range in the number of sockeye passed over Roza Dam 
reported by DART, these data have been revised in the FEIS with data from resources other than DART. 
Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima 
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam, 
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring 
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish 
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams 
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

90 The listing of the Pacific lamprey as a threated or endangered species is outside of the scope of this EIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

91 Evaluation of wetlands at an inventory level to compare EIS alternatives is adequate. Wetlands that will be 
directly impacted by the project will be delineated as required for federal, state, and local permits. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

93 The listing of the Pacific lamprey as a threated or endangered species is outside of the scope of this EIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

95 As outlined in Section 4.9 of this FEIS, Water temperatures are expected to decrease by 1 to 2 degrees in 
Kachess Reservoir, which would be a benefit to bull trout. ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife 
Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species 
to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service 
and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific 
mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage 
improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate 
and encourage resident bull trout migration through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see 
Section 2.3.5).  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

96 Climate change effects on reservoir levels (which influence fish passage) and stream flows, and the effects of 
alternatives considering those climate change effects, are described in Section 4.12 of the SDEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

97 Reclamation and Ecology developed more specific information as part of the Yakima River Basin Study 
(Reclamation 2011) that focused on the Yakima Basin and that was used as the basis for the Integrated Plan. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

98 See response to Common Issue 17. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

99 See response to Common Issue 16. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

100 The Supplemental EIS provides a description of environmental impacts of the project alternatives, including 
those impacts that would occur on National Forest lands (See Supplemental EIS Chapter 4). 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

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

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

102 The SDEIS has been updated regarding the applicability of the Shoreline Management Act. See Section 
3.15.2.3. 
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

103 See Sections 3.3 and 4.3 Surface Water Resources of the SDEIS and Section 1.3 of the Integrated Plan PEIS 
describes the 70 percent proration level determination. Section 1.3 of the Integrated Plan PEIS states: "A 
water supply of 70 percent of proratable water rights during a drought year would provide a minimally 
acceptable supply to prevent severe economic losses to farmers. This number was reached following 
extensive discussions with stakeholders regarding the lowest level of water supply that could be 
accommodated without catastrophic losses to crops, assuming aggressive water management techniques 
were employed. This 70 percent threshold is similar to the State of Washington’s definition of a drought 
condition contained in RCW 43.83B.400, which recognizes a drought when water supply for a significant 
portion of a geographic area falls below 75 percent of normal and is likely to cause undue hardship for various 
water uses and users." 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

104 As stated in Section 4.4.1 of the SDEIS, these indicators are not addressed because the project is not expected 
to affect these parameters. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

105 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

106 Section 1.2.3 in the SDEIS notes that reservoir fish passage is one of the seven elements of the Integrated 
Plan's comprehensive package address ecosystem restoration, water supply, and climate change flexibility 
issues in the basin. Fish passage at Kachess Dam, while included in the reservoir fish passage element, is not 
an objective of the KDRPP and KKC projects; however KDRPP would be designed to not preclude future fish 
passage improvements to Kachess Dam consistent with the Integrated Plan. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

107 With the KKC (Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) the addition of nutrients through the conveyance of water from 
Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir would cause a small increase in the productivity of Kachess 
Reservoir. Generally, zooplankton and benthic invertebrate (fish prey) productivity is estimated to decrease 
with all pumping alternatives.  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

108 Please see section 4.6 of the SDEIS which describes adverse impacts to benthic invertebrate 
productivity (a fish food base) with increased drawdown under pumping alternatives.  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

109 The Supplemental EIS provides a description of environmental impacts of the project alternatives, including 
those impacts that would occur on National Forest lands (See Supplemental EIS Chapter 4). 
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

110 In the period of record analyzed, pumping could last up to 33 months. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

111 Reclamation's mission includes providing water for irrigated agriculture. The Federal Government does not 
make individual cropping decisions. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

112 Table 4-155 of the SDEIS summarizes the economic impacts under adverse climate change conditions 
associated with the change in agricultural production attributed to the additional water provided by this 
alternative compared with the amount of water provided by Alternative 1. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

113 This text has been removed from the SDEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

114 Fish passage is an element of the Integrated Plan (and as such is discussed in Section 4.24); it is not part of the 
Purpose and Need for the KDRPP and KKC project. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

115 Section 4.25 of the SDEIS considers whether the impacts of KDRPP and KKC could have additive or iterative 
effects in combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects in the area with the 
defined analysis area. Neither KDRPP nor KKC would have no effect on the recruitment of gravels, small 
cobbles, or large woody debris. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

116 The existing National Forest Management Plan was considered in describing the affected environment. 
Reclamation has coordinated with the Forest Service as a cooperating agency. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

117 This text has been removed from the SDEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

118 The existing National Forest Management Plan was considered in describing the affected environment. 
Reclamation has coordinated with the Forest Service as a cooperating agency. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

119 This text has been removed from the SDEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

120 This text has been removed from the SDEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

121 This text has been removed from the SDEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

122 This text has been removed from the SDEIS. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

123 See response to Common Issue 8. 
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229 Wise Use 
Movement 

124 Section 5.5 lists substantive environmental laws only. FACA is a procedural law and would be complied with as 
appropriate.  

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

125 Thank you for your comment. As noted in the Integrated Plan FPEIS (Section 1.9.3) In April 2009, Reclamation 
and Ecology initiated the YRBWEP Workgroup to help develop a proposal for an Integrated Water Resource 
Management Plan. Current membership includes environmental non-governmental organizations. 

229 Wise Use 
Movement 

126 Impacts from the artificial channel from Lake Kachess to Box Canyon Creek are outside the scope of this EIS. 

230 Lewis, Ann (KCA, 
East Kachess HOA, 
Kachess Ridge, 
Friends of 
Bumping Lake, 
North Cascades 
CC, CELP, 
Snoqualmie Pass 
Fire, Yakima 
Coalition) 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 2 The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS 
was tiered to the Programmatic EIS but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC 
alternatives. 

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 3 See response to Common Issue 4. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 4 Both the Yakama Nation and Colville Confederated Tribes are involved and are the two tribes identified as 

having a cultural connection to the project area. Both Tribes have been assisting Reclamation in identifying 
and addressing any cultural resource concerns that may arise as a part of the project. In response to the 
question about potential artifacts unearthed in the future, please note that this specific comment was not 
addressed in this FEIS due to NEPA’s no derogation clause at §104 which means that Reclamation retains 
responsibility to comply with the specific statutory obligations of NHPA, ARPA, or NAGPRA; however Section 
4.18 of this FEIS clarifies that as part of NHPA § 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to implement a 
Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and land 
management implications to cultural resources. 
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230 Lewis, Ann, et al 5 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The 
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments 
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an 
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous 
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, 
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The 
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 6 See response to Common Issue 6. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 7 See Section 3.3.1 of the SDEIS for a description of Yakima Project operations. The five reservoirs in the Yakima 

Project are operated in a coordinated manner to provide for surface water needs of the system as a whole; no 
single reservoir is designated to supply the needs of any particular area. Water rights senior to Reclamation's 
water right will not be impacted. 

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 8 The results of the value analysis study concluded that a floating pumping plant would be feasible. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 9 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 10 NEPA allows refinement of the proposed action to get to a preferred alternative. Impacts were fully disclosed 

in the SDEIS and this FEIS, and mitigation measures will be stated in the Record of Decision.  
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 11 See response to Common Issue 8. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 12 Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS 

in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After 
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the 
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation 
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of 
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and 
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 
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230 Lewis, Ann, et al 13 Thank you for this comment about the terms lake and reservoir. The comment has been noted and will be 
included in the record for this EIS; however, the requested change was not made to this FEIS due to the 
common, public understanding and historical uses of these terms. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and 
SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water 
can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store, 
regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or constructed lake, in which water is collected 
and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )  

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 14 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 15 The 2013 “Yakima River Basin Resource Management” law (2SSB 5367) set the vision for the forest and 
authorized the state Board of Natural Resources to enroll the property as the Teanaway Community Forest 
under the Community Forest Trust Program. The 2013 state authorizing legislation specifies that if the 
214,000 acre feet of water is not developed by 2025, the TCF would be returned to the common school trust. 
See Section 1.8.2 of the SDEIS for additional details. 

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

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 17 See Figure 4 -2 in this FEIS for additional illustration of proposed drawdown. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 18 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been 

coordinated with WDFW. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 19 See response to Common Issue 13. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 20 See response to Common Issue 10. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 21 See response to Common Issue 9. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 22 See Appendix F of the Final EIS. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 23 See response to Common Issue 11. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 24 See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential 

impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of 
the water right permitting process  

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 25 See response to Common Issue 4. 
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230 Lewis, Ann, et al 26 See response to Common Issue 17. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 27 Specific quantities and management of excavated and fill material for this feature would be further refined as 

part of final design, if KKC is included in the selected alternative.  
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 28 As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may 

occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality). 
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing 
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)." 
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake 
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with 
fish foraging and growth. 

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 29 No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.  
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout 
much of the areas surrounding the project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied 
by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess east shore and they have never been 
detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction 
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered 
to have no potential effects on northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are 
present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm. 

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 30 See response to Common Issue 16. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 31 See response to Common Issue 2. 
230 Lewis, Ann, et al 32 The DEIS used the 2012 303(d) list, which was the most updated list at the time of the report. The SDEIS used 

the 2014 303(d) list, which was published between the releases of the DEIS and the SDEIS. As noted in Table 3-
9 of the SDEIS, PCBs were listed due to being found in fish tissue and do not have a known source. PCBs were 
found in fish throughout the river and the reservoirs; downstream Yakima River fish were found to have 
higher levels of PCBs than upper Yakima River and reservoir fish. 

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 33 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

230 Lewis, Ann, et al 34 Impacts from construction for each alternative and each resource are described in Chapter 4 of this FEIS. 
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231 Chabal, Sharon 1 Thank you for your comment. 
232 Cooley, Hannah 1 Thank you for your comment. 
233 Dunkel. Sarah 1 Thank you for your comment. 
234 Fountain, 

Tim/Jean 
1 Thank you for this comment about the terms lake and reservoir. The comment has been noted and will be 

included in the record for this EIS; however, the requested change was not made to this FEIS due to the 
common, public understanding and historical uses of these terms. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and 
SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water 
can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store, 
regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or constructed lake, in which water is collected 
and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )  

234 Fountain, 
Tim/Jean 

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

234 Fountain, 
Tim/Jean 

3 See response to Common Issue 10. 

234 Fountain, 
Tim/Jean 

4 See response to Common Issue 4. Further, a pumping plant at Keechelus Reservoir is not feasible to provide 
the volume of water needed. Moreover, releases from Keechelus adversely impact fish habitat below 
Keechelus Dam to Lake Easton. 

235 Lewis, Ann 1 The SDEIS is a standalone document that can be read on its own, but it was prepared to supplement the 2015 
Draft EIS. 

236 Morrison, Lisa 1 Thank you for your comment. 
237 Hazard, Alyxandra 1 Thank you for your comment. 
238 Hazard, Emily 1 Thank you for your comment. 
239 Hazard, Kiefer 1 Thank you for your comment. 
240 Hazard, Morgan 1 Thank you for your comment. 
241 Hazard, Nick 1 Thank you for your comment. 
242 Hendren, Alec 1 Thank you for your comment. 
243 Johnson, Josie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
244 Halpin, Maggie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
245 Owens, JP 1 See response to Common Issue 4. 
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245 Owens, JP 2 See response to Common Issue 4. Roza and other potentially participating entities are currently improving 
canals to improve conservation. 

245 Owens, JP 3 See response to Common Issue 5. 
245 Owens, JP 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
245 Owens, JP 5 Groundwater storage is an element in the Integrated Plan selected alternative, and as such is part of the 

comprehensive strategy to address ecosystem restoration, water supply and climate change flexibility issues 
in the Yakima basin. 

245 Owens, JP 6 See response to Common Issue 4. 
245 Owens, JP 7 See response to Common Issue 4. 
245 Owens, JP 8 See response to Common Issue 8. 
245 Owens, JP 9 See response to Common Issue 9. 
245 Owens, JP 10 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
246 Rostron, Kaylin 1 Thank you for your comment. 
247 Johnson, Nancy 

and Joel 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

248 Upbliee, Jean 1 Wildlife would continue to have access to water under drought relief pumping. 
249 Rowe, James 1 Thank you for your comment. 
249 Rowe, James 2 See response to Common Issue 10. 
249 Rowe, James 3 Thank you for your comment. 
250 Wilson, Larry 1 Modeling used for environmental analysis included multi-year drought (1992 through 1994). Surface water 

resource impacts for multiple drought years are included in Section 4.3 and are results were used in other 
applicable impact assessments. 

250 Wilson, Larry 2 See response to Common Issue 8. 
250 Wilson, Larry 3 See response to Common Issue 17. 
250 Wilson, Larry 4 Operational impacts from the proposed project are addressed throughout Chapter 4 of the SDEIS. 
250 Wilson, Larry 5 The construction and operational impacts of the proposed project on wildlife are addressed in Section 4.8 and 

on groundwater in Section 4.5 of the EIS. 
250 Wilson, Larry 6 See response to Common Issue 10. 
250 Wilson, Larry 7 See response to Common Issue 4. 
250 Wilson, Larry 8 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
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250 Wilson, Larry 9 Habitat connectivity and migration routes discussed in Section 3.8.2 and impacts to migration in Section 4.8 
250 Wilson, Larry 10 Restoration scenarios referenced in Section 4.6 of the SDEIS are Big Kachess tributary connections to Lake 

Kachess (Gale, Thetis, and Lodge creeks. Information on potential restoration actions can be found in 
Reclamation 2005, Phase I Assessment Report Storage Dam Fish Passage Study Yakima Project, Washington, 
Technical Series No. PN-YDFP-001. U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation Pacific Northwest 
Region, Boise, Idaho, Chapter 5: Tributary Habitat Conditions. Future restoration actions could include 
removal of man-made barriers such as culverts and restoration of riparian and stream channel conditions 
that do not meet USFS Forest Plan standards. 

250 Wilson, Larry 11 The adverse effects to the zooplankton could adversely affect bull trout, an ESA-listed species. Mitigation 
measures for ESA Threatened and Endangered fish species related to changes in Kachess Reservoir water 
levels (and zooplankton), if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS which is 
ongoing, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 

250 Wilson, Larry 12 Actions would require review and approval of Ecology under the Clean Water Act. 
250 Wilson, Larry 13 In a typical year, the proposed alternatives for pumping and drawdown would typically begin around August, 

but depending on drought duration and severity could begin as early as June and may continue to pump while 
the reservoir is below the outlet works to meeting flow obligations ending in late September or early October. 
Most species spawn early enough in the year that larval stages would not be present in the lake in June, with 
the exception of Northern pike minnow that spawn in summer.  

250 Wilson, Larry 14 See response to Common Issue 16. 
250 Wilson, Larry 15 Both Kachess Reservoir and Keechelus Reservoir were both identified as containing PCBs in both the Draft EIS 

and the SDEIS. 
250 Wilson, Larry 16 See response to Common Issue 16. 
250 Wilson, Larry 17 It is unclear what the exact comment was that you heard during a particular public meeting, but we would like 

to respond that the statement about not increasing the amount of irrigated land is correct; consequently, no 
change was made to this FEIS. By way of explanation, if additional irrigated land or acres are proposed for 
addition to an existing Reclamation project area, that action is called an inclusion. An inclusion is viewed as a 
discretionary action undertaken by Reclamation and as such, it would require its own NEPA and other 
environmental reviews. No inclusion is proposed for this action.  

250 Wilson, Larry 18 See response to Common Issue 9. 
251 Aguilar, Bonnie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
252 Aigner, Rob 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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253 Canan, Mike 1 See response to Common Issue 4. 
254 Kitchell, Sarah 1 Thank you for your comment. 
254 Kitchell, Sarah 2 See response to Common Issue 8. 
254 Kitchell, Sarah 3 See response to Common Issue 10. 
254 Kitchell, Sarah 4 Thank you for your comment. 
254 Kitchell, Sarah 5 Thank you for your comment. 
255 Clark, Dennis 1 Thank you for your comment. 
255 Clark, Dennis 2 Thank you for the comment. Although Alternative 4 from the DEIS is no longer under consideration in the 

SDEIS, Alternatives 5A, 5B and 5C evaluate construction and operation of both KDRPP and the KKC North 
Tunnel alignment. 

255 Clark, Dennis 3 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

256 Klebanoff, Mark 1 Thank you for your comment. 
257 Berline, Michael 1 Thank you for your comment. 
258 Fox, Lucia 1 Thank you for your comment. 
259 Grinius-Hill, Sue 1 Thank you for your comment. 
260 Halvorson, Henry 1 The purpose and need for the proposed action are described in the EIS Executive Summary and in Section 1.3. 
261 Mulqueeny, 

Kara/Shawn 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

262 Poulin, Baraka 1 Power requirements for the East Shore and South Pumping Plants (Alternatives 2 and 3) were estimated 
during the feasibility study of KDRPP performed in 2014. They account for years when pumping is not 
required; years when drought-relief pumping is performed; and years when refill operations are under way. 
The power cost reported in Table 2-5 of the SDEIS shows results for those two alternatives. The power cost for 
the floating pumping plant (Alternative 4) was a rough estimate using engineering judgment. It is based on 
changes in the pumping units and physical configuration of Alternative 4 in comparison with Alternatives 2 
and 3. All values are discounted over the 100 year period analyzed. The $5M power cost shown for Alternative 
4 is equivalent to approximately $17.5M over the 100 year period without discounting. 

262 Poulin, Baraka 2 Thank you for your comment. Executive Order 13783 (March 28, 2017) withdrew documents regarding social 
cost of carbon as no longer consistent with government policy. GHG and climate change assessment was 
retained in the SDEIS and FEIS based on public scoping and at the request of Ecology, but did not include using 
social cost of carbon as an assessment tool. 
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262 Poulin, Baraka 3 To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in 
supported documents referenced in the EIS. The Preferred Alternative is substantially lower in cost than 
$450M and would not be funded by taxpayers. 

262 Poulin, Baraka 4 Specific cost were not developed for this EIS, however slope stability will be monitored and erosion control 
will be implemented, as needed. See response to Issue 12 (Slope Stability) 

263 Shirley, Amy 1 Thank you for your comment. 
264 Brill, Gary 1 Thank you for your comment. 
265 Cook, Paul 1 Thank you for your comment. 
266 Villa, Steve 1 See response to Common Issue 4. 
267 Wolcott, Kevin 1 Thank you for your comment. 
268 MacLeod, 

Malcolm 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

269 Batson, Maggie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
270 Day, Phil 1 Thank you for your comment. 
270 Day, Phil 2 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
270 Day, Phil 3 See response to Common Issue 10. 
270 Day, Phil 4 The DEIS evaluates the socioeconomic impacts of the alternatives. It is not intended to serve, nor is it required 

to serve as a benefit-cost analysis of the project (40 CFR 1502.23). Other documents prepared by Reclamation 
and Ecology serve this function, and are cited in the EIS. 

270 Day, Phil 5 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  

270 Day, Phil 6 See response to Common Issue 17. 
270 Day, Phil 7 See response to Common Issue 10. 
270 Day, Phil 8 Runoff water coming into lower Kittitas County during the spring supplies irrigation demands and 

supplements downstream Yakima River instream flows. 
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270 Day, Phil 9 See response to Common Issue 4. 
270 Day, Phil 10 Thank you for your comment. 
271 Giaudrone, 

Edward 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

271 Giaudrone, 
Edward 

2 See response to Common Issue 4. 

271 Giaudrone, 
Edward 

3 See response to Common Issue 4. 

272 Gorski, Adam 1 See response to Common Issue 4. 
273 Morrison, Lisa 1 Thank you for your comment. 
274 Mulqueeny, 

Kara/Shawn 
1 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The 
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments 
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an 
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous 
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, 
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. 
Section 5 of the Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

274 Mulqueeny, 
Kara/Shawn 

2 A water supply of 70 percent of proratable water rights during a drought year would provide a minimally 
acceptable supply to prevent severe economic losses to farmers. This number was reached following 
extensive discussions with stakeholders regarding the lowest level of water supply that could be 
accommodated without catastrophic losses to crops, assuming aggressive water management techniques 
were employed. This 70 percent threshold is similar to the State of Washington’s definition of a drought 
condition contained in RCW 43.83B.400, which recognizes a drought when water supply for a significant 
portion of a geographic area falls below 75 percent of normal and is likely to cause undue hardship for various 
water uses and users. 

275 North, Rick 1 Thank you for your comment. 
275 North, Rick 2 See response to Common Issue 17. 
275 North, Rick 3 See response to Common Issue 10. 
275 North, Rick 4 Runoff water coming into lower Kittitas County during the spring supplies irrigation demands and 

supplements downstream Yakima River instream flows. 
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275 North, Rick 5 See response to Common Issue 4. 
276 Owens, Cliff 1 Thank you for your comment. 
276 Owens, Cliff 2 Thank you for your comment. 
276 Owens, Cliff 3 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
276 Owens, Cliff 4 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
276 Owens, Cliff 5 Thank you for your comment. 
277 Owens, CC 1 Thank you for your comment. 
277 Owens, CC 2 Thank you for your comment. 
277 Owens, CC 3 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
277 Owens, CC 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
277 Owens, CC 5 Thank you for your comment. 
278 Owens, JP 1 Thank you for your comment. 
278 Owens, JP 2 Thank you for your comment. 
278 Owens, JP 3 Thank you for your comment. 
278 Owens, JP 4 See response to Common Issue 8. 
278 Owens, JP 5 Thank you for your comment. 
279 Owens, J 1 Thank you for your comment. 
279 Owens, J 2 Thank you for your comment. 
279 Owens, J 3 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
279 Owens, J 4 See response to Common Issue 10. 
279 Owens, J 5 See response to Common Issue 8. 
280 Owens, Jo 1 Thank you for your comment. 
280 Owens, Jo 2 Thank you for your comment. 
280 Owens, Jo 3 See response to Common Issue 10. 
280 Owens, Jo 4 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
280 Owens, Jo 5 See response to Common Issue 4. 
281 Owens, Rachel 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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281 Owens, Rachel 2 Thank you for your comment. 
281 Owens, Rachel 3 As shown in Table 4-36 of the SDEIS, under Alternatives 5A, 5B or 5C an average annual volume of 81,170 

acre-feet would be transferred from Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir with a maximum annual 
volume transferred of 143,758 acre-feet. 

281 Owens, Rachel 4 Snow removal activities along I-90 are outside of the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement. 
281 Owens, Rachel 5 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
282 Owens, Stephanie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
282 Owens, Stephanie 2 Thank you for your comment. 
282 Owens, Stephanie 3 This EIS is the environmental study of the proposed project. 
282 Owens, Stephanie 4 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
282 Owens, Stephanie 5 Thank you for your comment. 
283 Ryynanen, Dan 1 See response to Common Issue 9. 
283 Ryynanen, Dan 2 See response to Common Issue 15. 
283 Ryynanen, Dan 3 The effects of climate change on fish is considered and described in Section 4.6 of the SDEIS. 
283 Ryynanen, Dan 4 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 

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

283 Ryynanen, Dan 5 See response to Common Issues 8 and 12. 
283 Ryynanen, Dan 6 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. How they fund the project is outside the scope of the EIS. However, 
Reclamation expects that any authorization will contain provisions that ensure financial responsibility for all 
mitigation.  

284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 1 See response to Common Issue 3. 
284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 2 See response to Common Issue 8. 
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284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 3 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  

284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 4 Whenever the reservoir falls below the existing gravity outlet, the water stored cannot be delivered to 
downstream users except by pumping. During the refill period, there will be times when this occurs, and 
pumping will be needed to satisfy contracts for water deliveries downstream. 

284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 5 See response to Common Issue 4. 
284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 6 See response to Common Issue 17. 
284 Ryynanen, Dan 7 As described in Section 2.5.1.1, the floating pumping plan intake will be 18 feet below the water surface. 

Impacts to Lake Kachess water temperature are discussed in Section 4.4.6.2 of the SDEIS. The effects of the 
change in water temperature on bull trout are discussed in Section 4.6.6.2 of the SDEIS. Pumping large 
volumes of warm water from near-surface depths would improve the general thermal conditions for growth 
for cold water salmonid species in Kachess Reservoir like bull trout, however Overall, the potential benefits 
of improved thermal conditions for growth are not expected to be significant because of the loss of 
zooplankton production that is also anticipated under Alternative 4. 

284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 7 See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential 
impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of 
the water right permitting process  

284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 8 Operations during the project’s construction periods will need to be planned carefully to manage impacts to 
water users, the flip-flop operation and associated fisheries resources. Details of the temporary construction-
related drawdown would be developed during a subsequent design stage, in consultation with Yakima Project 
users, state and federal fish and wildlife agencies and the Yakama Nation. 

284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 9 Disposal areas have yet to be identified; for this SDEIS analysis, Reclamation assumed the offsite location 
would be within 10 miles of the Keechelus Reservoir. An existing quarry near Keechelus Dam may be available 
for disposing of the crushed material excavated from the tunnel. Depending on construction timing, WSDOT 
could potentially use the material as fill for the I-90 improvement project. Reclamation would ensure that all 
required permits and clearances are obtained for use of any material disposal area(s). 
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284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 10 As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may 
occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality). 
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing 
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)." 
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake 
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with 
fish foraging and growth. 

284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 11 No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.  
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout 
much of the areas surrounding the project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied 
by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess east shore and they have never been 
detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction 
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered 
to have no potential effects on northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are 
present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm. 

284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 12 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. 
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to 
recreation. 

284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 13 The SDEIS presents impacts based on preliminary designs to provide a reasonable comparison of alternatives. 
Specific areas and costs easements or other property acquisition would be confirmed as part of final design of 
a selected alternative. 

284 Tsuneoka, Junichi 14 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

1 As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 
years after a drought. Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs to refill 
Kachess Reservoir after a drought while meeting Project obligations. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further 
information. 
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285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

2 The long-term effects of the proposed project are outlined in Chapter 4 of the EIS. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

3 Many bull trout undertake spawning migrations as early as mid-July, when tributaries may still have adequate 
flow, then hold until spawning in September and October. Other bull trout may attempt to migrate upstream 
just before spawning and if prevented from access to high quality spawning areas may attempt to spawn in 
lower quality habitat near their natal tributary, or may stray into other tributaries.  

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

4 See response to Common Issue 17. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

5 See response to Common Issue 10. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

6 Thank you for your comment. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

7 See response to Common Issue 8. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

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

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

9 Thank you for your comment. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

10 Water will remain in Kachess Reservoir under all foreseeable conditions. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for 
additional detail. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

11 The alternatives under consideration are outlined in Chapter 2 of the SDEIS. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

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

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

13 See response to Common Issue 7. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

14 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged. 
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project. 
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285 Tsuneoka, Junichi 15 It is Reclamation policy to avoid impacts and leave cultural materials in place. If that is not feasible cultural 
materials will be recovered scientifically in advance of construction. Recovered materials will be curated at a 
museum which meets federal standards. As part of Section 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to 
implement a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and 
land management implications to cultural resources. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

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

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

16 Thank you for your comment. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

17 Thank you for your comment. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

18 See response to Common Issue 4. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

19 Thank you for your comment. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

20 Currently no anadromous salmon exist in Lake Kachess. Reintroduction of anadromous salmon into upper 
Yakima Basin reservoirs is occurring first in Cle Elum Reservoir. At this time, a plan to reintroduce anadromous 
salmon to Lake Kachess has not been developed. Effects to resident salmonids like bull trout, kokanee, 
rainbow trout and cutthroat trout are discussed in the SDEIS, section 4.6. 

285 Ferguson, Don 
and Carol 

21 Thank you for your comment. 

286 Thompson, Raylan 1 Thank you for your comment. 
287 Bernhardt, 

Kathryn 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

287 Bernhardt, 
Kathryn 

2 As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 
years after a drought. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information. 

288 Fountain, Nikki 1 Thank you for your comment. 
289 Jelovich, Joslynn 1 Thank you for your comment. 
290 Leavitt, Loralee 1 Thank you for your comment. 
291 Owens, JR 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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291 Owens, JR 2 Thank you for your comment. 
291 Owens, JR 3 Thank you for your comment. 
291 Owens, JR 4 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
292 Owens, RB 1 Thank you for your comment. 
292 Owens, RB 2 Thank you for your comment. 
292 Owens, RB 3 Thank you for your comment. 
293 Owens, CC 1 Thank you for your comment. 
293 Owens, CC 2 Thank you for your comment. 
293 Owens, CC 3 Thank you for your comment. 
293 Owens, CC 4 See response to Common Issue 8. 
293 Owens, CC 5 Thank you for your comment. 
293 Owens, CC 6 Thank you for your comment. 
294 Owens, Cliff 1 Thank you for your comment. 
294 Owens, Cliff 2 Thank you for your comment. 
294 Owens, Cliff 3 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 

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

294 Owens, Cliff 4 Thank you for your comment. 
294 Owens, cliff 5 Thank you for your comment. 
294 Owens, Cliff 6 See response to Common Issue 4. 
294 Owens, Cliff 7 Thank you for your comment. 
295 Owens, JR 1 Thank you for your comment. 
295 Owens, JR 2 Thank you for your comment. 
295 Owens, JR 3 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
296 Owens, JR 1 Thank you for your comment. 
296 Owens, JR 2 Thank you for your comment. 
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296 Owens, JR 3 As shown in Table 4-36 of the SDEIS, under Alternatives 5A, 5B or 5C an average annual volume of 81,170 
acre-feet would be transferred from Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir with a maximum annual 
volume transferred of 143,758 acre-feet. 

296 Owens, JR 4 Thank you for your comment. 
297 Anderson, 

Meghan 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

297 Anderson, 
Meghan 

2 Climate change is specifically considered with respect to water. Sections 3.12 and 4.12 of the SDEIS provide 
descriptions of the effects of climate change. With respect to your comment on No Solar on our Farm Lands, 
this part of your comment is beyond to scope of the action analyzed in this EIS, but your comment has been 
noted and will be included in the record for this EIS. 

298 Bickford, Alice 1 Thank you for your comment. 
299 Brandt, Gordon 1 Thank you for your comment. 
299 Brandt, Gordon 2 See response to Common Issue 8. 
299 Brandt, Gordon 3 See response to Common Issue 3. 
299 Brandt, Gordon 4 See response to Common Issue 8. 
299 Brandt, Gordon 5 Following the Draft EIS, Ecology conducted a review of groundwater elevations around Kachess Lake, 

downstream of the reservoir, Lake Easton will continue to serve as a recharge boundary and maintain 
groundwater levels near the lake.  

299 Brandt, Gordon 6 Estimation of the number of bull trout that could potentially be encountered and/or killed in construction and 
operation of the preferred alternative will be calculated in consultation with USFWS under the Endangered 
Species Act. Consultation with The USFWS and NMFS which is ongoing, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the 
SDEIS. 

299 Brandt, Gordon 7 See response to Common Issue 11. 
299 Brandt, Gordon 8 See response to Common Issue 4. 
299 Brandt, Gordon 9 See response to Common Issue 17. 
299 Brandt, Gordon 10 See response to Common Issue 3. 
299 Brandt, Gordon 11 Disposal areas have yet to be identified; for this SDEIS analysis, Reclamation assumed the offsite location 

would be within 10 miles of the Keechelus Reservoir. An existing quarry near Keechelus Dam may be available 
for disposing of the crushed material excavated from the tunnel. Depending on construction timing, WSDOT 
could potentially use the material as fill for the I-90 improvement project. Reclamation would ensure that all 
required permits and clearances are obtained for use of any material disposal area(s). 
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299 Brandt, Gordon 12 As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may 
occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality). 
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing 
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)." 
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake 
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with 
fish foraging and growth. 

299 Brandt, Gordon 13 No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.  
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout 
much of the areas surrounding the project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied 
by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess east shore and they have never been 
detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction 
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered 
to have no potential effects on northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are 
present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm. 

299 Brandt, Gordon 14 See response to Common Issue 16. 
299 Brandt, Gordon 15 Acquisition of real property interests based on design concepts for the alternatives are summarized in Section 

4.15 of the SDEIS. Reclamation would comply with Federal property acquisition policies. Reclamation would 
survey properties before construction to determine whether acquisition is required. Reclamation would follow 
the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
USC 4601) and the procedures described in the 2003 Reclamation Manual Directives and Standards LND 06-01 
for any property or easement acquisition. 

299 Brandt, Gordon 16 The DEIS used the 2012 303(d) list, which was the most updated list at the time of the report. The SDEIS used 
the 2014 303(d) list, which was published between the releases of the DEIS and the SDEIS. As noted in Table 3-
9 of the SDEIS, PCBs were listed due to being found in fish tissue and do not have a known source. PCBs were 
found in fish throughout the river and the reservoirs; downstream Yakima River fish were found to have 
higher levels of PCBs than upper Yakima River and reservoir fish. 
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299 Brandt, Gordon 17 It is Reclamation policy to avoid impacts and leave cultural materials in place. If that is not feasible cultural 
materials will be recovered scientifically in advance of construction. Recovered materials will be curated at a 
museum which meets federal standards. As part of Section 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to 
implement a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and 
land management implications to cultural resources. 

299 Brandt, Gordon 18 Normal reservoir operations would continue during construction, and Kachess Reservoir would not be drawn 
down for construction purposes below the current operations drawdown. 

299 Brandt, Gordon 19 See response to Common Issue 3. 
300 Carmody, Tom 1 Thank you for this comment about the terms lake and reservoir. The comment has been noted and will be 

included in the record for this EIS; however, the requested change was not made to this FEIS due to the 
common, public understanding and historical uses of these terms. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and 
SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water 
can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store, 
regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or constructed lake, in which water is collected 
and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R) 

301 Curd, Kevin 1 Thank you for your comment. 
302 Fountain, Jean 1 Thank you for your comment. 
302 Fountain, Jean 2 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not 

included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project. Roza Irrigation District and potentially other
participating proratable irrigation districts would fund the project.

302 Fountain, Jean 3 See response to Common Issue 16. 
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303 Gorchels, Chris 1 Thank you for this comment about the terms lake and reservoir. The comment has been noted and will be 
included in the record for this EIS; however, the requested change was not made to this FEIS due to the 
common, public understanding and historical uses of these terms. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and 
SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water 
can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store, 
regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or constructed lake, in which water is collected 
and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R ) 

304 Gorchels, Kay 1 Thank you for your comment. 
304 Gorchels, Kay 2 Throughout Section 4.3 of the SDEIS, details were added that describe impacts to streamflow and water 

levels during refill periods. 
305 Owens, CC 1 Thank you for your comment. 
305 Owens, CC 2 Thank you for your comment. 
305 Gorchels, Kay 3 Thank you for your comment. 
305 Owens, CC 3 Thank you for your comment. 
305 Owens, CC 4 Thank you for your comment. 
305 Owens, CC 5 See response to Common Issue 16. 
305 Owens, CC 6 Thank you for your comment. 
306 Owens, Jaxon 1 Thank you for your comment. 
306 Owens, Jaxon 2 Thank you for your comment. 
306 Owens, Jaxon 3 See response to Common Issue 16. 
306 Owens, Jaxon 4 Thank you for your comment. 
307 Owens, JP 1 Thank you for your comment. 
307 Owens, JP 2 Thank you for your comment. 
307 Owens, JP 3 See response to Common Issue 16. 
307 Owens, JP 4 Thank you for your comment. 
308 Owens, JR 1 Thank you for your comment. 
308 Owens, JR 2 Thank you for your comment. 
308 Owens, JR 3 Thank you for your comment. 
308 Owens, JR 4 Thank you for your comment. 
308 Owens, JR 5 See response to Common Issue 16. 
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308 Owens, JR 6 Thank you for your comment. 
309 Owens, Stephanie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
309 Owens, Stephanie 2 Thank you for your comment. 
309 Owens, Stephanie 3 See response to Common Issue 16. 
309 Owens, Stephanie 4 Thank you for your comment. 
310 Reeves, Tina 1 Thank you for your comment. 
310 Reeves, Tina 2 Thank you for your comment. 
310 Reeves, Tina 3 See response to Common Issue 10. 
310 Reeves, Tina 4 Thank you for your comment. 
311 Aresu, Avery M. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
311 Aresu, Avery M. 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
311 Aresu, Avery M. 3 Thank you for your comment. 
312 Baker, Chris 1 Thank you for your comment. 
313 Buri, Sarah 1 Thank you for your comment. 
313 Buri, Sarah 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
314 Dill, Joseph 1 Thank you for your comment. 
314 Dill, Joseph 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
315 Fountain, Jean 1 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

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

315 Fountain, Jean 2 See response to Common Issue 9. 
315 Fountain, Jean 3 Thank you for your comment. 
316 Fountain, Jean 1 Thank you for your comment. 
316 Fountain, Jean 2 Thank you for your comment. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 2 See response to Common Issue 8. 
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317 Gienger, Lonnie 3 Following the Draft EIS, Ecology conducted a review of groundwater elevations around Kachess Lake, 
downstream of the reservoir, Lake Easton will continue to serve as a recharge boundary and maintain 
groundwater levels near the lake.  

317 Gienger, Lonnie 4 Thank you for your comment. This FEIS has been updated to include more specific information on private 
property and homes in the project area. 

317 Gienger, Lonnie 5 See response to Common Issue 9. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 6 See Appendix F of the Final EIS. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 7 See responses to Common Issues 4 and 5. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 8 See response to Common Issue 2. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 9 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not 

included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.

317 Gienger, Lonnie 10 See response to Common Issue 11. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 11 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 12 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 13 Individual farmers make independent decisions about which crops they plant and the benefits or costs of 

those plantings. Such decisions are beyond the scope of this EIS. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 14 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
317 Gienger, Lonnie 15 As co-lead agencies, Reclamation and Ecology jointly prepared these responses to comments. And you will 

receive this FEIS and ROD when they are released. 
318 Hamilton, Laura 

Lottman 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

319 Harris, Kirk 1 Thank you for your comment. 
319 Harris, Kirk 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
319 Harris, Kirk 3 Thank you for your comment. 
320 Hoover, Mark 1 Thank you for your comment. 
321 Lavrentyev, Larisa 1 Thank you for your comment. 
322 Lavrentyev, Max 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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323 Lavrentyev, 
Sergey 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

324 Lawton, Nancy 1 Thank you for the comment, as well as the attached photos of turf lawn. The comment and photos will be 
included in the record for this EIS. Please note that Reclamation project water is delivered to contractors 
primarily for agricultural purposes, although municipalities may also receive project water. 

325 Lewis, Katie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
325 Lewis, Katie 2 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 

list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

325 Lewis, Katie 3 See response to Common Issue 4. 
325 Lewis, Katie 4 See response to Common Issue 17. 
325 Lewis, Katie 5 See response to Common Issue 14. 
325 Lewis, Katie 6 See response to Common Issue 9. 
325 Lewis, Katie 7 See response to Common Issue 8. 
325 Lewis, Katie 8 See response to Common Issue 9. 
325 Lewis, Katie 9 See response to Common Issue 10. 
325 Lewis, Katie 10 See response to Common Issue 10. 
325 Lewis, Katie 11 See response to Common Issue 16. 
325 Lewis, Katie 12 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
325 Lewis, Katie 13 As described in Section 4.3.4.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir could be below the existing outlet level for 

multiple years in a row during a multi-year drought. 
325 Lewis, Katie 14 See response to Common Issue 7. 
325 Lewis, Katie 15 Thank you for your comment. 
326 Owens, Cliff 1 Thank you for your comment. 
327 Owens, Cliff 1 Thank you for your comment. 
327 Owens, Cliff 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
328 Phillips, Patricia 1 Thank you for your comment. 
329 Richter, Jenna 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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329 Richter, Jenna 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
330 Owens, Jaxon 1 Thank you for your comment. 
330 Owens, Jaxon 2 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
330 Owens, Jaxon 3 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged. 
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project. 

331 Owens, Joann 1 Thank you for your comment. 
331 Owens, Joann 2 See response to Common Issue 9. 
331 Owens, Joann 3 See response to Common Issue 8. 
331 Owens, Joann 4 See response to Common Issue 8. 
331 Owens, Joann 5 See response to Common Issue 10. 
331 Owens, Joann 6 Thank you for your comment. 
331 Owens, Joann 7 Thank you for your comment. 
332 Owens, J.P. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
332 Owens, J.P. 2 See response to Common Issue 9. 
332 Owens, J.P. 3 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
333 Owens, J.R. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
334 Owens, Rachel 1 Thank you for your comment. 
334 Owens, Rachel 2 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

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

334 Owens, Rachel 3 See response to Common Issue 8. 
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334 Owens, Rachel 4 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )  

335 Owens, R.L. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
336 Owens, R.L. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
337 Owens, Stephanie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
337 Owens, Stephanie 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
337 Owens, Stephanie 3 Kittitas Reclamation District has embarked on a program to increase canal efficiencies. In addition, the 

Integrated Plan contains a comprehensive package of strategies to address ecosystem restoration, water 
supply, and climate change flexibility issues in the Yakima River Basin. It includes seven elements, including 
surface water storage and groundwater storage, and enhanced water conservation (see Section 1.2.3). As 
such, the Integrated Plan evaluated, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of 
alternative strategies to address identified needs, including conservation, storage, water marketing, and other 
methods. The Integrated Plan Final Programmatic EIS (March 2012) assessed impacts from all seven elements. 
In July 2013, Reclamation published the Record of Decision (2013 Integrated Plan ROD) to implement the 
Integrated Plan in cooperation with Ecology and other Federal, State, local, and Tribal partners. The selected 
alternative presented in the 2013 Integrated Plan ROD implements the Integrated Plan, and identifies specific 
actions for further analysis in tiered NEPA reviews. The project-level Draft EIS and SDEIS on KKC and KDRPP 
address impacts of these projects, and as such do not evaluate other elements identified in the Integrated 
Plan’s selected alternative. However the interrelationships are described in Section 2.1 of the SDEIS.  

337 Owens, Stephanie 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
337 Owens, Stephanie 5 See response to Common Issue 4. 
337 Owens, Stephanie 6 See response to Common Issue 4. 
337 Owens, Stephanie 7 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
337 Owens, Stephanie 8 See response to Common Issue 4. 
337 Owens, Stephanie 9 Thank you for your comment. 
337 Owens, Stephanie 10 Cle Elum will be raised by approximately 3 feet, which is not part of this proposed action. 
337 Owens, Stephanie 11 Thank you for your comment. 
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338 Owens, S.L. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
339 Phillips, John 1 Thank you for your comment. 
340 Smith, Rachel 1 Thank you for your comment. 
340 Smith, Rachel 2 Thank you for your comment. 
340 Smith, Rachel 3 Thank you for your comment. 
341 Aguilar, Bonnie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
342 Aiken, Michael 1 Thank you for your comment. 
342 Aiken, Michael 2 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 

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

342 Aiken, Michael 3 See response to Common Issue 9. 
342 Aiken, Michael 4 Thank you for your comment. 
342 Aiken, Michael 5 See response to Common Issue 8. 
342 Aiken, Michael 6 See response to Common Issue 4. 
342 Aiken, Michael 7 See response to Common Issue 10. 
342 Aiken, Michael 8 As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 

years after a drought. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information. 
342 Aiken, Michael 9 Thank you for your comment. 
342 Aiken, Michael 10 Thank you for your comment. 
343 Albulet, Michelle 1 Thank you for your comment. 
344 Aresu, Diana E. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
345 Aresu, Tony 1 Thank you for your comment. 
346 Avdeyev, Inna 1 Thank you for your comment. 
347 Baldi, Gloria and 

Jeb 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

347 Baldi, Gloria and 
Jeb 

2 Thank you for your comment. 
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347 Baldi, Gloria and 
Jeb 

3 Throughout Section 4.3 of the DEIS, details were added that describe impacts to streamflow and water levels 
during refill periods. 

347 Baldi, Gloria and 
Jeb 

4 The effects of lowered water elevations on connections between Lake Kachess and tributary streams have 
been quantified in terms of days in which water elevation falls below critical elevations, summarized in section 
4.3 and table 4-4 of the SDEIS. An increase in drawdown with the proposed alternatives is likely to have an 
adverse impact on connectivity between the lake and tributaries and associated adverse impact on fish, 
including bull trout. When Keechelus Reservoir level falls below elevation 2,466, bull trout access to its 
tributaries is adversely affected. This impact is summarized in Table 4-4. For all alternatives, Keechelus 
Reservoir typically falls below elevation 2,466 from August to November. Under Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C, 
Keechelus Reservoir levels would fall below elevation 2,466 in 11 fewer years than under Alternative 1 (from 
80 years for Alternative 1 to 69 years for Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) but for an additional 5 days per year in 
years Keechelus Reservoir levels fall below elevation 2,466.  

347 Baldi, Gloria and 
Jeb 

5 The effects of lowered water elevations on connections between Lake Kachess and tributary streams have 
been quantified in terms of days in which water elevation falls below critical elevations, summarized in section 
4.3 and table 4-4 of the SDEIS. An increase in drawdown with the proposed alternatives is likely to have an 
adverse impact on connectivity between the lake and tributaries and associated adverse impact on fish, 
including bull trout. When Keechelus Reservoir level falls below elevation 2,466, bull trout access to its 
tributaries is adversely affected. This impact is summarized in Table 4-4. For all alternatives, Keechelus 
Reservoir typically falls below elevation 2,466 from August to November. Under Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C, 
Keechelus Reservoir levels would fall below elevation 2,466 in 11 fewer years than under Alternative 1 (from 
80 years for Alternative 1 to 69 years for Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) but for an additional 5 days per year in 
years Keechelus Reservoir levels fall below elevation 2,466.  

347 Baldi, Gloria and 
Jeb 

6 The groundwater elevation around Kachess is approximately 60 feet below the ground surface. The effects of 
drawdown under KDRPP on groundwater would not impact the forest surrounding Kachess Reservoir. 

347 Baldi, Gloria and 
Jeb 

7 See response to Common Issue 16. 

347 Baldi, Gloria and 
Jeb 

8 Thank you for your comment. 

347 Baldi, Gloria and 
Jeb 

9 Thank you for your comment. 

348 Beaty, Rebecca M. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

3 See response to Common Issue 4. 

349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

4 See response to Common Issue 4. 

349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

5 See responses to Common Issue 8 and 12 

349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

6 See response to Common Issue 8. 

349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

7 This EIS serves as the assessment of the environmental impacts. 

349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

8 Mitigation measures for ESA Threatened and Endangered fish species, including for bull trout habitat 
fragmentation, if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS which is ongoing, 
as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 

349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

9 Reclamation is working with the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes in regards to potential 
impacts to resources of tribal concern, and they are consulted with on a continual basis. It is Reclamation 
policy to avoid impacts and leave cultural materials in place, if at all possible. As part of Section 110 
responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to implement a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to 
address ongoing and future operational and land management implications to cultural resources. 

349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

10 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. 
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to 
recreation. 

349 Benediktsson, 
Lynn 

11 Thank you for your comment. 

350 Benediktsson, 
Tom 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

350 Benediktsson, 
Tom 

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

3 See response to Common Issue 4. 

350 Benediktsson, 
Tom 

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

350 Benediktsson, 
Tom 

5 Sections 3.12 and 4.12 describe the implication of climate change on reservoir operations, including refill for 
action alternatives.

350 Benediktsson, 
Tom 

6 Yes, pumping will draw the reservoir pool down below the pool level of the original lake. See Appendix F of 
the Final EIS. 

350 Benediktsson, 
Tom 

7 See response to Common Issue 8. 

350 Benediktsson, 
Tom 

8 See response to Common Issue 10. 

350 Benediktsson, 
Tom 

9 Drought relief pumping would expose areas and make them susceptible to erosion. As noted in Section 4.2: 
Under all alternatives, drawdown associated with the operation of KDRPP would result in exposure of up to 
about 628 acres of shoreline at Kachess Reservoir. If reservoir rim stability or erosion are identified following 
drawdown, Reclamation would implement erosion control measures to minimize the impacts. 

350 Benediktsson, 
Tom 

10 Thank you for your comment. 

351 Bondarenko, Raya 1 Thank you for your comment. 
352 Brewer, Lynn 1 Thank you for your comment. 
352 Brewer, Lynn 2 See response to Common Issue 8. 
352 Brewer, Lynn 3 Thank you for attaching the geological assessment of your well. We have reviewed it and it will be included in 

the project record for this EIS. 
352 Brewer, Lynn 4 Thank you for your comment. 
352 Brewer, Lynn 5 Risks of contamination to groundwater from project-related activities are very low. Such risks and proposed 

measures to avoid and minimize risks are described in Section 4.5 of this FEIS. 
353 de la Chapelle, 

Charlie 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

353 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

2 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 
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353 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

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

353 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

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

353 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

5 Thank you for your comment. 

353 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

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

354 Duncanson, 
Harold 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

354 Duncanson, 
Harold 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

354 Duncanson, 
Harold 

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

354 Duncanson, 
Harold 

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

354 Duncanson, 
Harold 

5 See response to Common Issue 16. 
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354 Duncanson, 
Harold 

6 See response to Common Issue 4. 

354 Duncanson, 
Harold 

7 Thank you for your comment. 

355 Elder, James and 
Barbara 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

356 Erickson, Brandon 1 Thank you for your comment. 
357 Fountain, AP 1 See response to Common Issue 4. 
357 Fountain, AP 2 Thank you for your comment. 
358 Fountain, Tim 1 See response to Common Issue 9. 
358 Fountain, Tim 2 As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 

years after a drought. Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs to refill 
Kachess Reservoir after a drought while meeting Project obligations. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further 
information. 

358 Fountain, Tim 3 Thank you for your comment. 
359 Garrison, Neil and 

Tom 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

359 Garrison, Neil and 
Tom 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

359 Garrison, Neil and 
Tom 

3 Thank you for your comment. 

359 Garrison, Neil and 
Tom 

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

359 Garrison, Neil and 
Tom 

5 Thank you for your comment. 
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360 Gienger, Shelley 1 Thank you for your comment. 
360 Gienger, Shelley 2 See response to Common Issue 9. 
360 Gienger, Shelley 3 Thank you for your comment. 
360 Gienger, Shelley 4 Thank you for your comment. 
360 Gienger, Shelley 5 See response to Common Issue 9. 
360 Gienger, Shelley 6 Thank you for your comment. 
361 Gold, Raelene 1 Thank you for your comment. 
361 Gold, Raelene 2 Thank you for your comment 
361 Gold, Raelene 3 Thank you for your comment. 
361 Gold, Raelene 4 See response to Common Issue 9. 
361 Gold, Raelene 5 See response to Common Issue 8. 
361 Gold, Raelene 6 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

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

361 Gold, Raelene 7 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been 
coordinated with WDFW. 

361 Gold, Raelene 8 WDFW’s Priority Habitat and Species database has been reviewed by Reclamation to assess the presence of 
any freshwater mussels in Kachess Reservoir. As a result, no documentation was found. Neither of these 
species are recognized by the USFS and BLM as species of conservation and population viability concern. As 
the project is implemented project proponents will work with Federal and state agencies to consider potential 
impacts to mussels. 

361 Gold, Raelene 9 Thank you for your comment. 
362 Gratama, Candace 1 Thank you for your comment. 
362 Gratama, Candace 2 Thank you for your comment. 
362 Gratama, Candace 3 Thank you for your comment. 
362 Gratama, Candace 4 Thank you for your comment. 
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362 Gratama, Candace 5 See response to Common Issue 4. 
362 Gratama, Candace 6 See response to Common Issue 9. 
362 Gratama, Candace 7 See response to Common Issue 16. 
362 Gratama, Candace 8 See response to Common Issue 10. 
362 Gratama, Candace 9 The DEIS and SDEIS both state in Section 4.3.2 that Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 

2 to 5 years after a drought. The mention of a 20-year cycle in the DEIS (and SDEIS) is the replacement time of 
pumps and associated equipment. 

362 Gratama, Candace 10 See response to Common Issue 8. 
363 Greben, Oleg 1 Thank you for your comment. 
364 Greben, Paul and 

Galina 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

364 Greben, Paul and 
Galina 

2 Thank you (as well as commenters 412, 453) for attaching a photograph of what appears to be organic 
matter—not solid waste. While we cannot comment on whether this particular substance would be classified 
as a pollutant under the legal definition at 33 USC §1362(6), please be assured that the WDFW maintains the 
fish passage at Box Canyon Creek in compliance with all applicable sections of the Clean Water Act and all 
applicable state and local laws.  

364 Greben, Paul and 
Galina 

3 Impacts from the artificial channel from Lake Kachess to Box Canyon Creek are outside the scope of this EIS. 

365 Guilfoyle, Josh 1 Thank you for your comment. 
365 Guilfoyle, Josh 2 As stated in Section 4.3.2, under KDRPP, Kachess Reservoir water levels would be below the existing low level 

outlet in portions of 32 to 34 years (out of 91 years modeled). This assumes the full 200,000 acre-feet, which is 
a maximum pumping scenario. See Appendix F for additional information on frequency and magnitude of 
operational scenarios. 

365 Guilfoyle, Josh 3 Reclamation and Ecology determined that, at this time, the benefits of KKC in terms of enhancing water 
supply did not merit its consideration as a standalone project. However, the contribution to refill of Kachess 
Reservoir when KDRPP would operate warranted consideration as a component of KDRPP. See Section 1.5.4. 

365 Guilfoyle, Josh 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
366 Halwachs, Carrera 1 Thank you for your comment. 
366 Halwachs, Carrera 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
366 Halwachs, Carrera 3 See response to Common Issue 8. 
366 Halwachs, Carrera 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
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366 Halwachs, Carrera 5 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

366 Halwachs, Carrera 6 Impacts to wildlife habitat is described in Section 4.8 of the SDEIS. 
366 Halwachs, Carrera 7 See response to Common Issue 10. 
367 Hamilton, Alistair 1 Thank you for your comment. 
368 Hamilton, Grace 1 Thank you for your comment. 
369 Harris, Sophie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
370 Haugen, Geraldine 1 Thank you for your comment. 
370 Haugen, Geraldine 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
371 Henderson, 

Edward 
1 Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be included in the record for this EIS. No change was 

made to this FEIS in response. 
371 Henderson, 

Edward 
2 Reponses to the DEIS comments are also included in this comment response appendix. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

3 Thank you for your comment. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

4 Thank you for your comment. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

5 See response to Common Issue 4. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

6 Thank you for your comment. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

7 See response to Common Issue 4. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

8 See response to Common Issue 4. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

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

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

10 See Appendix F of the Final EIS. 
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371 Henderson, 
Edward 

11 Thank you for your comment. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

12 Deign studies for KDRPP and KKC are referenced in the SDEIS and FEIS and are located on the Reclamation 
website: https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kdrpp/ and https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/ 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

13 Staging areas for construction have been identified in the DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS. Disposal of materials (like 
excavated soils) has been estimated and management of those materials has been characterized in a manner 
sufficient to allow a reasonable disclosure and comparison of alternatives. Quantities and specific 
management like transportation will be further defined as part of final design of a selected alternative. 
Materials will be managed in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

14 Suitability of material and specific management like transportation will be further defined as part of final 
design of a selected alternative. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

15 The alignment corridor for the KKC North Tunnel is described in this FEIS. The specific location within the 
corridor would be defined as part of final design, if included in the selected alternative. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

16 Additional design information is available in the KKC feasibility-level design report at 
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/kkc/2018kkcfesdesign.pdf .  

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

17 The DEIS and SDEIS document positive economic impacts of the projects in terms of increased jobs and 
income from construction and crop production that likely otherwise would not occur in the region. A separate 
document, "Economic Analyses of the Proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant" (ECONorthwest 2015) 
documents the direct economic benefits of the project, in terms of increased value of agricultural production. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

18 As noted in Section 1.5.4 of the SDEIS, KKC is not presented as a stand-alone alternative and is a component of 
a KDRPP alternative. The Preferred Alternative in this FEIS does not include construction of KKC. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

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

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

20 Kachess Dam currently does not have facilities for upstream fish passage, and the proposed action will not 
change this condition. The design of the proposed action does not preclude future installation of fish passage 
facilities at Kachess Dam. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

21 Thank you for your comment. 

371 Henderson, 
Edward 

22 Thank you for your comment. 

372 Hendricks, Brooke 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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373 Howland , Jon 1 Thank you for your comment. 
373 Howland , Jon 2 The SDEIS comment period was 90 days, which is substantially longer than 45-day comment period required. 
374 Susan, Irinel 1 Thank you for your comment. 
375 Jonas, Brad 1 Thank you for your comment. 
375 Jonas, Brad 2 Thank you for your comment. 
375 Jonas, Brad 3 Thank you for your comment. 
375 Jonas, Brad 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
375 Jonas, Brad 5 See response to Common Issue 16. 
375 Jonas, Brad 6 See response to Common Issue 10. 
375 Jonas, Brad 7 See response to Common Issue 3. 
375 Jonas, Brad 8 See response to Common Issue 8. 
375 Jonas, Brad 9 The DEIS and SDEIS both state in Section 4.3.2 that Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 

2 to 5 years after a drought. The mention of a 20-year cycle in the DEIS (and SDEIS) is the replacement time of 
pumps and associated equipment. 

375 Jonas, Brad 10 See response to Common Issue 13. 
375 Jonas, Brad 11 See response to Common Issue 9. 
375 Jonas, Brad 12 As described in Section 2.3, drought years are defined by the State of Washington when water supply for a 

significant portion of a geographic area fall below 75 percent of normal and is likely to cause undue hardship 
for various water uses and users. Reclamation would manage Kachess Reservoir pumping in addition to the 
Yakima Project reservoirs as a system to increase prorationing up to 70 percent. 

375 Jonas, Brad 13 Thank you for your comment. 
376 Kast, Jessica 1 Thank you for your comment. 
377 Keilholz, Natalie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
378 Kirkham, Randy 1 Thank you for your comment. 
379 Kirkham, Randy 1 Thank you for your comment. 
379 Kirkham, Randy 2 Reclamation and Ecology had project engineer’s review your proposal or possible draft alternative, but they 

did not find it viable at this time and for this place or sufficiently different from those studied in this FEIS. That 
said, please note that Reclamation engineers are investigating similar ideas called floatovoltaics or floating 
solar photovoltaic arrays for the Southwest. These would not work in the Pacific Northwest, but innovative 
ideas like yours are and will continue to be investigated. Your comment will be included in the project record. 
We hope you keep “…wearing your scientist hat.” 
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379 Kirkham, Randy 3 Thank you for your comment. 
380 Kitchell, Sarah 1 Thank you for your comment. 
380 Kitchell, Sarah 2 Thank you for your comment. 
380 Kitchell, Sarah 3 See response to Common Issue 4. 
380 Kitchell, Sarah 4 Thank you for your comment. 
381 Knauft, Sandy 1 See response to Common Issue 10. 
382 Lawson, Billy Z 1 Thank you for your comment. 
383 Lewis, Leanne 1 Thank you for your comment. 
384 Loftus, Jeff and 

Stacie 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

384 Loftus, Jeff and 
Stacie 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

385 Loftus, Stacie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
386 Magnuson, 

Andrew Craig 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

386 Magnuson, 
Andrew Craig 

2 This comment is outside the scope of the Proposed Action. 

387 Mallory, Joe 1 Thank you for your comment. 
387 Mallory, Joe 2 Thank you for your comment. 
387 Mallory, Joe 3 The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS 

was tiered to the Programmatic EIS but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC 
alternatives. 

387 Mallory, Joe 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
387 Mallory, Joe 5 Reclamation has identified the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes as Tribes with a cultural 

connection with the project area. Reclamation continues to work with these Tribes in addressing potential 
impacts to resources of tribal concern.  
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387 Mallory, Joe 6 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The 
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments 
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an 
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous 
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, 
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The 
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

387 Mallory, Joe 7 The results of the value analysis study concluded that a floating pumping plant would be feasible.  
387 Mallory, Joe 8 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
387 Mallory, Joe 9 You questioned why a preferred alternative was not identified and whether there was a change in scope from 

the IP. There is a difference in scope between the programmatic IP (from which this site-specific action is 
tiered) and the action analyzed here. This action is not intended to encompass all components or elements of 
the broader, programmatic IP. As to the identification of the agency’s preferred alternative, the agencies had 
no preference for one alternative over another at the SDEIS stage. The intent was to receive and review 
comments on the alternatives and impacts, and after careful weighing of comments, the agencies would 
select a preferred alternative that would be identified in the Final EIS. Please note that this is in compliance 
with the CEQ regulations at §1502.14(e) which states that if the responsible official has no preference at the 
draft stage, a preferred alternative need not be identified at that time, but by the time the Final EIS is filed, 
§1502.14(e) requires the selection of a preferred alternative. The identification of the Floating Pumping Plant 
as the preferred alternative in this FEIS is based on a review of comments and concerns, and based on the 
missions of the two agencies. Reclamation and Ecology believe this would fulfill both agencies’ statutory 
missions and responsibilities, while considering the economic, environmental, technical and other factors. 

387 Mallory, Joe 10 See response to Common Issue 8. 
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387 Mallory, Joe 11 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The 
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments 
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an 
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous 
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, 
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The 
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

387 Mallory, Joe 12 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )  

387 Mallory, Joe 13 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

387 Mallory, Joe 14 The 2013 “Yakima River Basin Resource Management” law (2SSB 5367) set the vision for the forest and 
authorized the state Board of Natural Resources to enroll the property as the Teanaway Community Forest 
under the Community Forest Trust Program. The 2013 state authorizing legislation specifies that if the 
214,000 acre feet of water is not developed by 2025, the TCF would be returned to the common school trust. 
See Section 1.8.2 of the SDEIS for additional details. 

387 Mallory, Joe 15 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not 
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.

387 Mallory, Joe 16 See Figure 4 -2 in this FEIS for additional illustration of proposed drawdown. 
387 Mallory, Joe 17 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been 

coordinated with WDFW. 
387 Mallory, Joe 18 See response to Common Issue 10. 
387 Mallory, Joe 19 See response to Common Issue 9. 
387 Mallory, Joe 20 See Appendix F of the Final EIS. 
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387 Mallory, Joe 21 See response to Common Issue 11. 
387 Mallory, Joe 22 See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential 

impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of 
the water right permitting process  

387 Mallory, Joe 23 See response to Common Issue 4. 
387 Mallory, Joe 24 See response to Common Issue 17. 
387 Mallory, Joe 25 Specific quantities and management of excavated and fill material for this feature would be further refined as 

part of final design, if KKC is included in the selected alternative.  
387 Mallory, Joe 26 As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may 

occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality). 
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing 
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)." 
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake 
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with 
fish foraging and growth. 

387 Mallory, Joe 27 No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.  
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout 
much of the areas surrounding the project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied 
by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess east shore and they have never been 
detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction 
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered 
to have no potential effects on northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are 
present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm. 

387 Mallory, Joe 28 See response to Common Issue 16. 
387 Mallory, Joe 29 See response to Common Issue 2. 
387 Mallory, Joe 30 The DEIS used the 2012 303(d) list, which was the most updated list at the time of the report. The SDEIS used 

the 2014 303(d) list, which was published between the releases of the DEIS and the SDEIS. As noted in Table 3-
9 of the SDEIS, PCBs were listed due to being found in fish tissue and do not have a known source. PCBs were 
found in fish throughout the river and the reservoirs; downstream Yakima River fish were found to have 
higher levels of PCBs than upper Yakima River and reservoir fish. 
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387 Mallory, Joe 31 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

387 Mallory, Joe 32 During construction Kachess reservoir would release flows early in the season to meet demands in the System. 
The goal would be to release Kachess water but not “waste” any water. This would accelerate Kachess usage 
so that construction could begin as early as possible in the late summer or early fall. Kachess flow would then 
likely be low in the fall. This would impact mini-flip-flop so that the Keechelus reach would not be open for 
spawning during construction 

387 Mallory, Joe 33 As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 
years after a drought. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information. 

387 Mallory, Joe 34 See response to Common Issue 8. 
387 Mallory, Joe 35 Pumps would be used when water levels are below the existing gravity outlet to provide flow to the Kachess 

River. 
387 Mallory, Joe 36 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 

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

387 Mallory, Joe 37 Keechelus Reservoir water levels will be managed such that transfers to Kachess Reservoir would occur when 
there is sufficient water available. 

387 Mallory, Joe 38 None of the alternatives affect river flows in such a way that will impact tribal hatcheries. 
387 Mallory, Joe 39 Lake Easton will continue to have water in drought years. 
387 Mallory, Joe 40 The proposed project would not impact Lake Easton reservoir levels. 
387 Mallory, Joe 41 See response to Common Issue 16. 
387 Mallory, Joe 42 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. 

This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to 
recreation. 
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387 Mallory, Joe 43 See response to Common Issue 8. 
387 Mallory, Joe 44 See response to Common Issue 8. 
387 Mallory, Joe 45 These effects are not reasonably foreseeable, and are outside the scope of this review. 
387 Mallory, Joe 46 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged. 
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project. 

387 Mallory, Joe 47 See response to Common Issue 17. 
387 Mallory, Joe 48 As shown in Section 2.3, backup diesel generators are proposed to be located away from Kachess Reservoir. 

As discussed in Section 4.4.10, appropriate spill response plans will be developed to prevent spills from 
entering receiving waters. 

387 Mallory, Joe 49 See response to Common Issue 10. 
387 Mallory, Joe 50 Thank you for your comment. 
388 Mankus, Ashley 1 Thank you for your comment. 
388 Mankus, Ashley 2 The potential locations of the pumping plant are described in Chapter 2 of the EIS. 
388 Mankus, Ashley 3 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

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

388 Mankus, Ashley 4 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

388 Mankus, Ashley 5 Pumped water would go to participating proratable entities. 
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388 Mankus, Ashley 6 Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS 
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After 
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the 
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation 
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of 
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and 
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

389 McShane, Cathie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
389 McShane, Cathie 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
390 Misocky, William 1 Thank you for your comment. 
391 Moldoveanu, 

Anca 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

392 Murphy, Brian 1 See responses to Common Issue 8 and 9. 
393 Stevenson-Ness, 

Amy 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

393 Stevenson-Ness, 
Amy 

2 See response to Common Issue 4. 

394 Ness, Steven 1 Thank you for your comment. 
394 Ness, Steven 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
395 Newman, 

Katherine 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

395 Newman, 
Katherine 

2 The Integrated Plan selected alternative includes and enhanced water conservation element that is part of the 
comprehensive strategy presented in the Integrated Plan Final PEIS. The KDRPP and KKC projects are also part 
of that integrated plan. The KDRPP and KKC EIS addresses those specific projects, and is tiered off of the 
Integrated Plan Final PEIS. 

395 Newman, 
Katherine 

3 The cost of drip irrigation is outside the scope of this EIS. For additional details about alternatives considered, 
see response to Common Issue 4. 

395 Newman, 
Katherine 

4 Section 4.11 describes operational effects on air quality, including dust generated by additional exposed 
shoreline area with KDRPP alternatives. The additional exposed shoreline could increase the amount of 
windblown dust, but shoreline materials are mostly stable. Therefore, particulate emissions due to drawdown 
is not expected to cause air quality or human health impacts. 
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395 Newman, 
Katherine 

5 See response to Common Issues 8 and 12. 

395 Newman, 
Katherine 

6 See response to Common Issue 17. 

395 Newman, 
Katherine 

7 Reclamation is not aware of this resource; however, is committed to compliance with Paleontological 
Resources Preservation Act.  

395 Newman, 
Katherine 

8 Contaminated soils, if any, encountered in the project, will be handled and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations. 

395 Newman, 
Katherine 

9 Thank you for your comment. 

396 Nye, Wes and 
Debbie 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

396 Nye, Wes and 
Debbie 

2 See response to Common Issue 4. 

396 Nye, Wes and 
Debbie 

3 See response to Common Issue 9. 

397 Opel, Kurt 1 Thank you for your comment. 
397 Opel, Kurt 2 Thank you for your comment. 
397 Opel, Kurt 3 See response to Common Issue 4. 
397 Opel, Kurt 4 Reclamation has been working with, and continues to work with the Yakama Nation to resolve potential 

impacts to resources of tribal concern.  
397 Opel, Kurt 5 Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS 

in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After 
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the 
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation 
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of 
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and 
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

397 Opel, Kurt 6 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

397 Opel, Kurt 7 See response to Common Issue 8. 
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397 Opel, Kurt 8 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)  

397 Opel, Kurt 9 Thank you for your comment. 
398 Owens-Fountain, 

J.J. 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

399 Pizzo, Kathryn 1 Thank you for your comment. 
399 Pizzo, Kathryn 2 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 

list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

399 Pizzo, Kathryn 3 See response to Common Issue 9. 
399 Pizzo, Kathryn 4 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 

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

399 Pizzo, Kathryn 5 See response to Common Issue 8. 
399 Pizzo, Kathryn 6 See response to Common Issue 8. 
399 Pizzo, Kathryn 7 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. 

This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to 
recreation. 

399 Pizzo, Kathryn 8 Thank you for your comment. 
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400 Plouse, Dan 1 Thank you for providing this proposal. Project engineers considered whether this could be superior to those 
alternatives in this FEIS. Their response is that if the lake bed were excavated and no other changes were 
made, the additional water stored could not flow to the Kachess River and downstream because it would lie 
below the existing gravity outlet. A pump station would still be needed to access water below elevation of the 
existing outlet. Thus, we did not find this proposal to be a feasible, additional alternative, although it will be 
included in the project record. 

401 Poulin, Baraka 1 Thank you for your comment. 
401 Poulin, Baraka 2 Thank you for your comment. 
401 Poulin, Baraka 3 Power requirements for the East Shore and South Pumping Plants (Alternatives 2 and 3) were estimated 

during the feasibility study of KDRPP performed in 2014. They account for years when pumping is not 
required; years when drought-relief pumping is performed; and years when refill operations are under way. 
The power cost reported in Table 2-5 of the SDEIS shows results for those two alternatives. The power cost for 
the floating pumping plant (Alternative 4) was a rough estimate using engineering judgment. It is based on 
changes in the pumping units and physical configuration of Alternative 4 in comparison with Alternatives 2 
and 3. All values are discounted over the 100 year period analyzed. The $5M power cost shown for Alternative 
4 is equivalent to approximately $17.5M over the 100 year period without discounting. 

401 Poulin, Baraka 4 Thank you for your comment. Executive Order 13783 (March 28, 2017) withdrew documents regarding social 
cost of carbon as no longer consistent with government policy. GHG and climate change assessment was 
retained in the SDEIS and FEIS based on public scoping and at the request of Ecology, but did not include using 
social cost of carbon as an assessment tool. 

401 Poulin, Baraka 5 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

401 Poulin, Baraka 6 See response to Common Issue 15. 
401 Poulin, Baraka 7 Thank you for your comment. 
402 Quinn, Stewart 

and Kitchell, Sarah 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

402 Quinn, Stewart 
and Kitchell, Sarah 

2 See response to Common Issue 8. 

402 Quinn, Stewart 
and Kitchell, Sarah 

3 See response to Common Issue 16. 
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402 Quinn, Stewart 
and Kitchell, Sarah 

4 See response to Common Issue 10. 

402 Quinn, Stewart 
and Kitchell, Sarah 

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

403 Huynh, Heidi 1 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 1 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 2 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 3 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 4 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 5 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 6 See response to Common Issue 4. 
404 Reeves, John 7 No acquisition of private property is anticipated for the Preferred Alternative. If private property acquisition is 

required, procedures for acquisition are described in Section 4.15.10 of this FEIS. 
404 Reeves, John 8 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 9 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 10 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 11 See response to Common Issue 4. 
404 Reeves, John 12 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 13 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 14 The Yakama Nation is a cooperator on the project. Reclamation has been working with, and continues to work 

with the Yakama Nation to resolve potential impacts to resources of tribal concern.  
404 Reeves, John 15 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 16 Environmental effects were analyzed based on design and operations information sufficient for making 

reasonable assessment of the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives for the purposes of NEPA and 
SEPA. 
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404 Reeves, John 17 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 18 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

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

404 Reeves, John 19 See response to Common Issue 11. 
404 Reeves, John 20 See response to Common Issue 4. 
404 Reeves, John 21 The Final Programmatic EIS on the Integrated Plan documented establishment of the 70 percent prorationing 

target for water supply. The amount of water that KDRPP would provide contributes toward achieving this 
target. 

404 Reeves, John 22 See response to Common Issue 11. 
404 Reeves, John 23 In drought years where pumping occurs, Roza alone were using the facility, the maximum quantity likely to be 

needed in the worst historic drought year would have been approximately 70,000 acre-feet.  
404 Reeves, John 24 Additional figures to illustrate visual impacts have been added to Section 4.10 of this FEIS. 
404 Reeves, John 25 Figures in this FEIS have been added and updated for consistency. 
404 Reeves, John 25 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 

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

404 Reeves, John 26 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 27 Thank you for your comment. 
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404 Reeves, John 28 Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS 
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After 
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the 
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation 
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of 
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and 
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

404 Reeves, John 29 The operation effects of KKC are not anticipated to adversely affect groundwater. See Section 4.5.7. The scope 
of the environmental justice analysis is appropriate for this environmental review. 

404 Reeves, John 30 See response to Common Issue 4. 
404 Reeves, John 31 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 

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

404 Reeves, John 32 No surveys have been done in Lake Kachess to identify the species of freshwater shellfish that exist in the lake 
and therefore impacts to freshwater invertebrates (reduced survival and productivity) are described in general 
terms in the SDEIS. The California floater (Anodonta californiensis) is a freshwater mussel that is recently listed 
as a State of Washington candidate priority species, however no specific knowledge of this species exists in 
Lake Kachess.  

404 Reeves, John 33 See response to Common Issue 15. 
404 Reeves, John 34 Additional figures to illustrate visual impacts have been added to Section 4.10 of this FEIS. 
404 Reeves, John 35 See response to Common Issue 17. 
404 Reeves, John 36 Reclamation will require best management practices for construction and operational activities (like fuel 

delivery) to minimize impacts like fugitive dust emissions from such activities. Carbon emissions were 
considered for anticipated construction activities consistent, see Section 4.12 of the SDEIS.

404 Reeves, John 37 Thank you for your comment. 
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404 Reeves, John 38 The proposed roughened channel would be constructed out of rock that would not be impacted by being 
submerged under water; therefore, no long-term erosion issues from the channel are anticipated. Final design 
of the roughened channel will consider soil and geological conditions and the channel will be designed to 
minimize erosion potential. 

404 Reeves, John 39 Construction traffic impacts were estimated based on proposed activities and are documented in Section 4.17 
of the SDEIS. 

404 Reeves, John 40 Reclamation has identified the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes as Tribes with a cultural 
connection with the project area and they are consulted with on a continual basis. Reclamation continues to 
work with these Tribes in addressing potential impacts to resources of tribal concern.  

404 Reeves, John 41 The image in question has not been modified to deceive. Please see Figure 4-2 of the SDEIS for the latest 
version. 

404 Reeves, John 42 See response to Common Issue 8. 
404 Reeves, John 43 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
404 Reeves, John 44 The comment is outside of the scope of the proposed action. These questions should be directed to the USFS 

or Washington State Parks. 
404 Reeves, John 45 See response to Common Issue 4. 
404 Reeves, John 46 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 47 Thank you for your comment. 
404 Reeves, John 48 Thank you for your comment. 
405 Rodstrom, 

Angelina 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

406 Roshchuk, Inna 1 Thank you for your comment. 
407 Ryan, Delaney 1 Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon 

Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish 
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels 
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing 
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details. 

407 Ryan, Delaney 2 Impacts from the artificial channel from Lake Kachess to Box Canyon Creek are outside the scope of this EIS. 
408 Johnson, Christine 1 Thank you for your comment. 
408 Johnson, Christine 2 Thank you for your comment. 
408 Johnson, Christine 3 See response to Common Issue 4. 
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408 Johnson, Christine 4 The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS 
was tiered to the Programmatic EIS but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC 
alternatives. 

408 Johnson, Christine 5 Reclamation has identified the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes as Tribes with a cultural 
connection with the project area and they are consulted with on a continual basis. Reclamation continues to 
work with these Tribes in addressing potential impacts to resources of tribal concern.  

408 Johnson, Christine 6 Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS 
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After 
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the 
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation 
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of 
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and 
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

408 Johnson, Christine 7 Thank you for your comment. 
408 Johnson, Christine 8 See Section 3.3.1 of the SDEIS for a description of Yakima Project operations. The five reservoirs in the Yakima 

Project are operated in a coordinated manner to provide for surface water needs of the system as a whole; no 
single reservoir is designated to supply the needs of any particular area. Water rights senior to Reclamation's 
water right will not be impacted. 

408 Johnson, Christine 9 The results of the value analysis study concluded that a floating pumping plant would be feasible. 
408 Johnson, Christine 10 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged. 
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project. 

408 Johnson, Christine 11 NEPA allows refinement of the proposed action to get to a preferred alternative. Impacts were fully disclosed 
in the SDEIS and FEIS, and mitigation measures will be stated in the Record of Decision. 
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408 Johnson, Christine 12 The SDEIS was updated with additional information about the potential for the proposal to cause impacts on 
wells. The Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) is monitoring six wells around Kachess Reservoir to 
better understand the potential impact of KDRPP operation. The results of that monitoring have been 
incorporated into the SDEIS and indicate that about 15 of the 107 wells in the primary study area may be 
impacted by reservoir operations. Project proponents will continue to monitor a select number of wells near 
Kachess Reservoir to determine whether groundwater levels are lowered by additional reservoir drawdown 
attributable to the action alternatives and would coordinate with affected parties. If well water levels are 
adversely affected to the point that well yields are decreased and therefore compromise property use, some 
of the potential options may include but are not limited to: changing the intake elevation of a pump, 
deepening the well, or drilling a new well. Site specific information would be required to select a mitigation 
method. 

408 Johnson, Christine 13 Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS 
in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After 
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the 
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation 
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of 
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and 
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

408 Johnson, Christine 14 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)  

408 Johnson, Christine 15 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project and therefore provide direction on how farmers would be charged. 
The participating proratable irrigation districts will rely upon existing funding mechanisms to fund the project. 
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408 Johnson, Christine 16 The 2013 “Yakima River Basin Resource Management” law (2SSB 5367) set the vision for the forest and 
authorized the state Board of Natural Resources to enroll the property as the Teanaway Community Forest 
under the Community Forest Trust Program. The 2013 state authorizing legislation specifies that if the 
214,000 acre feet of water is not developed by 2025, the TCF would be returned to the common school trust. 
See Section 1.8.2 of the SDEIS for additional details. 

408 Johnson, Christine 17 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not 
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.

408 Johnson, Christine 18 Figure 4-2 in this FEIS illustrates the shoreline area under 200,000 acre feet drawdown scenario. 
408 Johnson, Christine 19 See response to Common Issue 6. 
408 Johnson, Christine 20 See response to Common Issue 13. 
408 Johnson, Christine 21 Reducing reservoir levels would not cause the surrounding landscape to dry out and become more susceptible 

to fire risk (Ecology 2015).  
408 Johnson, Christine 22 See response to Common Issue 9. 
408 Johnson, Christine 23 See responses to Common Issues 8 and 12. 
408 Johnson, Christine 24 See response to Common Issue 11. 
408 Johnson, Christine 25 See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential 

impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of 
the water right permitting process  

408 Johnson, Christine 26 See response to Common Issue 4. 
408 Johnson, Christine 27 Section 4.13 provides discussion of the expected noise impacts from operation of the project. 
408 Johnson, Christine 28 Disposal areas have yet to be identified; for this SDEIS analysis, Reclamation assumed the offsite location 

would be within 10 miles of the Keechelus Reservoir. An existing quarry near Keechelus Dam may be available 
for disposing of the crushed material excavated from the tunnel. Depending on construction timing, WSDOT 
could potentially use the material as fill for the I-90 improvement project. Reclamation would ensure that all 
required permits and clearances are obtained for use of any material disposal area(s). 
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408 Johnson, Christine 29 As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may 
occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality). 
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing 
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)." 
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake 
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with 
fish foraging and growth. 

408 Johnson, Christine 30 No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.  
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout 
much of the areas surrounding the project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied 
by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess east shore and they have never been 
detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction 
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered 
to have no potential effects on northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are 
present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm. 

408 Johnson, Christine 31 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. 
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to 
recreation. 

408 Johnson, Christine 32 See response to Common Issue 2. 
408 Johnson, Christine 33 The DEIS used the 2012 303(d) list, which was the most updated list at the time of the report. The SDEIS used 

the 2014 303(d) list, which was published between the releases of the DEIS and the SDEIS. As noted in Table 3-
9 of the SDEIS, PCBs were listed due to being found in fish tissue and do not have a known source. PCBs were 
found in fish throughout the river and the reservoirs; downstream Yakima River fish were found to have 
higher levels of PCBs than upper Yakima River and reservoir fish. 

408 Johnson, Christine 34 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

408 Johnson, Christine 35 Impacts from construction for each alternative and each resource are described in Chapter 4 of this FEIS. 
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408 Johnson, Christine 36 Reclamation and Ecology have jointly prepared the DEIS, SDEIS, and Final EIS, including responses to 
comments.  

409 Sequin, Kaitlyn 1 Thank you for your comment. 
410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 1 Thank you for your comment. 
410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 2 Thank you for your comment. 
410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 3 Thank you for your comment. 
410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 5 The purpose and need for the proposed action are described in the Supplemental EIS Executive Summary and 

in Section 1.3 
410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 6 See response to Common Issue 4. 
410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 7 Reclamation has identified the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes as Tribes with a cultural 

connection with the project area and they are consulted with on a continual basis on cultural resources issues. 
The Yakama Nation and the Umatilla Tribes have potential Indian Trust Assets (ITAs)(water rights). 
Reclamation continues to work with these Tribes in addressing potential impacts to resources of tribal 
concern. The Snoqualmie Tribe has not been identified as having a cultural connection to the project area, and 
do have any ITAs, and have not requested to be consulted. 

410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 8 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The 
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments 
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an 
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous 
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, 
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The 
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 9 The results of the value analysis study concluded that a floating pumping plant would be feasible. 
410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 10 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. The public has had the opportunity to comment on the potential 
costs during the DEIS and SDEIS comment periods. 

410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 11 NEPA allow refinement of the proposed action to get to a preferred alternative. Impacts were fully disclosed 
in the SDEIS and FEIS, and mitigation measures will be stated in the Record of Decision. 

410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 12 See response to Common Issue 8. 
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410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 13 See response to Common Issue 3. 
410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 14 Following the Draft EIS, Ecology conducted a review of groundwater elevations around Kachess Lake, 

downstream of the reservoir, Lake Easton will continue to serve as a recharge boundary and maintain 
groundwater levels near the lake.  

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

410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 16 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)  

410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 17 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 18 The 2013 “Yakima River Basin Resource Management” law (2SSB 5367) set the vision for the forest and 
authorized the state Board of Natural Resources to enroll the property as the Teanaway Community Forest 
under the Community Forest Trust Program. The 2013 state authorizing legislation specifies that if the 
214,000 acre feet of water is not developed by 2025, the TCF would be returned to the common school trust. 
See Section 1.8.2 of the SDEIS for additional details. 

410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 19 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not 
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.

410 Sequin, Kaitlyn 20 See Figure 4 -2 in this FEIS for additional illustration of proposed drawdown. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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411 Sheldon, Jeanne 2 Thank you for your comment. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 3 Thank you for your comment. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 4 Thank you for your comment. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 5 Several others commented about the use of the term “lake” or “reservoir.” Your comment is the only one 

citing the U.S. Board on Geographic Names, and yes, you are correct that federal agencies usually apply 
whatever name is officially designated by the Board and used in the Geographic Names Information System. 
However, Reclamation is sensitive to those members of the public who object to the use of the term “lake” for 
any artificial impoundment of water managed by the agency. . Therefore, "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS 
(and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water 
can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store, 
regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or constructed lake, in which water is collected 
and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R) 

411 Sheldon, Jeanne 6 Construction best management practices would minimize environmental effects of the boat ramp 
construction. Project proponents will coordinate with USFS regarding management of roads for access to the 
boat ramp. 

411 Sheldon, Jeanne 7 Thank you for your comment. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 8 Thank you for your comment. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 9 See Section 1.5 in SDEIS about considerations that led to the addition of the floating pumping plant 

alternative. Chapter 4 of this FEIS discloses adverse effects and mitigation measures. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 10 See response to Common Issue 13. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 11 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. 

This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to 
recreation. 

411 Sheldon, Jeanne 12 See response to Common Issue 16. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 13 See response to Common Issue 9. 
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411 Sheldon, Jeanne 14 As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may 
occur during and immediately following runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality). 
Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and may alter existing 
predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)." 
State of Washington water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake 
Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with 
fish foraging and growth. 

411 Sheldon, Jeanne 15 See response to Common Issue 7. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 16 Thank you for your comment. 
411 Sheldon, Jeanne 17 Thank you for your comment. 
412 Siegel, Jessica 1 Thank you for your comment. 
412 Siegel, Jessica 2 Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon 

Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish 
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels 
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing 
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details. 

412 Siegel, Jessica 3 Please see the response to comment 364.3, who attached the same photograph of what appears to be organic 
matter—not solid waste. While we cannot comment on whether this particular substance would be classified 
as a pollutant under the legal definition at 33 USC §1362(6), please be assured that the WDFW maintains the 
fish passage at Box Canyon Creek in compliance with all applicable sections of the Clean Water Act and all 
applicable state and local laws. Also, please note that this FEIS has been updated regarding the applicability of 
the Shoreline Management Act. See Section 3.15.2.3. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 1 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 2 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 3 The Integrated Plan includes improvements to water supply and ecosystem functions. Both of these are fully 

consistent with the missions of Reclamation and Ecology. The proposed action is being undertaken in 
conformance with the Integrated Plan and these missions. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 4 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 5 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 6 See response to Common Issue 4. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 7 Thank you for your comment. 
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413 Simmons, Stephen 8 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 9 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 10 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 11 The SDEIS has been updated regarding the applicability of the Shoreline Management Act. See Section 

3.15.2.3. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 12 See response to Common Issue 8. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 13 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 14 See response to Common Issue 4. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 15 The purpose and need for the proposed action are described in the SDEIS Executive Summary and in Section 

1.3 
413 Simmons, Stephen 16 See response to Common Issue 4. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 17 See response to Common Issue 4. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 18 See response to Common Issue 4. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 19 The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS 

was tiered to the Programmatic EIS but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC 
alternatives. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 20 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 21 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

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

413 Simmons, Stephen 22 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)  
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413 Simmons, Stephen 23 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 24 Evaluation of wetlands at an inventory level to compare EIS alternatives is adequate. Wetlands that will be 

directly impacted by the project will be delineated as required for federal, state, and local permits. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 25 As described in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, Keechelus Reservoir would provide cool water to Kachess Reservoir, 

so the impacts to water temperature would be less than Alternatives without KKC. If temperature modeling 
of Keechelus Reservoir were completed, temperatures would likely be cooler than those described in 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 26 As described in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, Keechelus Reservoir would provide cool water to Kachess Reservoir, 
so the impacts to water temperature would be less than Alternatives without KKC. If temperature modeling 
of Keechelus Reservoir were completed, temperatures would likely be cooler than those described in 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 27 Please note that recent hydrodynamic modeling was performed to more accurately estimate the change in 
zooplankton abundance with different pumping scenarios from different lake strata (see section 4.6.6.2 and 
PSU 2017b). The modeling supports the assessment of impacts of Alternative 4 and provides a comparison 
with the aquatic system impacts of the other KDRPP alternatives for the purposes of NEPA. As noted in this 
FEIS, additional hydrodynamic and bioenergetics modeling would be needed to determine precise responses 
for individual species, but that is not necessary for this EIS. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 28 Renderings of action alternatives are presented in Chapter 2 of this FEIS. Additional detailed engineering 
drawings are presented in the reports supporting this FEIS and available on Reclamation's website at  

413 Simmons, Stephen 29 The "No Action" Alternative does not involve any spending that could be modeled using IMPLAN. The IMPLAN 
results related to agricultural output represent net gains for each alternative as measured against the "No 
Action" alternative. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 30 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. 
This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to 
recreation. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 31 Generally a decrease in lake temperature would benefit cold-water associated species like salmonids. As 
described in section 4.4, If a severe long-term drought occurs where water supply conditions are expected to 
be 75 percent or less of the normal supply for multiple years, water levels in the reservoirs could 
substantially drop. As the Kachess Reservoir’s water levels drop the amount of nearshore shallow water 
subject to heating would be reduced and the reservoir would be expected to be cooler than in non-drought 
years.  
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413 Simmons, Stephen 32 “Reservoir balancing” is a term used to refer to a process where releases are made to meet instream flow and 
water delivery requirements so that the remaining usable storage in each of the five Yakima River basin 
reservoirs is relatively consistent. Remaining usable storage is not kept equal, because each reservoir’s 
capacity, usability, and refill characteristics are different. 
Yakima River basin operations are performed by human decision-makers, on a real time basis, using the best 
available measurements of current and projected future conditions of water availability and need. The 
operator also incorporates qualitative input concerning reservoir releases that may be available from resource 
agencies and water users. At times, these operational decision may also be tested by using specialized model 
runs and other software.  
The YAKRW planning model used to support this EIS makes a given decision on how much water to release 
from each reservoir based upon rules coded into model logic that are controlled by similar, but more limited, 
water availability and need data (including a fixed set of projected future conditions). The model logic is 
designed to approximately duplicate the human decision-maker’s operational decisions, and it generally does. 
But the model does not have all of the same information available to it, and it is not able to make subjective 
adjustments, to use intuition, or to incorporate certain unquantifiable inputs and information. 
The model is not deficient nor does it use inaccurate assumptions. The model does not have available to it all 
of the intangible inputs that real-time operations include, but it is still an appropriate tool to support analysis 
of alternatives in this EIS and support operational decision-making. Additionally, with respect to the specific 
case of reservoir balancing under conditions when KDRPP has been constructed, model logic is an estimate of 
operational procedures that have not yet been developed, because the project has not been constructed. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 33 Climate change effects on reservoir levels and stream flows, and the effects of alternatives considering those 
climate change effects, are described in Section 4.12 of the SDEIS. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 34 Refill period would be 2 to 5 years. This FEIS has been revised for consistency. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 35 There is not a “target pool elevation” for refill, but rather refill goals while still meeting delivery and instream 

flow targets, and that KKC would accelerate refill 
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413 Simmons, Stephen 36 The volitional fish passage channel will convey all flow leaving Little Kachess up to 100 cfs into Big Kachess. 
The waters in the volitional fish passage channel will remain the same native headwaters that flow through 
the Narrows and into Big Kachess today as they have for thousands of years. The entrance to the volitional fish 
passage channel will be comprised of the same alluvium that the Narrows Channel is comprised of now. The 
entrance to the volitional fish passage channel will be anywhere from 100 feet away to 2,600 feet away from 
the existing entrance to the Narrows channel, depending on the water surface elevation in Big Kachess when 
KDRPP and the volitional fish passage channel is in operation. Therefore, there are no known concerns 
associated with fish being able to find and enter the volitional fish passage channel. The upstream passage of 
fish into Box Creek Canyon is an existing, separate and independent issue from the volitional fish passage 
channel at the Narrows. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 37 See Section 1.5 of this FEIS. In 2016, Roza Irrigation District (a proratable entity) utilized the value analysis and 
proposed to construct and operate a “drought emergency” temporary floating pumping plant, referred to as 
the Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant (KETFPP). Roza determined that the KETFPP would 
allow access to an additional 50,000 acre-feet of water below the existing reservoir outlet for the upcoming 
2016 irrigation season, if the 2015 drought continued. 
With new information accumulated during Roza’s emergency efforts, Reclamation and Ecology collaborated 
with Roza to consider the substantial change in engineering knowledge accumulated, which indicated that a 
larger-scale floating pumping plant could be feasible in achieving the KDRPP purposes. Reclamation and 
Ecology determined an SDEIS would be required to consider a new floating pumping plant alternative that 
would withdraw an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water (below the existing gravity outlet works) from 
Kachess Reservoir. This additional alternative intends to provide the same benefits to the Yakima River basin 
as the South and East Shore KDRPP project alternatives described in the DEIS. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 38 The results of the value analysis study concluded that a floating pumping plant would be feasible. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 39 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 40 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 41 NEPA allow refinement of the proposed action to get to a preferred alternative. Impacts were fully disclosed 

in the SDEIS and FEIS, and mitigation measures will be stated in the Record of Decision. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 42 Comment is outside the scope of an EIS. 
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413 Simmons, Stephen 43 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not 
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.

413 Simmons, Stephen 44 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not 
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.

413 Simmons, Stephen 45 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not 
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.

413 Simmons, Stephen 46 See response to Common Issue 17. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 47 The proposed action would not, of itself, induce farming or other land use changes. It would operate only 

during drought years when less than 70 percent water supply is available. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 48 The proposed action would not, of itself, induce farming or other land use changes. It would operate only 

during drought years when less than 70 percent water supply is available. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 49 As described in the SDEIS, the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements would produce economic impacts in 

the same manner as the other construction spending for the project. Detailed data sufficient to quantify these 
impacts, including construction cost estimates, were not available at the time of preparation. Because the 
impacts are expected to be positive and less than the construction costs for the main actions of the 
alternatives, quantification of these impacts is non-essential to the decision-making process. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 50 See response to Common Issue 10. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 51 Figure 4-2 in this FEIS illustrates the shoreline area under 200,000 acre feet drawdown scenario. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 52 See response to Common Issue 15. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 53 See response to Common Issue 8. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 54 Water quality was considered in the assessment of impacts to fish was considered in the EIS. See Section 4.6. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 55 Operations would not have noise impacts. Pumps are electric and noise would not impact residences or 

campgrounds. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 56 See response to Common Issue 16. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 57 Thank you for your comment. 
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413 Simmons, Stephen 58 See response to Common Issue 15. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 59 See response to Common Issue 8. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 60 See response to Common Issue 3. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 61 See response to Common Issue 10. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 62 See response to Common Issue 10. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 63 Following the Draft EIS, Ecology conducted a review of groundwater elevations around Kachess Lake, 

downstream of the reservoir, Lake Easton will continue to serve as a recharge boundary and maintain 
groundwater levels near the lake.  

413 Simmons, Stephen 64 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 65 The environmental impacts of drawdown are addressed in Chapter 4 of the EIS. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 66 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

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

413 Simmons, Stephen 67 See response to Common Issue 16. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 68 See response to Common Issue 16. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 69 See response to Common Issue 16. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 70 Species that would be affected by changes in instream flow in the upper Yakima River include anadromous 

salmonid species (Chinook, coho, and sockeye salmon and steelhead) that do not have access to Lake Kachess, 
and are therefore a different suite of species than those affected in Lake Kachess. Note that while Alternatives 
2, 3, and 4 cause increases in annual instream flow that decrease habitat suitability in summer in the upper 
Yakima River reaches in drought years, Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C reduce summer flow in the Keechelus 
Reach and Easton Reach, providing a large benefit to summer-rearing salmonids.  

413 Simmons, Stephen 71 Effects of KDRPP on the food web were studied, including studies that were completed following the DEIS and 
used in updates presented in the SDEIS (Berger and Wells 2017, Hanson 2015, Hanson 2017), in Sections 3.6 
and 4.6. 
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413 Simmons, Stephen 72 Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries 
flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. 
Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 73 Estimated cost of volitional bull trout passage is included in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. It was not included in 
the cost comparison of action alternatives because would be included in, and the same for, all alternatives. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 74 The volitional fish passage channel will convey all flow leaving Little Kachess up to 100 cfs into Big Kachess. 
The waters in the volitional fish passage channel will remain the same native headwaters that flow through 
the Narrows and into Big Kachess today as they have for thousands of years. The entrance to the volitional fish 
passage channel will be comprised of the same alluvium that the Narrows Channel is comprised of now. The 
entrance to the volitional fish passage channel will be anywhere from 100 feet away to 2,600 feet away from 
the existing entrance to the Narrows channel, depending on the water surface elevation in Big Kachess when 
KDRPP and the volitional fish passage channel is in operation. Therefore, there are no known concerns 
associated with fish being able to find and enter the volitional fish passage channel. The upstream passage of 
fish into Box Creek Canyon is an existing, separate and independent issue from the volitional fish passage 
channel at the Narrows. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 75 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  

413 Simmons, Stephen 76 The RiverWare modeling used in analyzing KDRPP includes the entire Reclamation system of storage 
reservoirs. Pumping through KDRPP can be readily accommodated in the system. See Appendix F for 
additional details. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 77 See Appendix F of the Final EIS for details of refill operations and effect on TWSA. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 78 See response to Common Issue 4. Roza and other potentially participating entities are currently improving 

canals to improve conservation. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 79 See response to Common Issue 5. 
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413 Simmons, Stephen 80 Development of the Integrated Plan included consideration of prior studies of multiple surface-water storage 
sites in the Yakima River Basin. The surface-water sites identified were considered to be the most practical 
and would have the least impact on natural resources. Three storage sites are identified in the Integrated Plan 
Wymer Dam and Reservoir, Bumping Reservoir Enlargement, and use of inactive pool storage at Kachess 
Reservoir via KDRPP. The Integrated Plan also includes use of subsurface storage in to capture high winter 
flows." 

413 Simmons, Stephen 81 Thank you (and commenter 448) for the response about future climate change and hydrologic effects to Lake 
Kachess being “most certainly a cumulative impact.” We would like to clarify the difference between the 
cumulative effects analysis in Section 4.25 of this FEIS and the projection of hydrological effects of the 
alternatives in Section 4.3. A multi-year drought or reservoir drawdown that you describe is a statistically 
probable future condition that was modeled and incorporated into the Environmental Consequences 
assessment. A cumulative impact analysis on water resources is performed by identifying current and 
reasonably foreseeable actions or projects within the regional study area that are expected to occur 
regardless of the alternative selected. The effect of these actions or projects are then added to those in the 
Environmental Consequences resource-specific sections. We hope this clarifies the difference in analyses and 
explains why no change to this FEIS was made in response to your comment. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 82 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

413 Simmons, Stephen 83 Thank you for your comment. 
413 Simmons, Stephen 84 Thank you for your comment. 
414 Snow, Kelly 1 Thank you for your comment. 
414 Snow, Kelly 2 Thank you for your comment. 
414 Snow, Kelly 2 Thank you for your comment. 
414 Snow, Kelly 3 Thank you for your comment. 
414 Snow, Kelly 4 Acquisition of real property interests based on design concepts for the alternatives are summarized in Section 

4.15 of the SDEIS. Reclamation would comply with Federal property acquisition policies. Reclamation would 
survey properties before construction to determine whether acquisition is required. Reclamation would follow 
the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
USC 4601) and the procedures described in the 2003 Reclamation Manual Directives and Standards LND 06-01 
for any property or easement acquisition. 

414 Snow, Kelly 5 See response to Common Issue 9. 
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414 Snow, Kelly 6 See response to Common Issue 9. 
414 Snow, Kelly 7 See response to Common Issue 9. 
414 Snow, Kelly 8 See response to Common Issue 9. 
414 Snow, Kelly 9 Section 4.2.10 of this FEIS describes mitigation measures to address potential erosion impacts. 
414 Snow, Kelly 10 See response to Common Issue 8. 
414 Snow, Kelly 11 See response to Common Issue 10. 
414 Snow, Kelly 12 See response to Common Issue 4. 
414 Snow, Kelly 13 Reclamation and Ecology have jointly prepared the DEIS, SDEIS, and Final EIS, including responses to 

comments.  
415 Stemley, Craig 1 Thank you for your comment. 
416 Stroup, Ashley 1 Thank you for your comment. 
417 Tavenner, Starr 1 Thank you for your comment. 
418 Thomas, Joel 1 See response to Common Issue 4. 
419 Tidball, Emily 1 Thank you for your comment. 
419 Tidball, Emily 2 Thank you for your comment. 
420 de la Chapelle, 

Charlie 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

420 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

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

420 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

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

420 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

4 Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C analyses take into account water availability in Keechelus Reservoir for transfer to 
Kachess Reservoir during droughts. As discussed in Section 4.3.2, the time to refill Kachess Reservoir to normal 
operating levels is 2 to 5 years following a drought. 
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420 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

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

420 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

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

420 de la Chapelle, 
Charlie 

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

421 Walker, Scott 1 Thank you for your comment. 
422 Aiken, Michael 1 Thank you for your comment. 
422 Aiken, Michael 2 Much of the water used during the irrigation season comes from melting snow. Therefore increases in snow 

could increase irrigation-season water supply. Increase in rainfall however, does not improve supply, because 
the increase would come primarily during the non-irrigation season. Additional rain at that time of year would 
drain through the Yakima River and Columbia River system to the Pacific Ocean, and would not remain in the 
basin to be used during the irrigation season. In other words, Reclamation lacks storage capacity to store 
additional rainfall during this time of year. 

422 Aiken, Michael 3 See response to Common Issue 4. 
422 Aiken, Michael 4 See response to Common Issue 4. Study of the Columbia River Pump Exchange is identified in the Surface 

Water Storage Element of the Integrated Plan Final Programmatic EIS Preferred Alternative. It was not 
considered as an alternative because this was a project-specific EIS for the KDRPP and KKC projects identified 
in the Integrated Plan. 
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422 Aiken, Michael 5 See response to Common Issue 4. Multiple new storage projects (though not a Gold Creek Reservoir, were 
considered but not carried forward as part of the Integrated Plan development (see Integrated Plan FPEIS 
Section 2.5.2).  

422 Aiken, Michael 6 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

422 Aiken, Michael 7 Throughout Section 4.3 of the SDEIS, details were added that describe impacts to streamflow and water 
levels during refill periods. 

423 Benediktsson, 
Mike 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

423 Benediktsson, 
Mike 

2 See response to Common Issue 8. 

423 Benediktsson, 
Mike 

3 See response to Common Issues 8 and 12. 

423 Benediktsson, 
Mike 

4 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

423 Benediktsson, 
Mike 

5 Impacts to fish at the population level have not been modeled or estimated, rather the change in fish 
productivity is inferred from a change in available habitat during key times of the year with changes in 
instream flow downstream of the reservoirs. Estimation of the number of ESA-listed species that will be 
encountered and/or killed in construction and operation of the preferred alternative as well as 
implementation of measured to prevent losses will be calculated in consultation with USFWS under the 
Endangered Species Act. Consultation with The USFWS and NMFS which is ongoing, as explained in section 
4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 

423 Benediktsson, 
Mike 

6 There are no plans to improve the road. 

424 Black, Christopher 1 See response to Common Issue 8. 
424 Black, Christopher 2 See response to Common Issue 9. 
424 Black, Christopher 3 Thank you for your comment. 
424 Black, Christopher 4 Thank you for your comment. 
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424 Black, Christopher 5 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

424 Black, Christopher 6 Thank you for your comment. 
425 Bocek, S 1 Thank you for your comment. 
425 Bocek, S 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
426 Bocek, Thomas 1 Thank you for your comment. 
426 Bocek, Thomas 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
426 Bocek, Thomas 3 See response to Common Issue 16. 
426 Bocek, Thomas 4 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
426 Bocek, Thomas 5 See response to Common Issues 8 and 12. 
426 Bocek, Thomas 6 See response to Common Issue 9. 
426 Bocek, Thomas 7 Thank you for your comment. 
427 Burke, Austin 1 Thank you for your comment. 
427 Burke, Austin 2 Thank you for your comment. 
427 Burke, Austin 3 As noted in Section 3.3.1 of the SDEIS, hydrologic modeling was used instead of historic information to 

compare existing conditions to future conditions with the project alternatives. Hydrologic modeling reflects 
recent operations of the Yakima Project versus historical information, which has changed throughout the 
historic operation of the Yakima Project. 

427 Burke, Austin 4 See response to Common Issue 8. 
427 Burke, Austin 5 See response to Common Issue 9. 
427 Burke, Austin 6 Thank you for your comment. 
427 Burke, Austin 7 Thank you for your comment. 
428 Cadwalader, 

Wende 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

429 Campbell, Karen 1 Thank you for your comment. 
429 Campbell, Karen 2 Thank you for your comment. 
429 Campbell, Karen 3 Thank you for your comment. 
429 Campbell, Karen 4 Thank you for your comment. 
430 Cernick, Debbie 1 See response to Common Issue 4. 
431 Coan, Michael 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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431 Coan, Michael 2 Thank you for your comment. 
431 Coan, Michael 3 See response to Common Issue 4. 
431 Coan, Michael 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
431 Coan, Michael 5 See response to Common Issue 4. 
431 Coan, Michael 6 Thank you for your comment. 
432 Daly, Greg 1 Thank you for your comment. 
433 Davidson, Doug 1 Thank you for your comment. 
434 Donovan, Tracey 1 Thank you for your comment. 
435 Dressler, Aaron 1 Thank you for your comment. 
435 Dressler, Aaron 2 Thank you for your comment. 
435 Dressler, Aaron 3 See response to Common Issue 9. 
435 Dressler, Aaron 4 See response to Common Issue 15. 
435 Dressler, Aaron 5 Endangered fish species are addressed in Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of this FEIS. WDFW’s Priority Habitat and 

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

435 Dressler, Aaron 6 Thank you for your comment. 
435 Dressler, Aaron 7 The project will be operated during drought years as described in Section 2.3.3. Roza could actually use on the 

order of 70,000 acre-feet during the worst drought years. Some droughts last more than one year and the 
capacity of the pumping plant is sized to allow resilience against multiple-year droughts. Additional proratable 
entities besides Roza may also receive water from the project. The 200,000 acre-feet capacity provides 
flexibility to meet these needs. 

435 Dressler, Aaron 8 See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on the timing and conditions of pumping operations, including 
both drought-relief and refill operations. 

435 Dressler, Aaron 9 Thank you for your comment. 
435 Dressler, Aaron 10 Thank you for your comment. 
435 Dressler, Aaron 11 Thank you for your comment. 
436 Dulin, Andy 1 Thank you for your comment. 
436 Dulin, Andy 2 Thank you for your comment. 
436 Dulin, Andy 3 Thank you for your comment. 
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436 Dulin, Andy 4 See response to Common Issue 4. In addition, Roza and other Proratable Entities are implementing 
conservation measures related to canals and ditches. 

436 Dulin, Andy 5 Thank you for your comment. 
437 Elder, Barbara 1 Thank you for your comment. 
438 Engberg, Greg 1 Thank you for your comment. 
438 Engberg, Greg 2 Thank you for your comment. 
438 Engberg, Greg 3 As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 

years after a drought. Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs to refill 
Kachess Reservoir after a drought while meeting Project obligations. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further 
information. 

438 Engberg, Greg 4 Thank you for your comment. 
439 Fitzpatrick, 

Camille 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

440 Golding, 
Gerald/Norma 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

440 Golding, 
Gerald/Norma 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

440 Golding, 
Gerald/Norma 

3 See response to Common Issue 4. 

441 Gulifoyle, Carol 1 Thank you for your comment. 
442 Hallisey, Judy 1 See response to Common Issue 4. 
442 Hallisey, Judy 2 Thank you for your comment. 
442 Hallisey, Judy 3 See response to Common Issue 3. 
442 Hallisey, Judy 4 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 

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

442 Hallisey, Judy 5 Design details developed to are sufficient for NEPA analysis. Addition design details on elements like 
excavation would be developed as part of final design of a selected alternative. 
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442 Hallisey, Judy 6 Thank you for your comment. 
443 Hamilton, Alistair 1 Thank you for your comment. 
444 Hendricks, Lorelle 1 Thank you for your comment. 
445 Hubble, Joel 1 Thank you for the suggested technical revisions, these have been incorporated into the FEIS. Rimrock prorated 

year changes are likely due to reservoir balancing done in the RiverWare model. According to the RiverWare 
modeling results, there are 8 instances in the modeling period of record where it takes 2-5 years to refill. 

446 Hughart, Jenny 1 Thank you for your comment. 
447 Jahn, Brandy 1 Thank you for your comment. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 1 Thank you for your comment. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 2 Thank you for your comment. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 3 The Integrated Plan includes improvements to water supply and ecosystem functions. Both of these are fully 

consistent with the missions of Reclamation and Ecology. The proposed action is being undertaken in 
conformance with the Integrated Plan and these missions. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 5 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

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

448 Jonas, Jayme 6 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)  
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448 Jonas, Jayme 7 An appendix has been included in this FEIS that provides documentation of the modeling assumptions and 
other inputs. 40 CFR 1502.22 provides that if there is incomplete or missing information, Reclamation can 
determine whether is essential for making a reasoned choice among alternatives. Reclamation has 
determined that information available is adequate for identifying a Preferred Alternative. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 8 Evaluation of wetlands at an inventory level to compare EIS alternatives is considered adequate for NEPA and 
SEPA environmental review. Wetlands that will be directly impacted by the project will be delineated as 
required for federal, state, and local permits. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 9 The proposed changes to Keechelus would fall within the existing operating conditions and therefore did not 
need to be modeled. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 10 Temperature impacts of KKC were not modeled, but modeling was not necessary for the water quality analysis 
to support this EIS. Existing data on water temperature was sufficient to conduct the analysis. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 11 Modeling and estimates were sufficient to assess and disclose the likely impacts of the alternatives. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 12 Renderings of action alternatives are presented in Chapter 2 of this FEIS. Additional detailed engineering 

drawings are presented in the reports supporting this FEIS and available on Reclamation's website at  
448 Jonas, Jayme 13 No Action Alternative economic conditions were assessed and provide the basis for comparison of the action 

alternatives. See Section 4.21. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 14 Section 4.21 of this FEIS includes updates providing additional information on economic effects of the 

proposed action on recreation and the recreational economic activity. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 15 Thank you for your comment. 
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448 Jonas, Jayme 16 “Reservoir balancing” is a term used to refer to a process where releases are made to meet instream flow and 
water delivery requirements so that the remaining usable storage in each of the five Yakima River basin 
reservoirs is relatively consistent. Remaining usable storage is not kept equal, because each reservoir’s 
capacity, usability, and refill characteristics are different. 
Yakima River basin operations are performed by human decision-makers, on a real time basis, using the best 
available measurements of current and projected future conditions of water availability and need. The 
operator also incorporates qualitative input concerning reservoir releases that may be available from resource 
agencies and water users. At times, these operational decision may also be tested by using specialized model 
runs and other software.  
The YAKRW planning model used to support this EIS makes a given decision on how much water to release 
from each reservoir based upon rules coded into model logic that are controlled by similar, but more limited, 
water availability and need data (including a fixed set of projected future conditions). The model logic is 
designed to approximately duplicate the human decision-maker’s operational decisions, and it generally does. 
But the model does not have all of the same information available to it, and it is not able to make subjective 
adjustments, to use intuition, or to incorporate certain unquantifiable inputs and information. 
The model is not deficient nor does it use inaccurate assumptions. The model does not have available to it all 
of the intangible inputs that real-time operations include, but it is still an appropriate tool to support analysis 
of alternatives in this EIS and support operational decision-making. Additionally, with respect to the specific 
case of reservoir balancing under conditions when KDRPP has been constructed, model logic is an estimate of 
operational procedures that have not yet been developed, because the project has not been constructed. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 17 The uncertainty is acknowledged in the analysis and disclosed in this FEIS. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 18 Refill period would be 2 to 5 years. This FEIS has been revised for consistency. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 19 There is not a “target pool elevation” for refill, but rather refill goals while still meeting delivery and instream 

flow targets. KKC would accelerate refill. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 20 See response to Common Issue 6. 
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448 Jonas, Jayme 21 See Section 1.5 of this FEIS. In 2016, Roza Irrigation District (a proratable entity) utilized the value analysis and 
proposed to construct and operate a “drought emergency” temporary floating pumping plant, referred to as 
the Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant (KETFPP). Roza determined that the KETFPP would 
allow access to an additional 50,000 acre-feet of water below the existing reservoir outlet for the upcoming 
2016 irrigation season, if the 2015 drought continued. 
With new information accumulated during Roza’s emergency efforts, Reclamation and Ecology collaborated 
with Roza to consider the substantial change in engineering knowledge accumulated, which indicated that a 
larger-scale floating pumping plant could be feasible in achieving the KDRPP purposes. Reclamation and 
Ecology determined an SDEIS would be required to consider a new floating pumping plant alternative that 
would withdraw an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water (below the existing gravity outlet works) from 
Kachess Reservoir. This additional alternative intends to provide the same benefits to the Yakima River basin 
as the South and East Shore KDRPP project alternatives described in the DEIS. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 22 Under Reclamation's guidance and direction, a task force of Reclamation, Roza and consultant experts 
conducted a value analysis study in the summer of 2015. At the time of this study, Eastern Washington was 
under an Emergency Drought Declaration by the Governor. Subsequent to this Study, Roza embarked on the 
design of an emergency, temporary floating pumping plant. When the drought was declared over in 
December of 2015, Roza discontinued advancing the temporary emergency floating pumping plant project, 
and the work through the additional design and analysis performed in late 2015, the feasibility of a floating 
pumping plant was verified resulting a decision was made to add this alternative into the EIS documentation. 
See Section 2.8.1.3 of this FEIS 

448 Jonas, Jayme 23 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 24 The SDEIS summarizes environmental impacts of the KDRPP alternatives, providing new information 
applicable to the environmental effects of KDRPP and explaining the removal of KKC as a stand-alone 
alternative.  

448 Jonas, Jayme 25 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not 
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 
4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.

448 Jonas, Jayme 26 See response to Common Issue 17. 
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448 Jonas, Jayme 27 The proposed action would not, of itself, induce farming or other land use changes. It would operate only 
during drought years when less than 70 percent water supply is available. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 28 As described in the SDEIS, the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements would produce economic impacts in 
the same manner as the other construction spending for the project. Detailed data sufficient to quantify these 
impacts, including construction cost estimates, were not available at the time of preparation. Because the 
impacts are expected to be positive and less than the construction costs for the main actions of the 
alternatives, quantification of these impacts is largely immaterial to the decision-making process. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 29 See response to Common Issue 10. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 30 See Figure 4 -2 in this FEIS for additional illustration of proposed drawdown. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 31 See response to Common Issue 15. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 32 See response to Common Issue 8. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 33 Adverse impacts of changes in water temperatures are addressed in detail in section 4.6 of the SDEIS. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 34 Operations would not have noise impacts. Pumps are electric and noise would not impact residences or 

campgrounds. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 35 See response to Common Issue 16. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 36 See response to Common Issue 15. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 37 See response to Common Issue 8. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 38 See response to Common Issue 3. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 39 Thank you for your comment. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 40 See response to Common Issue 10. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 41 Following the Draft EIS, Ecology conducted a review of groundwater elevations around Kachess Lake, 

downstream of the reservoir, Lake Easton will continue to serve as a recharge boundary and maintain 
groundwater levels near the lake.  

448 Jonas, Jayme 42 See response to Common Issue 2. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 43 Thank you for your comment. 
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448 Jonas, Jayme 44 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The 
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments 
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an 
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous 
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, 
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The 
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 45 See response to Common Issue 16. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 46 See response to Common Issue 16. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 47 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. 

This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to 
recreation. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 48 While Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 cause increases in annual instream flow that decrease habitat suitability in 
summer in the upper Yakima River reaches in drought years, Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C reduce summer flow 
in the Keechelus Reach and Easton Reach, providing a large benefit to summer-rearing salmonids. Note that 
the number of years in which instream flow targets are attained in the Upper Yakima River reaches would 
improve with all proposed alternatives compared to Alternative 1, No Action except for a 1.5% reduction in 
attainment in spring in the Keechelus Reach with Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C and a 6% reduction in attainment 
in summer in the Easton Reach with all alternatives (Please see Tables 4-80 and 4-81) 

448 Jonas, Jayme 49 Thank you for your comment. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 50 When Keechelus Reservoir level falls below elevation 2,466, bull trout access to its tributaries is adversely 

affected. This impact is summarized in Table 4-4. For all alternatives, Keechelus Reservoir typically falls below 
elevation 2,466 from August to November. Under Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C, Keechelus Reservoir levels 
would fall below elevation 2,466 in 11 fewer years than under Alternative 1 (from 80 years for Alternative 1 to 
69 years for Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C) but for an additional 5 days per year in years Keechelus Reservoir 
levels fall below elevation 2,466. Mitigation measures for ESA Threatened and Endangered fish species, 
including monitoring of habitat disconnection to tributary streams, if warranted, will be determined in 
consultation with the Service and NMFS which is ongoing, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 51 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been 
coordinated with WDFW. 
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448 Jonas, Jayme 52 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  

448 Jonas, Jayme 53 Section 1.2 describes Reclamation and Ecology's commitment to the Integrated Plan 
448 Jonas, Jayme 54 See response to Common Issue 8. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 55 The request is out of scope of this environmental review. Water conservation is an element of the Integrated 

Plan. An updated status of project implementation is provided in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water 
Resource Management Plan Implementation Status Report (Ecology, 2017) 

448 Jonas, Jayme 56 See response to Common Issue 5. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 57 See response to Common Issue 4. 
448 Jonas, Jayme 58 Thank you for the response about future climate change and hydrologic effects to Lake Kachess being “most 

certainly a cumulative impact.” This comment has been noted but no change was made to this FEIS. See 4.13.8 
for the explanation. 

448 Jonas, Jayme 59 Thank you for your comment. 
449 Kelley, Elizabeth 1 See response to Common Issue 4. 
449 Kelley, Elizabeth 2 The cost of drip irrigation is outside the scope of this EIS. For additional details about alternatives considered, 

see response to Common Issue 4. 
449 Kelley, Elizabeth 3 Section 4.11 describes operational effects on air quality, including dust generated by additional exposed 

shoreline area with KDRPP alternatives. The additional exposed shoreline could increase the amount of 
windblown dust, but shoreline materials are mostly stable. Therefore, particulate emissions due to drawdown 
is not expected to cause air quality or human health impacts. 

449 Kelley, Elizabeth 4 The proposed action would not enable junior water rights to take priority over senior water rights. See 
response to Common Issue 3. 

449 Kelley, Elizabeth 5 See response to Common Issue 17. 
449 Kelley, Elizabeth 6 Reclamation is not aware of this resource; however, is committed to compliance with Paleontological 

Resources Preservation Act.  
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449 Kelley, Elizabeth 7 Contaminated soils, if any, encountered in the project, will be handled and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations. 

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

1 See response to Common Issue 8. 

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

2 The migration of fish between Big and Little Kachess would be addressed by the volitional bull trout passage 
improvements included as an element in all action alternatives. Measures to mitigate impacts to wildlife are 
described in Section 4.8.10. 

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

3 See response to Common Issue 10. 

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

4 See response to Common Issue 4. 

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

5 See response to Common Issue 8. 

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

6 See response to Common Issue 4. 

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

7 See response to Common Issue 16. 

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

8 Thank you for your comment. 

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

9 See response to Common Issue 4. 

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

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

450 Kitchell, 
Carolyn/Robert 

11 Thank you for your comment. 

451 Landen, Dick 1 Thank you for your comment. 
451 Landen, Dick 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
451 Landen, Dick 3 Thank you for your comment. 
451 Landen, Dick 4 See response to Common Issue 7. 
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451 Landen, Dick 5 Thank you for your comment. 
452 Lee, Tom 1 Please see the FEIS for expanded descriptions of impacts on Yakima River flows by reach and by season. 

Section 4.3 Surface Water Resources for predicted changes in Yakima River flow by reach for each Alternative 
downstream from Keechelus Dam to Sunnyside Diversion Dam. Effects of predicted changes in Yakima River 
flow (either adverse or beneficial) each reach to Sunnyside Diversion Dam are described in section 4.6 Fish 
with reference to whether rearing habitat would increase or decrease in each reach in specific seasons. 

452 Lee, Tom 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
452 Lee, Tom 3 Thank you for your comment. 
453 Lewis, Ann 1 Reclamation has an existing agreement with WDFW to address fish passage and monitoring at Box Canyon 

Creek to provide fish passage at low flows during droughts. Withdrawing additional water will not affect fish 
passage at Box Canyon Creek and other upstream tributaries flowing into Little Kachess, because water levels 
in Little Kachess will not fall below historic levels. Reclamation and Ecology are committed to implementing 
BTE projects, including Box Canyon Creek. See Appendix C for additional details. 

453 Lewis, Ann 2 Impacts from the artificial channel from Lake Kachess to Box Canyon Creek are outside the scope of this EIS. 
454 Modery, Elizabeth 1 Thank you for your comment. 
454 Modery, Elizabeth 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
454 Modery, Elizabeth 3 With respect to the part of your comment about fire response, please see Common Issue 10. With respect to 

water quality, please see Section 4.4 in this FEIS. With respect to recreation see Section 4.14 in this FEIS and 
for wells, see the Groundwater Section 4.5 in this FEIS.  

455 Mundy, Lee 1 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not 
included in the DEIS) is provided in Section 2.7.2 of the FEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 4. 
The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to what was presented in the DEIS and 
presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project. 

455 Mundy, Lee 2 As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 
years after a drought. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information. 

455 Mundy, Lee 3 Section 1.9.2 of this FEIS describes how Proratable Entities would receive water under the proposed action. 
455 Mundy, Lee 4 This FEIS clarifies that Roza and potentially other participating proratable irrigation districts would fund 

implementation of the Preferred Alternative. With respect to the part of your comment on sitting on this for 
30 years, please note that Reclamation and Ecology follow the guidance of CEQ: 40 Questions Number 32, 
that if a proposal has not yet been implemented, EISs that are more than 5 years old are generally 
supplemented so that the agency has the best possible information regarding the proposal. 
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455 Mundy, Lee 5 Thank you for your comment. 
455 Mundy, Lee 6 Thank you for your comment. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 1 Thank you for your comment, it will be included in the record for the EIS, but please note that the proposal is 

consistent with the IP and tiered from it. Also, please note that a purpose for action is to continue to deliver 
project water for authorized purposes—the action alternatives are consistent with those purposes. Please see 
Common Issue 12. 

456 Nelson, Alyse 2 The Integrated Plan includes improvements to water supply and ecosystem functions. Both of these are fully 
consistent with the missions of Reclamation and Ecology. The proposed action is being undertaken in 
conformance with the Integrated Plan and these missions. 

456 Nelson, Alyse 3 An appendix has been included in this FEIS that provides documentation of the modeling assumptions and 
other inputs. 40 CFR 1502.22 provides that if there is incomplete or missing information, Reclamation can 
determine whether is essential for making a reasoned choice among alternatives. Reclamation has 
determined that information available is adequate for identifying a Preferred Alternative. 

456 Nelson, Alyse 4 Evaluation of wetlands at an inventory level to compare EIS alternatives is considered adequate for NEPA and 
SEPA environmental review. Wetlands that will be directly impacted by the project will be delineated as 
required for federal, state, and local permits. 

456 Nelson, Alyse 5 
456 Nelson, Alyse 6 Temperature impacts of KKC were not modeled, but modeling was not necessary for the water quality analysis 

to support this EIS. Existing data on water temperature was sufficient to conduct the analysis. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 7 Modeling and estimates were sufficient to assess and disclose the likely impacts of the alternatives. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 8 Renderings of action alternatives are presented in Chapter 2 of this FEIS. Additional detailed engineering 

drawings are presented in the reports supporting this FEIS and available on Reclamation's website at  
456 Nelson, Alyse 9 No Action Alternative economic conditions were assessed and provide the basis for comparison of the action 

alternatives. See Section 4.21. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 10 Section 4.21 of this FEIS includes updates providing additional information on economic effects of the 

proposed action on recreation and the recreational economic activity. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 11 Thank you for your comment. 
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456 Nelson, Alyse 12 “Reservoir balancing” is a term used to refer to a process where releases are made to meet instream flow and 
water delivery requirements so that the remaining usable storage in each of the five Yakima River basin 
reservoirs is relatively consistent. Remaining usable storage is not kept equal, because each reservoir’s 
capacity, usability, and refill characteristics are different. 
Yakima River basin operations are performed by human decision-makers, on a real time basis, using the best 
available measurements of current and projected future conditions of water availability and need. The 
operator also incorporates qualitative input concerning reservoir releases that may be available from resource 
agencies and water users. At times, these operational decision may also be tested by using specialized model 
runs and other software.  
The YAKRW planning model used to support this EIS makes a given decision on how much water to release 
from each reservoir based upon rules coded into model logic that are controlled by similar, but more limited, 
water availability and need data (including a fixed set of projected future conditions). The model logic is 
designed to approximately duplicate the human decision-maker’s operational decisions, and it generally does. 
But the model does not have all of the same information available to it, and it is not able to make subjective 
adjustments, to use intuition, or to incorporate certain unquantifiable inputs and information. 
The model is not deficient nor does it use inaccurate assumptions. The model does not have available to it all 
of the intangible inputs that real-time operations include, but it is still an appropriate tool to support analysis 
of alternatives in this EIS and support operational decision-making. Additionally, with respect to the specific 
case of reservoir balancing under conditions when KDRPP has been constructed, model logic is an estimate of 
operational procedures that have not yet been developed, because the project has not been constructed. 

456 Nelson, Alyse 13 The uncertainty is acknowledged in the analysis and disclosed in this FEIS. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 14 Refill period would be 2 to 5 years. This FEIS has been revised for consistency. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 15 There is not a “target pool elevation” for refill, but rather refill goals while still meeting delivery and instream 

flow targets. KKC would accelerate refill. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 16 See response to Common Issue 6. 
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456 Nelson, Alyse 17 See Section 1.5 of this FEIS. In 2016, Roza Irrigation District (a proratable entity) utilized the value analysis and 
proposed to construct and operate a “drought emergency” temporary floating pumping plant, referred to as 
the Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant (KETFPP). Roza determined that the KETFPP would 
allow access to an additional 50,000 acre-feet of water below the existing reservoir outlet for the upcoming 
2016 irrigation season, if the 2015 drought continued. 
With new information accumulated during Roza’s emergency efforts, Reclamation and Ecology collaborated 
with Roza to consider the substantial change in engineering knowledge accumulated, which indicated that a 
larger-scale floating pumping plant could be feasible in achieving the KDRPP purposes. Reclamation and 
Ecology determined an SDEIS would be required to consider a new floating pumping plant alternative that 
would withdraw an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water (below the existing gravity outlet works) from 
Kachess Reservoir. This additional alternative intends to provide the same benefits to the Yakima River basin 
as the South and East Shore KDRPP project alternatives described in the DEIS. 

456 Nelson, Alyse 18 See response to Common Issue 17. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 19 The proposed action would not, of itself, induce farming or other land use changes. It would operate only 

during drought years when less than 70 percent water supply is available. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 20 As described in the SDEIS, the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements would produce economic impacts in 

the same manner as the other construction spending for the project. Detailed data sufficient to quantify these 
impacts, including construction cost estimates, were not available at the time of preparation. Because the 
impacts are expected to be positive and less than the construction costs for the main actions of the 
alternatives, quantification of these impacts is largely immaterial to the decision-making process. 

456 Nelson, Alyse 21 See response to Common Issue 10. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 22 See response to Common Issue 15. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 23 See response to Common Issue 8. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 24 Adverse impacts of changes in water temperatures are addressed in detail in section 4.6 of the SDEIS. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 25 Operations would not have noise impacts. Pumps are electric and noise would not impact residences or 

campgrounds. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 26 See response to Common Issue 16. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 27 See response to Common Issue 15. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 28 See response to Common Issue 8. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 29 Thank you for your comment. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 30 See response to Common Issue 2. 
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456 Nelson, Alyse 31 Thank you for your comment. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 32 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

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

456 Nelson, Alyse 33 See response to Common Issue 16. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 34 See response to Common Issue 16. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 35 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. 

This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to 
recreation. 

456 Nelson, Alyse 36 While Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 cause increases in annual instream flow that decrease habitat suitability in 
summer in the upper Yakima River reaches in drought years, Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C reduce summer flow 
in the Keechelus Reach and Easton Reach, providing a large benefit to summer-rearing salmonids. Note that 
the number of years in which instream flow targets are attained in the Upper Yakima River reaches would 
improve with all proposed alternatives compared to Alternative 1, No Action except for a 1.5% reduction in 
attainment in spring in the Keechelus Reach with Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C and a 6% reduction in attainment 
in summer in the Easton Reach with all alternatives (Please see Tables 4-80 and 4-81) 

456 Nelson, Alyse 37 Thank you for your comment. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 38 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been 

coordinated with WDFW. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 39 Section 1.2 describes Reclamation and Ecology's commitment to the Integrated Plan 
456 Nelson, Alyse 40 The request is out of scope of this environmental review. Water conservation is an element of the Integrated 

Plan. An updated status of project implementation is provided in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water 
Resource Management Plan Implementation Status Report (Ecology, 2017) 

456 Nelson, Alyse 41 See response to Common Issue 5. 
456 Nelson, Alyse 42 See response to Common Issue 4. 
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456 Nelson, Alyse 43 YRBWEP Phases II and III are considered reasonably foreseeable future actions, and therefore for a basis for 
the cumulative effects assessment documented in the SDEIS. An updated status of project implementation is 
provided in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan Implementation Status 
Report (Department of Ecology 2018OCR , 2017) 

456 Nelson, Alyse 44 Thank you for your comment. 
457 Newman, Peter 1 Thank you for your comment. 
457 Newman, Peter 2 See response to Common Issue 8. 
457 Newman, Peter 3 See response to Common Issue 8. 
457 Newman, Peter 4 See response to Common Issue 17. 
457 Newman, Peter 5 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 

list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

457 Newman, Peter 6 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  

457 Newman, Peter 7 See response to Common Issue 16. 
457 Newman, Peter 8 There are no plans to improve the road. 
458 Oh, Shenton 1 Thank you for your comment. 
458 Oh, Shenton 2 Thank you for your comment. 
458 Oh, Shenton 3 Thank you for your comment. 
459 Owens, C.C. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
459 Owens, C.C. 2 Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be included in the record for the EIS. Please see 

Common Issue 10 regarding fire response. With respect to the comment about taxpayer money, please note 
this FEIS clarifies that Roza and potentially other participating proratable irrigation districts would fund the 
project.  
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460 Owens, Joann 1 Thank you for your comment. 
460 Owens, Joann 2 Thank you for your comment. 
461 Owens, JP 1 Thank you for your comment. 
461 Owens, JP 2 Thank you for your comment. 
461 Owens, JP 3 Thank you for your comment. 
461 Owens, JP 4 Thank you for your comment. 
462 Parry, Jeff 1 Thank you for your comment. 
462 Parry, Jeff 2 See response to Common Issue 17. 
462 Parry, Jeff 3 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
462 Parry, Jeff 4 As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 

years after a drought. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information. 
462 Parry, Jeff 5 The potential impacts to fish are described in Section 4.6 of the EIS. 
462 Parry, Jeff 6 See response to Common Issue 16. 
462 Parry, Jeff 7 Thank you for your comment. 
462 Parry, Jeff 8 Thank you for your comment. 
462 Parry, Jeff 9 See response to Common Issue 4. 
462 Parry, Jeff 10 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
462 Parry, Jeff 11 Thank you for your comment. 
462 Parry, Jeff 12 Thank you for your comment. 
463 Reeves, Harold 1 Thank you for your comment. 
463 Reeves, Harold 2 Thank you for your comment. 
463 Reeves, Harold 3 Thank you for your comment. 
463 Reeves, Harold 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
463 Reeves, Harold 5 No acquisition of private property is anticipated for the Preferred Alternative. If private property acquisition is 

required, procedures for acquisition are described in Section 4.15.10 of this FEIS. 
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463 Reeves, Harold 6 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The 
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments 
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an 
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous 
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, 
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The 
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

463 Reeves, Harold 7 Thank you for your comment. 
463 Reeves, Harold 8 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 

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

463 Reeves, Harold 9 See response to Common Issue 7. 
463 Reeves, Harold 10 Thank you for your comment. 
463 Reeves, Harold 11 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 

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

463 Reeves, Harold 12 See response to Common Issue 4. 
463 Reeves, Harold 13 Reclamation and Ecology would execute agreements with Roza Irrigation District prior to construction that will 

address roles and responsibilities, including financial commitments. 
463 Reeves, Harold 14 Estimated operations costs are presented Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. If the Preferred Alternative is selected, 

Roza will assess operating costs during its decision making process on whether and how to proceed. 
463 Reeves, Harold 15 See response to Common Issue 4. 
463 Reeves, Harold 16 See response to Common Issue 4. 
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463 Reeves, Harold 17 See response to Common Issue 14. 
463 Reeves, Harold 18 Lake Kachess is periodically stocked with kokanee and cutthroat fry by WDFW. 
463 Reeves, Harold 19 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 

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

464 Ryan, Paige and 
Scott 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

464 Ryan, Paige and 
Scott 

2 See response to Common Issue 9. 

465 Schwartz, Jay 1 Thank you for your comment. 
465 Schwartz, Jay 2 Thank you for your comment. 
465 Schwartz, Jay 3 Reclamation has met and engaged with the commenter on multiple occasions from 2015 to 2018 and has 

shared data and model outputs related to system operations, reservoir pool levels, stream flows, and related 
aspects of the Yakima Project. See Section 5 of this FEIS regarding stakeholder engagement. Reclamation has 
reviewed the information and opinions that this commenter has provided. However, for purposes of NEPA, 
Reclamation relies on meeting the Information Quality Act and the Office of Management of Budget's 
authorities overseeing the quality of agency information, analyses, and actions. As such, Reclamation relies on 
use of RiverWare (TM) and the YakRW Model. This model and its applications have gone through years of 
validation by professional hydrologist and operators. For purposes of this environmental review, this meets 
information quality requirements and provides a sound basis for decision-making. 

465 Schwartz, Jay 4 Thank you for your comment. 
465 Schwartz, Jay 5 See response to Common Issue 8. 
465 Schwartz, Jay 6 As noted in Section 3.3.1 of the SDEIS, hydrologic modeling was used instead of historic information to 

compare existing conditions to future conditions with the project alternatives. Hydrologic modeling reflects 
recent operations of the Yakima Project versus historical information, which has changed throughout the 
historic operation of the Yakima Project. Additional details of modeling results are further detailed in the 
Hydrologic Modeling Report. 
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465 Schwartz, Jay 7 The five reservoirs in the Yakima Project are operated in a coordinated manner to provide for surface water 
needs of the system as a whole; no single reservoir is designated to supply the needs of any particular area. 
Therefore a change in total water supply available or in proration would impact more than Kachess Reservoir; 
these flow and reservoir impacts are described in Section 4.3 of the SDEIS. 

465 Schwartz, Jay 8 As noted in Section 4.3.1, it is assumed that KRD, Roza, and WIP agree to participate in KDRPP. 
465 Schwartz, Jay 9 As noted in Section 4.3.1, it is assumed that KRD, Roza, and WIP agree to participate in KDRPP. KRD diversions 

are different than KRD deliveries. According to RiverWare modeling results, Roza deliveries are higher than 
KRD deliveries (by 41 kAF) for the drought years mentioned in Alternative 2. 

465 Schwartz, Jay 10 Please see section 2.3.5 of the SDEIS which describes Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements to improve 
the connections between Big Kachess and Little Kachess when water levels fall below an elevation of 2,226 
feet. Please see section 4.3 of the SDEIS which shows the estimated days that Lake Kachess would fall below 
critical elevations under each alternative scenario, summarized in table 4-4.  

465 Schwartz, Jay 11 See response to Common Issue 2. As noted therein, as a condition of the Preferred Alternative, Roza would be 
required to fund, design, construct, operate and maintain the project, which would result in no direct federal 
funding on the project and therefore, there is no need for Reclamation to prepare a principles and guidelines 
economic analysis to submit to OMB. 

466 Newman, Livia 1 Thank you for your comment. 
466 Newman, Livia 2 See response to Common Issue 8. 
466 Newman, Livia 3 See response to Common Issue 8. 
466 Newman, Livia 4 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 

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

466 Newman, Livia 5 See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on pumping during refill operations. 
466 Newman, Livia 6 Please note that there is a difference in scope between the programmatic IP—which identified multiple 

components for future analysis and action, and the site-specific action analyzed here. This action is not 
intended to encompass all components or elements of the broader, programmatic IP. 
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466 Newman, Livia 7 See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential 
impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of 
the water right permitting process for KDRPP.  

466 Newman, Livia 8 The DEIS used the 2012 303(d) list, which was the most updated list at the time of the report. The SDEIS used 
the 2014 303(d) list, which was published between the releases of the DEIS and the SDEIS. As noted in Table 3-
9 of the SDEIS, PCBs were listed due to being found in fish tissue and do not have a known source. PCBs were 
found in fish throughout the river and the reservoirs; downstream Yakima River fish were found to have 
higher levels of PCBs than upper Yakima River and reservoir fish. 

466 Newman, Livia 9 It is Reclamation policy to avoid impacts and leave cultural materials in place. If that is not feasible cultural 
materials will be recovered scientifically in advance of construction. Recovered materials will be curated at a 
museum which meets federal standards. As part of Section 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to 
implement a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and 
land management implications to cultural resources. 

467 Smith, Doug 1 Thank you for your comment. 
468 Staberow, 

Katherine 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

469 Starcevich, John P. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
470 Thomas, Lynn 1 Thank you for your comment. 
470 Thomas, Lynn 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
471 Vaughn, William F. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
471 Vaughn, William F. 2 Thank you for your comment. 
471 Vaughn, William F. 3 Thank you for your comment. 
471 Vaughn, William F. 4 See response to Common Issue 9. 
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471 Vaughn, William F. 5 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The 
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments 
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an 
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous 
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, 
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The 
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. With respect to your question about recreational 
opportunities and the campground, please see Section 4.14 of this FEIS 

471 Vaughn, William F. 6 See response to Common Issue 4. 
472 Wenstrup, John 1 Section 4.2 of the EIS addresses seismic risks associated with the project. The proposed action is predicated on 

the presence of a dam; therefore, a scenario involving the dam having been removed for safety reasons was 
not considered. 

472 Wenstrup, John 2 In response to your question about the applicability of the 2018 State of Washington v U.S. case, we have read 
the decision, but have not extrapolated from the specifics of that case to the Yakima Project. Please note that 
Reclamation remains committed to carrying out Yakima Project operations (and all activities) in a manner that 
protects Indian trust assets—including tribal fishing rights, and avoiding adverse impacts to these assets when 
possible. With respect to the action being analyzed in this FEIS, our finding is that no Indian Trust Assets are 
adversely impacted and no mitigation is required. Consultation with potentially affected and concerned Indian 
tribes is ongoing/ 

472 Wenstrup, John 3 Section 4.11 describes operational effects on air quality, including dust generated by additional exposed 
shoreline area with KDRPP alternatives. The additional exposed shoreline could increase the amount of 
windblown dust, but shoreline materials are mostly stable. Therefore, particulate emissions due to drawdown 
is not expected to cause air quality or human health impacts. 

472 Wenstrup, John 4 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)  
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472 Wenstrup, John 5 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

473 Whitney, Dan 1 Thank you for your comment. 
474 Williams, Jerald 1 Thank you for your comment. 
474 Williams, Jerald 2 Thank you for your comment. 
474 Williams, Jerald 3 KDRPP has been sized to improve supplies to a subset of proratable users of Yakima Project water consistent 

with the Integrated Plan. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for additional detail. 
474 Williams, Jerald 4 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
474 Williams, Jerald 5 KDRPP is sized to meet the need of other proratable entities in addition to Roza, see Section 1.3 of the Final 

EIS. 
474 Williams, Jerald 6 Sections 1.2 and 1.9 of this FEIS describe the Integrated Plan and proposed action in terms of proratable users 

and water rights. Under the Preferred Alternative, Roza and other participating Proratable Entities would fund 
the implementation and operations of KDRPP. 

474 Williams, Jerald 7 See response to Common Issue 8. 
474 Williams, Jerald 8 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 

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

475 Worcester, Karen 1 See response to 456.1. 
475 Worcester, Karen 2 The Integrated Plan includes improvements to water supply and ecosystem functions. Both of these are fully 

consistent with the missions of Reclamation and Ecology. The proposed action is being undertaken in 
conformance with the Integrated Plan and these missions. 

475 Worcester, Karen 3 An appendix has been included in this FEIS that provides documentation of the modeling assumptions and 
other inputs. 40 CFR 1502.22 provides that if there is incomplete or missing information, Reclamation can 
determine whether is essential for making a reasoned choice among alternatives. Reclamation has 
determined that information available is adequate for identifying a Preferred Alternative. 
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475 Worcester, Karen 4 Evaluation of wetlands at an inventory level to compare EIS alternatives is considered adequate for NEPA and 
SEPA environmental review. Wetlands that will be directly impacted by the project will be delineated as 
required for federal, state, and local permits. 

475 Worcester, Karen 5 Modeling was used to determine temperature effects of KDRPP on Kachess Reservoir and downstream of 
Kachess Dam. 

475 Worcester, Karen 6 Temperature impacts of KKC were not modeled, but modeling was not necessary for the water quality analysis 
to support this EIS. Existing data on water temperature was sufficient to conduct the analysis. 

475 Worcester, Karen 7 Modeling and estimates were sufficient to assess and disclose the likely impacts of the alternatives. 
475 Worcester, Karen 8 Renderings of action alternatives are presented in Chapter 2 of this FEIS. Additional detailed engineering 

drawings are presented in the reports supporting this FEIS and available on Reclamation's website at  
475 Worcester, Karen 9 No Action Alternative economic conditions were assessed and provide the basis for comparison of the action 

alternatives. See Section 4.21. 
475 Worcester, Karen 10 Section 4.21 of this FEIS includes updates providing additional information on economic effects of the 

proposed action on recreation and the recreational economic activity. 
475 Worcester, Karen 11 Thank you for your comment. 
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475 Worcester, Karen 12 “Reservoir balancing” is a term used to refer to a process where releases are made to meet instream flow and 
water delivery requirements so that the remaining usable storage in each of the five Yakima River basin 
reservoirs is relatively consistent. Remaining usable storage is not kept equal, because each reservoir’s 
capacity, usability, and refill characteristics are different. 
Yakima River basin operations are performed by human decision-makers, on a real time basis, using the best 
available measurements of current and projected future conditions of water availability and need. The 
operator also incorporates qualitative input concerning reservoir releases that may be available from resource 
agencies and water users. At times, these operational decision may also be tested by using specialized model 
runs and other software.  
The YAKRW planning model used to support this EIS makes a given decision on how much water to release 
from each reservoir based upon rules coded into model logic that are controlled by similar, but more limited, 
water availability and need data (including a fixed set of projected future conditions). The model logic is 
designed to approximately duplicate the human decision-maker’s operational decisions, and it generally does. 
But the model does not have all of the same information available to it, and it is not able to make subjective 
adjustments, to use intuition, or to incorporate certain unquantifiable inputs and information. 
The model is not deficient nor does it use inaccurate assumptions. The model does not have available to it all 
of the intangible inputs that real-time operations include, but it is still an appropriate tool to support analysis 
of alternatives in this EIS and support operational decision-making. Additionally, with respect to the specific 
case of reservoir balancing under conditions when KDRPP has been constructed, model logic is an estimate of 
operational procedures that have not yet been developed, because the project has not been constructed. 

475 Worcester, Karen 13 The uncertainty is acknowledged in the analysis and disclosed in this FEIS. 
475 Worcester, Karen 14 Refill period would be 2 to 5 years. This FEIS has been revised for consistency. 
475 Worcester, Karen 15 There is not a “target pool elevation” for refill, but rather refill goals while still meeting delivery and instream 

flow targets. KKC would accelerate refill. 
475 Worcester, Karen 16 See response to Common Issue 6. 
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475 Worcester, Karen 17 See Section 1.5 of this FEIS. In 2016, Roza Irrigation District (a proratable entity) utilized the value analysis and 
proposed to construct and operate a “drought emergency” temporary floating pumping plant, referred to as 
the Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant (KETFPP). Roza determined that the KETFPP would 
allow access to an additional 50,000 acre-feet of water below the existing reservoir outlet for the upcoming 
2016 irrigation season, if the 2015 drought continued. 
With new information accumulated during Roza’s emergency efforts, Reclamation and Ecology collaborated 
with Roza to consider the substantial change in engineering knowledge accumulated, which indicated that a 
larger-scale floating pumping plant could be feasible in achieving the KDRPP purposes. Reclamation and 
Ecology determined an SDEIS would be required to consider a new floating pumping plant alternative that 
would withdraw an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water (below the existing gravity outlet works) from 
Kachess Reservoir. This additional alternative intends to provide the same benefits to the Yakima River basin 
as the South and East Shore KDRPP project alternatives described in the DEIS. 

475 Worcester, Karen 18 See response to Common Issue 17. 
475 Worcester, Karen 19 The proposed action would not, of itself, induce farming or other land use changes. It would operate only 

during drought years when less than 70 percent water supply is available. 
475 Worcester, Karen 20 As described in the SDEIS, the Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements would produce economic impacts in 

the same manner as the other construction spending for the project. Detailed data sufficient to quantify these 
impacts, including construction cost estimates, were not available at the time of preparation. Because the 
impacts are expected to be positive and less than the construction costs for the main actions of the 
alternatives, quantification of these impacts is largely immaterial to the decision-making process. 

475 Worcester, Karen 21 See response to Common Issue 10. 
475 Worcester, Karen 22 See response to Common Issue 15. 
475 Worcester, Karen 23 See response to Common Issue 8. 
475 Worcester, Karen 24 Adverse impacts of changes in water temperatures are addressed in detail in section 4.6 of the SDEIS. 
475 Worcester, Karen 25 Operations would not have noise impacts. Pumps are electric and noise would not impact residences or 

campgrounds. 
475 Worcester, Karen 26 See response to Common Issue 16. 
475 Worcester, Karen 27 See response to Common Issue 15. 
475 Worcester, Karen 28 See response to Common Issue 8. 
475 Worcester, Karen 29 See response to Common Issue 10. 
475 Worcester, Karen 30 See response to Common Issue 2. 
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475 Worcester, Karen 31 Thank you for your comment. 
475 Worcester, Karen 32 Reclamation and Ecology conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS 

in January 2015. The public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After 
considering the comments received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the 
comment period for an additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation 
conducted numerous community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of 
the SDEIS. In addition, Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and 
encouraged public comment. The Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

475 Worcester, Karen 33 See response to Common Issue 16. 
475 Worcester, Karen 34 See response to Common Issue 16. 
475 Worcester, Karen 35 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. 

This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to 
recreation. 

475 Worcester, Karen 36 Note that while Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 cause increases in annual instream flow that decrease habitat 
suitability in summer in the upper Yakima River reaches in drought years, Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C reduce 
summer flow in the Keechelus Reach and Easton Reach, providing a large benefit to summer-rearing 
salmonids. Note that the number of years in which instream flow targets are attained in the Upper Yakima 
River reaches would improve with all proposed alternatives compared to Alternative 1, No Action except for a 
1.5% reduction in attainment in spring in the Keechelus Reach with Alternatives 5A, 5B, and 5C and a 6% 
reduction in attainment in summer in the Easton Reach with all alternatives (Please see Tables 4-80 and 4-81) 

475 Worcester, Karen 37 Thank you for your comment. 
475 Worcester, Karen 38 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been 

coordinated with WDFW. 
475 Worcester, Karen 39 Section 1.2 describes Reclamation and Ecology's commitment to the Integrated Plan 
475 Worcester, Karen 40 The request is out of scope of this environmental review. Water conservation is an element of the Integrated 

Plan. An updated status of project implementation is provided in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water 
Resource Management Plan Implementation Status Report (Ecology, 2017) 

475 Worcester, Karen 41 See response to Common Issue 5. 
475 Worcester, Karen 42 See response to Common Issue 4. 
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475 Worcester, Karen 43 YRBWEP Phases II and III are considered reasonably foreseeable future actions, and therefore for a basis for 
the cumulative effects assessment documented in the SDEIS. An updated status of project implementation is 
provided in the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan Implementation Status 
Report (Department of Ecology 2018OCR , 2017) 

475 Worcester, Karen 44 Thank you for your comment. 
476 Freeborn, Phelps 1 Thank you for your comment. 
476 Freeborn, Phelps 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
476 Freeborn, Phelps 3 See response to Common Issue 3. 
476 Freeborn, Phelps 4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
476 Freeborn, Phelps 5 Thank you for your comment. 
476 Freeborn, Phelps 6 Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams without fish passage 

structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.  
476 Freeborn, Phelps 7 Thank you for your comment. 
476 Freeborn, Phelps 8 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
476 Freeborn, Phelps 9 As outlined in the SDEIS, the proposed pumping plant would only be operational in drought years and as the 

reservoir is refilled following a drought. 
476 Freeborn, Phelps 10 Thank you for your comment. 
476 Freeborn, Phelps 11 Thank you for providing the citations and information about crop coefficients. Please note that the choice of 

crops is left to individual farmers, despite the different water requirements of the crops. Your information has 
been noted and will be included in the record for the EIS.  

477 Fury, C. Steven 1 Thank you for your comment. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 3 The project is within the ceded lands of the Yakama Nation per the Treaty of 1855. Both the Yakama Nation 

and the Colville Confederated Tribes have a demonstrated cultural connection to the project area. They have 
requested, and are involved, with the cultural evaluation of the project. We are unaware of a cultural 
connection held by the Snoqualmie Tribe, and they have made no similar request. It is Reclamation policy to 
avoid impacts and leave cultural materials in place. If that is not feasible cultural materials will be recovered 
scientifically in advance of construction. Recovered materials will be curated at a museum which meets 
federal standards. As part of Section 110 responsibilities, Reclamation is planning to implement a Cultural 
Resources Management Plan (CRMP) to address ongoing and future operational and land management 
implications to cultural resources. 
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477 Fury, C. Steven 4 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 
conducted public scoping for the Draft EIS. Reclamation and Ecology issued the DEIS in January 2015. The 
public comment period for the DEIS closed 60 days later on March 10, 2015. After considering the comments 
received during that comment period, Reclamation and Ecology reopened the comment period for an 
additional 60 days. The second comment period ended June 15, 2015. Reclamation conducted numerous 
community outreach events and provided updates on its website during preparation of the SDEIS. In addition, 
Reclamation provided extensive public notice of availability of the SDEIS and encouraged public comment. The 
Final EIS presents a description of outreach conducted. 

477 Fury, C. Steven 5 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

477 Fury, C. Steven 6 KKC is not being carried forward as a stand-alone project at this time; however, KKC is a component of the 
action alternatives (Alternative 5).  

477 Fury, C. Steven 7 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 
irrigation districts would fund the project. 

477 Fury, C. Steven 8 Acquisition of real property interests based on design concepts for the alternatives are summarized in Section 
4.15 of the SDEIS. Reclamation would comply with Federal property acquisition policies. Reclamation would 
survey properties before construction to determine whether acquisition is required. Reclamation would follow 
the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
USC 4601) and the procedures described in the 2003 Reclamation Manual Directives and Standards LND 06-01 
for any property or easement acquisition. 

477 Fury, C. Steven 9 See response to Common Issue 2. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 10 See response to Common Issue 8. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 11 See response to Common Issue 3. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 12 See response to Common Issue 8. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 13 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 

consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R )  
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477 Fury, C. Steven 14 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been 
coordinated with WDFW. 

477 Fury, C. Steven 15 See response to Common Issue 10. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 16 This FEIS includes additional information on the home sites around Kachess Reservoir. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 17 See response to Common Issue 9. The study referenced in the comment supports the conclusion that there 

are multiple factors affecting the value of properties surrounding Kachess Reservoir that are unrelated to the 
action alternatives evaluated in this SDEIS. The proposed changes in temporary fluctuations in water levels do 
not necessarily have a causal relationship to property values or market perceptions. 

477 Fury, C. Steven 18 See response to Common Issue 9. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 19 See response to Common Issue 9. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 20 Senior water right holders will continue to get their allocated water as identified in current water service 

contracts. See FEIS, Section 2.3.3.1 Drought Relief Operations. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 21 See response to Common Issue 8. As noted, Ecology will conduct an analysis of water availability, potential 

impairment of existing water rights, beneficial use, and potential detriment to the public interest as part of 
the water right permitting process  

477 Fury, C. Steven 22 Disposal areas have yet to be identified; for this SDEIS analysis, Reclamation assumed the offsite location 
would be within 10 miles of the Keechelus Reservoir. An existing quarry near Keechelus Dam may be available 
for disposing of the crushed material excavated from the tunnel. Depending on construction timing, WSDOT 
could potentially use the material as fill for the I-90 improvement project. Reclamation would ensure that all 
required permits and clearances are obtained for use of any material disposal area(s). 

477 Fury, C. Steven 23 KKC is not included in the Preferred Alternative. 
477 Fury, C. Steven 24 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 

list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

477 Fury, C. Steven 25 Operations during the project’s construction periods will need to be planned carefully to manage impacts to 
water users, the flip-flop operation and associated fisheries resources. Details of the temporary construction-
related drawdown would be developed during a subsequent design stage, in consultation with Yakima Project 
users, state and federal fish and wildlife agencies and the Yakama Nation. 
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478 Kirlin, Alan 1 Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima 
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam, 
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring 
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish 
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams 
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.  

478 Kirlin, Alan 2 Impacts to anadromous salmon, including Chinook and steelhead, are addressed in sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the 
SDEIS, specifically in sections describing fish populations and changes in habitat suitability below the dams 
where these species still have access. 

478 Kirlin, Alan 3 Section 1.2.3 in the SDEIS notes that reservoir fish passage is one of the seven elements of the Integrated 
Plan's comprehensive package address ecosystem restoration, water supply, and climate change flexibility 
issues in the basin. Fish passage at Kachess Dam, while included in the reservoir fish passage element, is not 
an objective of the KDRPP and KKC projects; however KDRPP would be designed to not preclude future fish 
passage improvements to Kachess Dam consistent with the Integrated Plan. 

478 Kirlin, Alan 4 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
478 Kirlin, Alan 5 Prorationing of Yakima Project water was necessary in 2001 (37%), 2005 (42%) and 2015 (47%). See Section 

3.3.1.5 of this FEIS. See Table 4-4 of this FEIS for projected improvements in prorationing percentages. 
478 Kirlin, Alan 6 To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in 

supported documents referenced in the EIS. The Preferred Alternative would not be funded by taxpayers. 
478 Kirlin, Alan 7 The question is not within the scope of the environmental review. 
478 Kirlin, Alan 8 The proposed action would not include pumping to improve prorationing above a level of 70%. 
478 Kirlin, Alan 9 See response to Common Issue 4. 
478 Kirlin, Alan 10 Thank you for your comment. 
478 Kirlin, Alan 11 See response to Common Issue 16. 
478 Kirlin, Alan 12 Thank you for your comment. 
478 Kirlin, Alan 13 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
478 Kirlin, Alan 14 Section 1.2.3 in the SDEIS notes that reservoir fish passage is one of the seven elements of the Integrated 

Plan's comprehensive package address ecosystem restoration, water supply, and climate change flexibility 
issues in the basin. Fish passage at Kachess Dam, while included in the reservoir fish passage element, is not 
an objective of the KDRPP and KKC projects; however KDRPP would be designed to not preclude future fish 
passage improvements to Kachess Dam consistent with the Integrated Plan. 
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479 Steele, Larry and 
Stasia 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

480 Vanbeek, Jeremy 1 Thank you for your comment. 
481 Campbell, William 1 Thank you for your comment. See responses to Comment Letter 465. 
481 Campbell, William 2 Thank you for your comment. See responses to Kachess Community Association comment letter. 
482 Kirlin, Alan 1 Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima 

Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam, 
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring 
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish 
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams 
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.  

482 Kirlin, Alan 2 Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima 
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam, 
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring 
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish 
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams 
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.  

482 Kirlin, Alan 3 Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima 
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam, 
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring 
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish 
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams 
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.  

482 Kirlin, Alan 4 The selected alternative documented in the Integrated Plan Record of Decision identified restoring fish 
passage at Cle Elum, Kachess and Keechelus dams a Reservoir Fish Passage elements. While fish passage at 
Kachess or Keechelus dams are not part of this site-specific EIS, the alternatives evaluated in this EIS would 
not preclude future fish passage improvements at those dams.  

482 Kirlin, Alan 5 Impacts to anadromous salmon, including Chinook and steelhead, are addressed in sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the 
SDEIS, specifically in sections describing fish populations and changes in habitat suitability below the dams 
where these species still have access. 
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482 Kirlin, Alan 6 Impacts to anadromous salmon, including Chinook and steelhead, are addressed in sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the 
SDEIS, specifically in sections describing fish populations and changes in habitat suitability below the dams 
where these species still have access. 

482 Kirlin, Alan 7 Section 1.2.3 in the SDEIS notes that reservoir fish passage is one of the seven elements of the Integrated 
Plan's comprehensive package address ecosystem restoration, water supply, and climate change flexibility 
issues in the basin. Fish passage at Kachess Dam, while included in the reservoir fish passage element, is not 
an objective of the KDRPP and KKC projects; however KDRPP would be designed to not preclude future fish 
passage improvements to Kachess Dam consistent with the Integrated Plan. 

482 Kirlin, Alan 8 Section 1.2.3 in the SDEIS notes that reservoir fish passage is one of the seven elements of the Integrated 
Plan's comprehensive package address ecosystem restoration, water supply, and climate change flexibility 
issues in the basin. Fish passage at Kachess Dam, while included in the reservoir fish passage element, is not 
an objective of the KDRPP and KKC projects; however KDRPP would be designed to not preclude future fish 
passage improvements to Kachess Dam consistent with the Integrated Plan. 

482 Kirlin, Alan 9 A drought emergency was declared in 2015. 
482 Kirlin, Alan 10 As noted in Section 1.3, pumping plant on Kachess Reservoir would be operated in order to recover up to 

200,000 acre-feet of inactive water storage from Kachess Reservoir during drought years when prorationing is 
less than 70 percent supply. Sections 3.3 and 4.3 provide details on the 70 percent proration level 
determination 

482 Kirlin, Alan 11 To promote public understanding of action, summary costs are provided in the EIS. Details are presented in 
supported documents referenced in the EIS. The Preferred Alternative would not be funded by taxpayers. 

482 Kirlin, Alan 12 The question is not within the scope of the environmental review. 
482 Kirlin, Alan 13 Providing drought relief pumping above 70 percent proration is not proposed in the alternatives. 
482 Kirlin, Alan 14 Thank you for your comment. 
482 Kirlin, Alan 15 See response to Common Issue 16. 
482 Kirlin, Alan 16 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
482 Kirlin, Alan 17 This question is outside the scope of the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
482 Kirlin, Alan 18 As noted in Section 4.17.10 of the SDEIS, if any road deterioration merits repair, Reclamation and 

Ecology would coordinate with local jurisdictions, WSDOT or others as needed. 
482 Kirlin, Alan 19 Thank you for your comment. 
482 Kirlin, Alan 20 This question is out of the scope of review for this EIS. 
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482 Kirlin, Alan 21 Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima 
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam, 
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring 
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish 
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams 
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.  

482 Kirlin, Alan 22 Reintroduction of anadromous salmon species to the Upper Yakima Basin reservoirs is a goal of the Yakima 
Basin Integrated Plan. After considering scenarios to add fish passage to each of the Upper Yakima Basin Dam, 
Cle Elum Dam and Reservoir was chosen as the first project to implement, and implementation is occurring 
(see BOR 2005 Phase 1 Fish Passage Study and BOR 2011 Cle Elum Dam Fish Passage Facilities and Fish 
Reintroduction Project). Extirpation of anadromous fish including sockeye salmon due to installation of dams 
without fish passage structures is described in the introductory paragraphs of section 3.6.  

483 Botkin, Linnet 1 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, 
consistent with terminology used by the Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body 
of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially impounded body of water. Any 
natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." 
(https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R ) 

484 Burke, Mark 1 In response to your question regarding email addresses and the Privacy Act law and policies, please note that 
there is no conflict with the law or policies. If a commenter wishes the action agency to withhold their name 
or other personally identifiable information, they must state this prominently at the beginning of their 
comment. Otherwise, any personally identifiable information, such as names, addresses, and email addresses 
included in a comment may automatically be made available to the public. We don’t redact such information 
unless requested. 

485 Burke, Mark 1 Thank you for your comment. 
486 Chan, William 1 See response to Common Issue 16. 
487 Jarvis, Lyndsey 1 Thank you for your comment. 
488 Marchand, Ann 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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488 Marchand, Ann 2 You raised a number of questions about the differences in wages of documented versus undocumented farm 
workers, including wages per hour for each type of crop. These questions are out-of-scope of the EIS because 
cropping decisions are made by individual farmer and not Reclamation or Ecology, but also because labor 
statistics such as used in the Socioeconomic section 4-21 are not relevant to the projected effects of the 
alternatives. Nonetheless, your comment will be included in the record for the EIS. 

488 Marchand, Ann 3  You raised a number of questions about the differences in wages of documented versus undocumented farm 
workers, including wages per hour for each type of crop. These questions are out-of-scope of the EIS because 
cropping decisions are made by individual farmer and not Reclamation or Ecology, but also because labor 
statistics such as used in the Socioeconomic section 4-21 are not relevant to the projected effects of the 
alternatives. Nonetheless, your comment will be included in the record for the EIS. 

488 Marchand, Ann 4  You raised a number of questions about the differences in wages of documented versus undocumented farm 
workers, including wages per hour for each type of crop. These questions are out-of-scope of the EIS because 
cropping decisions are made by individual farmer and not Reclamation or Ecology, but also because labor 
statistics such as used in the Socioeconomic section 4-21 are not relevant to the projected effects of the 
alternatives. Nonetheless, your comment will be included in the record for the EIS. 

488 Marchand, Ann 5  You raised a number of questions about the differences in wages of documented versus undocumented farm 
workers, including wages per hour for each type of crop. These questions are out-of-scope of the EIS because 
cropping decisions are made by individual farmer and not Reclamation or Ecology, but also because labor 
statistics such as used in the Socioeconomic section 4-21 are not relevant to the projected effects of the 
alternatives. Nonetheless, your comment will be included in the record for the EIS. 

488 Marchand, Ann 6 Thank you for your comment. 
489 McDermott, Anna 1 Based on their participation , Proratable Entities would receive water during drought years when less than 70 

percent water supply is available 
490 Stalter, Carolyn 1 Thank you for your comment. 
491 Wenstrup, Alexis 1 See response to Common Issue 4. 
491 Wenstrup, Alexis 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
491 Wenstrup, Alexis 3 See response to Common Issue 4. We appreciate your inclusion of information about sustainable agriculture 

and ways to conserve and use water more efficiently. Your information has been included in the record for 
this EIS although no change was made to this FEIS in response. 

492 Snow, Kolea 1 Thank you for your comment. 
492 Snow, Kolea 2 Thank you for your comment. 
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492 Snow, Kolea 3 Thank you for your comment. 
492 Snow, Kolea 4 Acquisition of real property interests based on design concepts for the alternatives are summarized in Section 

4.15 of the SDEIS. Reclamation would comply with Federal property acquisition policies. Reclamation would 
survey properties before construction to determine whether acquisition is required. Reclamation would follow 
the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
USC 4601) and the procedures described in the 2003 Reclamation Manual Directives and Standards LND 06-01 
for any property or easement acquisition. 

492 Snow, Kolea 5 See response to Common Issue 9. 
492 Snow, Kolea 6 See response to Common Issue 9. 
492 Snow, Kolea 7 See response to Common Issue 9. 
492 Snow, Kolea 8 See response to Common Issue 9. 
492 Snow, Kolea 9 Section 4.2.10 of this FEIS describes mitigation measures to address potential erosion impacts. 
492 Snow, Kolea 10 See response to Common Issue 8. 
492 Snow, Kolea 11 See response to Common Issue 10. 
492 Snow, Kolea 12 See response to Common Issue 4. 
492 Snow, Kolea 13 Reclamation and Ecology have jointly prepared the DEIS, SDEIS, and Final EIS, including responses to 

comments.  
493 Klarich, Chuck 1 Thank you for your comment. 
493 Klarich, Chuck 2 Pumping quantity varies during the refill period, but pumping will be provided to supply instream flows and 

other obligations as required. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information. 
493 Klarich, Chuck 3 Alternative 4 is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this FEIS. Alternative 5, which includes KKC, is not 

being pursued at this time. 
493 Klarich, Chuck 4 See response to Common Issue 14. 
493 Klarich, Chuck 5 See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on financial responsibilities for maintenance in all years. 
493 Klarich, Chuck 6 See response to Common Issue 6. 
493 Klarich, Chuck 7 See Section 1.9 of this FEIS. 
493 Klarich, Chuck 8 The location of the route of the KKC North Tunnel alignment, if included in the selected alternative, would be 

revised during final design, at which time required permits and approvals from USFS would be obtained. 
493 Klarich, Chuck 9 Thank you for your comment. 
494 Link, Laura 1 Thank you for your comment. 
495 Honeyford, Jim 1 Thank you for your comment. 
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496 Martin, Joel 1 See response to Common Issue 6. 
497 Ryynanen, Dan 1 Thank you for your comment. 
498 Busby Felix, 

Brianna 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

499 Windsor-
Newman, Judith 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

499 Windsor-
Newman, Judith 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

500 Possani, Laila 
Zaida 

1 See response to Common Issue 10. 

501 Aliment, Randy 1 Thank you for your comment. 
502 Burns, Mike 1 Thank you for your comment. 
503 Daugherty, John 1 Thank you for your comment. 
503 Daugherty, John 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
503 Daugherty, John 3 See Appendix F of the Final EIS. 
503 Daugherty, John 4 Sections 3.12 and 4.12 describe the implication of climate change, based on current regional projections, on 

reservoir operations, including refill for action alternatives.
504 Anonymous 1 Thank you for your comment. 
505 Busby, Marci 

Dawn Whitham 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

506 Reed, H. Colwell 1 Thank you for your comment. 
506 Reed, H. Colwell 2 Thank you for your comment. 
506 Reed, H. Colwell 3 See response to Common Issue 8. 
507 Knauft, Sandy and 

Greg 
1 See response to Common Issue 9. 

507 Knauft, Sandy and 
Greg 

2 See response to Common Issue 16. 

507 Knauft, Sandy and 
Greg 

3 Thank you for your comment. 

508 Aiken, Michael 
and Madeline 

1 Thank you for your comment. 
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508 Aiken, Michael 
and Madeline 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

509 Poulin, Bruce 1 As described in Section 4.3.1, the historic record of 1926 to 2015 was modeled using the RiverWare hydrologic 
model. The modeled years include several multiyear droughts and single year droughts. Additionally, as 
described in Section 4.12.1.2, the RiverWare model was used to evaluate impacts of climate change on all 
alternatives. 

510 Albulet, Licretia 1 Thank you for your comment. 
510 Albulet, Licretia 2 Water will remain in Kachess Reservoir under all foreseeable conditions. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for 

additional detail. 
511 Learned, Grant Sr. 1 Thank you for your comment. 
512 Nicholson, Scott, 

and Prest, 
Gretchen 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

512 Nicholson, Scott, 
and Prest, 
Gretchen 

2 Thank you for your comment. 

512 Nicholson, Scott, 
and Prest, 
Gretchen 

3 Thank you for your comment. 

512 Nicholson, Scott, 
and Prest, 
Gretchen 

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

512 Nicholson, Scott, 
and Prest, 
Gretchen 

5 Thank you for your comment. 

512 Nicholson, Scott, 
and Prest, 
Gretchen 

6 Thank you for your comment. 
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512 Nicholson, Scott, 
and Prest, 
Gretchen 

7 Thank you for your comment. 

513 Franklin, Beverly 1 Thank you for your comment. 
513 Franklin, Beverly 2 See response to Common Issue 8. 
514 Hanan, Morris 1 Thank you for your comment. 
515 Klarich, Charles 1 Reclamation and Ecology would execute agreements with Roza Irrigation District prior to construction that will 

address roles and responsibilities, including financial commitments. 
515 Klarich, Charles 2 A Record of Decision will be issued following the issuance of this Final EIS. 
516 Johnson, Brian 1 Thank you for your comment. 
517 Aigner, Rob 1 The public comment periods met or exceeded NEPA and SEPA requirements. Reclamation and Ecology 

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

517 Aigner, Rob 2 Thank you for your comment. 
518 Lewis, Ann 1 Thank you for your comment. 
518 Lewis, Ann 2 Transportation impacts are described in Section 4.17 of the EIS. 
518 Lewis, Ann 3 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. 

Appropriate mitigation measures for T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, 
will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. 
Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts to 
fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been 
integrated into the proposed action specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration 
through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 2.3.5).  
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518 Lewis, Ann 4 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 
list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants 
in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted waters that require a TMDL or water 
quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

518 Lewis, Ann 5 See Section 3.3.1 of the SDEIS for a description of Yakima Project operations. The five reservoirs in the Yakima 
Project are operated in a coordinated manner to provide for surface water needs of the system as a whole; no 
single reservoir is designated to supply the needs of any particular area. Also See Appendix F of the Final EIS 
regarding maintaining supply to Yakima Project users. 

518 Lewis, Ann 6 See response to Common Issue 14. 
518 Lewis, Ann 7 Thank you for your comment. 
519 O'Connell, Auren 1 Thank you for your comment. 
520 Gienger, Kylon 

and Teliah 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

520 Gienger, Kylon 
and Teliah 

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

520 Gienger, Kylon 
and Teliah 

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

520 Gienger, Kylon 
and Teliah 

4 Thank you for your comment. 

520 Gienger, Kylon 
and Teliah 

5 Thank you for your comment. 
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521 Windsor-
Newman, Judith  

1 See response to Common Issue 9. 

521 Windsor-
Newman, Judith  

2 Thank you for your comment. 

521 Windsor-
Newman, Judith  

3 Thank you for your comment. 

521 Windsor-
Newman, Judith  

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

521 Windsor-
Newman, Judith  

5 Thank you for your comment. 

521 Windsor-
Newman, Judith  

6 Thank you for your comment. 

522 Misocky, Jill 1 Thank you for your comment. 
522 Misocky, Jill 2 See response to Common Issue 4. 
522 Misocky, Jill 3 Thank you for your comment. 
522 Misocky, Jill 4 See response to Common Issue 9. 
522 Misocky, Jill 5 See response to Common Issue 3. 
522 Misocky, Jill 6 Thank you for your comment. 
522 Misocky, Jill 7 See response to Common Issue 4. 
523 Reed, Colwell 1 Thank you for your comment. 
523 Reed, Colwell 2 Thank you for your comment. 
523 Reed, Colwell 3 Thank you for your comment. 
523 Reed, Colwell 4 Thank you for your comment. 
523 Reed, Colwell 5 Thank you for your comment. 
523 Reed, Colwell 6 See response to Common Issue 10. 
524 Wanechek, Connie 1 Thank you for your comment. 
525 Judith A. Mallon 1 See response to Common Issue 3. 
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525 Judith A. Mallon 2 Thank you for your comment. 
525 Judith A. Mallon 3 See response to Common Issue 4. 
525 Judith A. Mallon 4 See response to Common Issue 9. 
525 Judith A. Mallon 5 See response to Common Issue 9. 
525 Judith A. Mallon 6 Project-related impacts to wildlife have been evaluated consistent with NEPA and SEPA and are documented 

in Section 4.8 of this FEIS. 
525 Judith A. Mallon 7 As noted in Section 4.17.10 of the SDEIS, if any road deterioration merits repair, Reclamation and 

Ecology would coordinate with local jurisdictions, WSDOT or others as needed. 
525 Judith A. Mallon 8 Thank you for your comment. 
525 Judith A. Mallon 9 See response to Common Issue 17. 
525 Judith A. Mallon 10 As described in Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIS, Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 

years after a drought. This assumes the full 200,000 acre-feet, which is a maximum pumping scenario. 
Reclamation would manage the operation of all Yakima Project reservoirs to refill Kachess Reservoir after a 
drought while meeting Project obligations. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for further information. 

526 Lynn Ahlers 1 Thank you for your comment. 
527 Taylor Hazard 1 Thank you for your comment. 
528 Jeff Parry 1 Thank you for your comment. 
529 Paul and Koleen 

Cook 
1 Thank you for your comment. 

529 Paul and Koleen 
Cook 

2 See response to Common Issue 8. 

530 Maria Burke 1 Thank you for your comment. 
531 Andrew Burke 1 Thank you for your comment. 
532 Charles Jung 1 Thank you for your comment. 
532 Charles Jung 2 The anticipated impacts to environmental resources are described in Chapter 4 of this FEIS. 
532 Charles Jung 3 Droughts in the Yakima Basin vary in length, with some droughts lasting a single year and others lasting 

multiple years. Reclamation would consult with the participating districts in the first year of a drought to 
determine whether additional supply should be fully used in that year, or some of the water should be held 
back for a possible subsequent drought year. Once the water from KDRPP is fully used, a return to normal or 
wet conditions will be needed in order to refill the inactive pool.  

532 Charles Jung 4 See response to Common Issue 9. 
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532 Charles Jung 5 See response to Common Issue 4. 
532 Charles Jung 6 The volitional fish passage channel would convey all flow leaving Little Kachess up to 100 cfs into Big Kachess. 

The waters in the volitional fish passage channel will remain the same native headwaters that flow through 
the Narrows and into Big Kachess. The entrance to the volitional fish passage channel will be comprised of the 
same alluvium that the Narrows Channel is comprised of now. The entrance to the volitional fish passage 
channel will be anywhere from 100 feet away to 2,600 feet away from the existing entrance to the Narrows 
channel, depending on the water surface elevation in Big Kachess when KDRPP and the volitional fish passage 
channel is in operation. Therefore, there are no known concerns associated with fish being able to find and 
enter the volitional fish passage channel. 
The upstream passage of fish into Box Creek Canyon is an existing, separate and independent issue from the 
volitional fish passage channel at the Narrows.  

532 Charles Jung 7 Thank you for your comment. 
533 Lance Newman 1 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
533 Lance Newman 2 Thank you for your comment. 
534 Billie Marquiss 1 See response to Common Issue 8. 
534 Billie Marquiss 2 See response to Common Issue 17. 
534 Billie Marquiss 3 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
535 Shawn McQuiston 1 See response to Common Issue 10. 
536 James Mallon 1 Thank you for your comment. 
536 James Mallon 2 Thank you for your comment. 
536 James Mallon 3 Thank you for your comment. 
536 James Mallon 4 Thank you for your comment. 
536 James Mallon 5 Thank you for your comment. 
537 Jeff Parry 1 Thank you for your comment. 
537 Jeff Parry 2 Thank you for your comment. 
537 Jeff Parry 3 Thank you for your comment. 
537 Jeff Parry 4 Thank you for your comment. 
538 Judith Windsor-

Newman 
1 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable 

irrigation districts would fund the project. 
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2 Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment # Comment Response 

1 Thank you for your comment. 
2 Thank you for your comment. 
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Name Name Name 

Albulet, Mihai Frye, Robyn Ryynanen, Cindy 

Burke, Austin Johnson, Christine Woodcock, Amanda 

Delegans, Alexandra Kitchell, Carolyn 

Frye, Carll McQuiston, Shawn 

Comment 
# 

Comment Response 

1 Thank you for your comment. 
2 The purpose and need for the proposed action are described in the EIS Executive Summary and in Section 1.3. 
3 The purpose and need for the proposed action are described in the EIS Executive Summary and in Section 1.3. 
4 See response to Common Issue 4. 
5 A cost comparison for all alternatives (including Alternative 4 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant, which was not included in the DEIS) is provided in 

Section 2.7.2 of the SDEIS. This FEIS includes updated costs for Alternative 4. The socioeconomics assessment in the SDEIS provides an update to 
what was presented in the DEIS and presents the broader socioeconomic implications of the project.  

6 See response to Common Issue 2. 
7 See response to Common Issue 9. 
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Comment Response 

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

9 See response to Common Issue 16. 
10 See response to Common Issue 10. 
11 NEPA allows refinement of the proposed action to get to a preferred alternative. Impacts were fully disclosed in the SDEIS and FEIS, and mitigation 

measures will be stated in the Record of Decision. 
12 The DEIS and SDEIS both state in Section 4.3.2 that Kachess Reservoir would refill to normal operating levels in 2 to 5 years after a drought. The 

mention of a 20-year cycle in the DEIS (and SDEIS) is the replacement time of pumps and associated equipment. 
13 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other participating proratable irrigation districts would fund the 

project. 
14 See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on the timing and conditions of pumping operations, including both drought-relief and refill 

operations. 
15 Under Reclamation's guidance and direction, a task force of Reclamation, Roza and consultant experts conducted a value analysis study in the 

summer of 2015. At the time of this study, Eastern Washington was under an Emergency Drought Declaration by the Governor. Subsequent to this 
Study, Roza embarked on the design of an emergency, temporary floating pumping plant. When the drought was declared over in December of 
2015, Roza discontinued advancing the temporary emergency floating pumping plant project, and the work through the additional design and 
analysis performed in late 2015, the feasibility of a floating pumping plant was verified resulting a decision was made to add this alternative into the 
EIS documentation. See Section 2.8.1.3 of this FEIS 

16 Under Reclamation's guidance and direction, a task force of Reclamation, Roza and consultant experts conducted a value analysis study in the 
summer of 2015. At the time of this study, Eastern Washington was under an Emergency Drought Declaration by the Governor. Subsequent to this 
Study, Roza embarked on the design of an emergency, temporary floating pumping plant. When the drought was declared over in December of 
2015, Roza discontinued advancing the temporary emergency floating pumping plant project, and the work through the additional design and 
analysis performed in late 2015, the feasibility of a floating pumping plant was verified resulting a decision was made to add this alternative into the 
EIS documentation. See Section 2.8.1.3 of this FEIS 

17 See Appendix F of the Final EIS for information on the timing and conditions of pumping operations, including both drought-relief and refill 
operations. 

18 See responses to Common Issues 8 and 12. 
19 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been coordinated with WDFW. 
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20 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. Appropriate mitigation measures for 
T&E fish species to prevent adverse impacts to T&E species, if warranted, will be determined in consultation with the Service and NMFS, as 
explained in section 4.9.10 of the SDEIS. Section 4.6.10 and 4.9.10 of the SDEIS present specific mitigation measures proposed to mitigate impacts 
to fish, including bull trout. Further, volitional fish passage improvements at the Kachess Narrows has been integrated into the proposed action 
specifically to facilitate and encourage resident bull trout migration through the Narrows during drought relief pumping and refill (see Section 
2.3.5).  

21 See response to Common Issue 15. 
22 Figure 4-2 in this Final EIS illustrates the shoreline area under 200,000 acre feet drawdown scenario. 
23  [Still under development] 
24 Comment noted. "Reservoir" was used since the DEIS (and SDEIS) discuss a managed surface water system, consistent with terminology used by the 

Bureau of Reclamation. Specifically: Reservoir is defined as "[a] body of water impounded by a dam and in which water can be stored. Artificially 
impounded body of water. Any natural or artificial holding area used to store, regulate, or control water. Body of water, such as a natural or 
constructed lake, in which water is collected and stored for use." (https://www.usbr.gov/projects/glossary.php#R)  

25 See response to Common Issue 9. 
26 See response to Common Issue 9. 
27 See response to Common Issue 8. 
28 See response to Common Issue 8. 
29 The question is not within the scope of the environmental review. 
30 See response to Common Issue 17. 
31 No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.  

As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout much of the areas surrounding the 
project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess 
east shore and they have never been detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction 
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered to have no potential effects on 
northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm. 

32 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. This FEIS has been updated to 
include a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to recreation. 

33 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB 
levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted 
waters that require a TMDL or water quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 
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34 During construction Kachess reservoir would release flows early in the season to meet demands in the System. The goal would be to release 
Kachess water but not “waste” any water. This would accelerate Kachess usage so that construction could begin as early as possible in the late 
summer or early fall. Kachess flow would then likely be low in the fall. This would impact mini-flip-flop so that the Keechelus reach would not be 
open for spawning during construction. 

35 Thank you for your comment. 
36 Thank you for your comment. 

SDEIS Form Letter 3 

Name Name Name 
Aigner, Robert Gienger, Teliah P, Linda 

Armstrong, Angie Greben, Paul and Galina Pappas, Tina 

Bacon, Britta Hanvold, Chris Pistorese, Brent 

Baldwin, Keith and Margaret Hughes, Ashley Robinson, Craig 

Batteiger, Debbie Jelovich, Jodi Rosen, Ross 

Burke, Maria Jordan, Patty Seguin, John 

Burke, Mark Kearny, Katherine and Ryan Seguin, Kerry 

Diener, Janet and Doug Kim, Paul Seguin, Paige 

Erickson, Cheri McIntyre, Danielle Watts, Jerry 
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1 Thank you for your comment. 
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2 The NEPA adequacy of the Programmatic EIS is not under consideration in this environmental review. This EIS was tiered to the Programmatic EIS 
but this FEIS provides a site specific analysis of the KDRPP and KKC alternatives. 

3 See response to Common Issue 4. 
4 Reclamation has identified the Yakama Nation and the Colville Confederated Tribes as Tribes with a cultural connection with the project area and 

they are consulted with on a continual basis on cultural resources issues. The Yakama Nation and the Umatilla Tribes have potential Indian Trust 
Assets (ITAs) water rights. Reclamation continues to work with these Tribes in addressing potential impacts to resources of tribal concern. The 
Snoqualmie Tribe has not been identified as having a cultural connection to the project area, and do have any ITAs, and have not requested to be 
consulted. 

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

6 Under Reclamation's guidance and direction, a task force of Reclamation, Roza and consultant experts conducted a value analysis study in the 
summer of 2015. At the time of this study, Eastern Washington was under an Emergency Drought Declaration by the Governor. Subsequent to this 
Study, Roza embarked on the design of an emergency, temporary floating pumping plant. When the drought was declared over in December of 
2015, Roza discontinued advancing the temporary emergency floating pumping plant project, and the work through the additional design and 
analysis performed in late 2015, the feasibility of a floating pumping plant was verified resulting a decision was made to add this alternative into the 
EIS documentation. See Section 2.8.1.3 of this FEIS. 

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

8 The description of alternatives was redefined in the SDEIS. The KKC project is not presented in this SDEIS as a stand-alone alternative as described in 
the DEIS; instead, it was included as a component of a KDRPP alternative. Reclamation and Ecology will continue to analyze KKC for other benefits. 
Of the two alternative KKC alignments (north tunnel and south tunnel) considered in the DEIS, the south tunnel was determined to be unfeasible 
because of geologic explorations and Washington State Department of Transportation construction activities near Interstate-90 (I-90); however, the 
KKC north tunnel remains under consideration as a component of a KDRPP alternative. See Sections 1.5.2 and 2.6. 

9 See response to Common Issue 8. 
10 See response to Common Issue 8. 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-189



Comment 
# 

Comment Response 

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

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

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

14 The 2013 “Yakima River Basin Resource Management” law (2SSB 5367) set the vision for the forest and authorized the state Board of Natural 
Resources to enroll the property as the Teanaway Community Forest under the Community Forest Trust Program. The 2013 state authorizing 
legislation specifies that if the 214,000 acre feet of water is not developed by 2025, the TCF would be returned to the common school trust. See 
Section 1.8.2 of the SDEIS for additional details. 

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

16 Figure 4-2 in this Final EIS illustrates the shoreline area under 200,000 acre feet drawdown scenario. 
17 Design of fish passage is consistent with applicable design guidance for fish passage facilities, and has been coordinated with WDFW. 
18 ESA Section 7 consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service is ongoing. Appropriate mitigation measures for 

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

19 See response to Common Issue 10. 
20 See response to Common Issue 9. 
21 See response to Common Issue 8. 
22 See Appendix F of the Final EIS. 
23  Still under development. 
24 The question is not within the scope of the environmental review. 
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# 

Comment Response 

25 See response to Common Issue 17. 
26 Specific quantities and management of excavated and fill material for this feature would be further refined as part of final design, if KKC is included 

in the selected alternative.  
27 As stated in section 4.6, "Short-term exceedances of State surface water quality standards for turbidity may occur during and immediately following 

runoff events (see Section 4.4.4.2, Surface Water Quality). Increased turbidity would cause negative impacts on fish that visually locate prey and 
may alter existing predator-prey relationships in shallow shoreline areas (Gregory and Levings, 1998; Hansen et al., 2013)." State of Washington 
water quality criteria for freshwater areas supporting salmonid rearing, such as Lake Kachess, are not to exceed turbidity levels of 5 NTU, which if 
exceeded for days to weeks can interfere with fish foraging and growth. 

28 No permanent habitat loss is predicted for listed fish species including bull trout.  
As outlined in Section 4.9 of the SDEIS, recent surveys have indicated that suitable habitat occurs throughout much of the areas surrounding the 
project alternatives, but the area was not found to be currently occupied by spotted owls. Historically owls have occupied areas near the Kachess 
east shore and they have never been detected in the south shore area. The proposed projects would impact suitable habitat. Pre-construction 
surveys would be conducted to confirm if this area remains unoccupied. Project impacts would be considered to have no potential effects on 
northern spotted owls if pre-construction surveys verify that no owls are present within the threshold distances for disturbance or harm. 

29 Section 4.14 of the DEIS addresses impacts on Recreation, including to residents and visitors to the study area. This FEIS has been updated to include 
a discussion of the socioeconomic impacts arising from impacts to recreation. 

30 There is very little or no private property that would need to be acquired for the Preferred Alternative. See Section 4.15.17 regarding property 
acquisition. Reclamation would survey private properties prior to construction and would acquire any needed easements in accordance with of the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 USC 4601), as amended, 49 CFR Part 24, and other applicable 
laws and regulations. The DEIS and SDEIS disclose reasonable property impacts based on alternatives design concepts. Actual real property 
acquisition will be based on refined design of a selected alternative. 

31 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB 
levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted 
waters that require a TMDL or water quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 

32 As discussed in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS, both Keechelus and Kachess Reservoir are on the 303(d) Category 5 list for PCBs in fish tissue. The PCB 
levels in fish tissue were similar in both reservoirs. No other contaminants in Keechelus or Kachess Reservoir are on the category 5 list (i.e., polluted 
waters that require a TMDL or water quality improvement project). Because both reservoirs are listed with similar levels, the transfer of water from 
Keechelus to Kachess would like not affect the PCB concentrations in fish tissue in Kachess Reservoir. 
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33 During construction Kachess reservoir would release flows early in the season to meet demands in the System. The goal would be to release Kachess 
water but not “waste” any water. This would accelerate Kachess usage so that construction could begin as early as possible in the late summer or 
early fall. Kachess flow would then likely be low in the fall. This would impact mini-flip-flop so that the Keechelus reach would not be open for 
spawning during construction. 

34 Thank you for your comment. 
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1 Thank you for your comment. 
2 If the Preferred Alternative is selected, Roza Irrigation District and potentially other 

participating proratable irrigation districts would fund the project. 
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The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation 

History/ Archaeology Program 
P.O. Box I 50, Nespelem, WA 99155 

4 May 2018 

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

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

HA# 
UI5-41 I 
18.0218 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

We are continuing consultation with your agency regarding various elements of the Kachess 
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance 
(KDRPP/KCC) Projects. Please be advised that your proposed undertaking lies within the 
traditional territories of the Wenatchi Tribe, one of the twelve Tribes that make up the 
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (also known as the Colville Confederated Tribes 
or CCT), which is governed by the Colville Business Council (CBC). The CBC has delegated to 
the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) the responsibility of representing the CCT with 
regard to cultural resources management issues throughout the traditional territories of all of the 
constituent tribes under Resolution 1996-29. This area includes parts of eastern Washington, 
northeastern Oregon, and the Palus (Palouse) territory in Idaho. 

We have received a copy of the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) 
pertaining to these projects for our review and comment. We offer the following comments for 
records: 

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

• Cultural resources are fairly broadly defined within section 3 .18. In subsection 3.18.1 , the 
SDEIS states that, ''For cultural resources, an effect occurs when the prosed project 
would disrupt or impact a prehistoric or historical archaeological site or a property of 
historical interest or cultural significance to a community or ethnic or social group. These 
effects are adverse if they would occur to historic properties." In the Glossary section of 
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the SDEIS, on page GL-3, an historic property is defined as, "Any building, site, district, 
structure, or object (that has archaeological or cultural significance) included in, or 
eligible for inclusion in, the National Register." It is the position of the CCT that adverse 
effects can occur to the range of cultural resources as more broadly defined defined in 
section 3.18. 

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

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

• In subsection 4.18. 1, the SD EIS distinguishes between three types of cultural resources: 
historic properties, cultural items under NAGPRA, and resources of tribal concern. We 
have two comments regarding this language and these distinctions: 

o Your typology of cultural resources does not account for those resources which 
have not yet been evaluated regarding their eligibility for listing on the National · 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). rt is the position of the CCT that potential 
historic properties that have not yet been evaluated in terms of their eligibility for 
listing on the NRHP be treated as eligible for listing, until proven otherwise. We 
request that you address impact indicators for these types of cultural resources. 

o Please provide a definition in the Glossary for the term "resources of tribal 
concern." 

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

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

Thank you for consulting with the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation. Please note 
that these comments are based on information available to us at the time of the project review. 
We reserve the right to revise our comments as information becomes available. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please contact Karen Capuder at (509) 634-2876 or 
karen.capuder@colvilletribes.com. If you wish to speak with me, contact me at (509) 634-2695. 

Sincerely, 
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Guy Moura, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
cc: Chron 

File (KMC) 
Rob Whitlam, PhD, Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
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Con.federated Tribes and Bands 
Of the Yakama Nation 

Julyll,2018 

Ms. Candace McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamatio11 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima WA., 98901-2058 
Email: kkbt@usbr.gov 

Established by the 
Trcatv of June 9, 1855 -- , 

Re: Yakama Nation Department of Natural Resources Comments on 
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess 
Reservoir Conveyance (KDRPP/KKC} - Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

I am writing as Superintendent of the Yakama Nation Department of Natural Resources 
to provide comments on the KDRPP/KKC Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
l incorporate prior comments by the Yakama Nation on KDRPP and on the Integrated Plan into 
this letter. 

The Yakama Nation has participated in the development of the Yakima Basin Integrated 
Plan since its inception and the Yakama Tribal Council has adopted resolutions in support of the 
plan. We support KDRPP as a component of the YBIP provided it is implemented in a fashion 
that furthers the goals of YBIP to improve both water supply for agriculture and instream flow 
and habitat for fish and other aquatic lifo. Implementation ofYRBWEP must not impair the 
Yakama Nation's Treaty and other rights and not adversely affect the Yakama Nation's ability to 
fully use its existing water rights including irrigation deliveries and instrcam flows in subsequent 
years following water short years. In keeping with this, the SDEIS makes the following 
important commitment (p.2-l 7). 

"In keeping with the goals of the Integrated Plan, under the Proposed Action during Kachess 
Reservoir l'efill Reclamation would operate the Yakima Project to ensure spring (March through 
June) tlows are at least what they would be under cu1rent operating conditions without KDRPP." 

We note that while the EIS discusses other fish species in Chapter 3 and in the sec1io11s on 
KKC, the discussion of potential impacts on fish associated with the preferred alternative is limited 
to Bull Trout and Steelhead. Given that the goal of YB JI> is restoration ofharvcstahle surpluses of 
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Established by the 
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all native species of fish and other aquatic life throughout their historic range, the discussion in 
Chapter 4 should be expanded to include Chinook, Sockeye, Coho, and other species to which the Yakama Nation has a Treaty Right and which may be affected by changes in the flow regime 
associated with the preferred alternative. Yakama Nation DNR staff looks forward to working with Reclamation, Ecology, and participating portables to ensure that KDRPP and other YBIP 
components deliver on the promise to benefit all resources, instream and out. 

The Yakama Nation notes that it has a Treaty fish right including a water right with a 
time immemorial priority date for fish and other aquatic life and, among other rights, a Treaty 
water right for irrigation to the fullest extent allowed under applicable law and court rulings. The 
Nation has a right at any time under its adjudicated surface water rights to make a request for 
water authorized for its Treaty water right for fish and other aquatic life. Any water rights or use 
of water described or listed in this SEIS are subject to regulation, reduction, and cessation in the 
future as necessary to satisfy and protect senior rights including the Yakama Nation's rights. The 
Nation otherwise also reserves the right to assert any defense or remedy to protect the Nation's 
Treaty or other rights. By not commenting on summaries or descriptions of specific water rights 
or specific structures or operations, the Yakama Nation does not concede or admit to any 
description in this SEIS but reserves the right to comment later. 

The following are comments to specific statements in the SEIS: 

Page ES-viii (suggested additions highlighted) 

This should be changed to include reference to and the right to participate for other participating 
proratable entities including the United States as trustee for the Yakama Nation as follows: 
Reclamation and Ecology each propose to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza and other a1tic1pating proratable ent1ti~ _to fund, 
design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action. Part1ci_patmg proratable 
~tities ma~ include the l,nited States. Bureau of Indian Affairs. as trustee for the Yakama Nation and water users within the Wapato-Satus mt of the Wapato Irrigation Protect. 

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

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

Kennewick Irrigation District has also expressed interest m participating in KDRPP. 

Page ES-xi 
Under Mitigation include the following bullet 

Established by the 
Treaty of June 9, 1855 

• Monitor outflows from Kachess and other r~o1rs and Yakima River flows to ensure that 
operation of KDRPP does not impair senior rljWts either QY..!_educmg 1 otal Water S.illill.!Y 
Available or adversely affecturn. mstream flows needed_to mamtam fish and other aquatic life. 

Section 1.2.1 (page 1-3). This references the fact that the Bureau of Reclamation has the duty to operate the Yakima Project "according to treaty obligations of the United States 
pertaining to the Yakama Nation's Treaty of 1855, delivering the Yakama Nation's 'time 
immemorial' water right according to court orders." However, the subsequent list of"water entitlements" fails to fully reference the water right of the Nation for Treaty fish and other 
aquatic life. The Nation's Treaty water right for fish and other aquatic life is the most senior 
right in the Basin with a time immemorial priority date. Both the federal court and the state court in Ecology v. Acquavella have issued a number of rulings involving the Treaty water right for fish and other aquatic life. Listing all of these rulings is beyond the scope of this comment letter, but the Yakama Nation reserves all rights and remedies established in the Treaty and subsequent 
legal rulings. The proratable and non-proratable irrigation rights referenced in the draft SEIS are junior to the Treaty water right for fish and other aquatic life. The SEIS fails to reference this in its list of rights. 

Page 1-3 
Edit the following passage as indicated. 
Additionally, Reclamation operates the Yakima Project according to treaty obligations of the United States pertaining to the Yakama Nation Treaty of 1855, delivering the Yakama Nation's =,+me ,mmemonal'' adjudicated time-immemorial prioritv date water right for fish and other at1uat1c life according to court orders. 

Page 1-17 
Correct the date on following statement. 
A companion bill is expected in the U.S. House of Representatives in fall 2017. 

Page 1- 18 
Correct the following statement. 
The Washington State Legislature has yet to pass a final 2017-2019 State Capital Construction Budget, but it is expected in early 2018 or sooner. 
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Page 1-20 

Confederated Tribes and Bands 
Of the Yakarna Nation 

Established by the 
Treaty of June 9, 1855 

Are there any lands in Yakima County within the areas affected by the proposed action? If not, change the following. 
Local Agencies 

Kittitas and Yakima 
Counties 

Critical Areas Ordinance, 
Shoreline Master Program 

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

Section 1.4 If the proposed project is built, the Nation supports the right to be able to participate and obtain a share of the newly available irrigation water. 

Page 2-2 
Suggested change: 
The current plan also includes improvements to l:rtl:)al water surply systern-sthe Wa ato lrn •ation Project, enhancement of the Toppenish Creek Corridor, and an irrigation demonstration project for the Yakama Nation to enhance tribal economic, fish, wildlife, and cultural resources. 

Add the following bullet after the listed bullets: 
The following YRBWEP Phase II projects are ongoing: 

• 3 foot pool raise at Cle Elum Reservoir (correct the following section that characterizes the CEPR 
as a YRBWEP Phase Ill project). 

Suggested change 
¥akttma Na1io11 Wapato Irrigation Project System Improvements and Yakama Nation Demonstration Project are in progress and will improve irrigation efficiencies. 

Page 2--4 
Make the following changes: 
Store as much water as possible up to the reservoir system's full active capacity of about 1 million acre-feet from the end of the irrigation season through early spring subject to providing target flow~ pulse Hows, and any other water necessai:y to maintain fish and other aquatic hfe under the Yakama Nation's Time Immemorial Treaty water ri ghts. 
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Page 2-78 

Confederated Tribes and Bands 
Of the Yakama Nation 

Is Franklin County a lvno here'! Should 1his sav Kiuiu,s? 
4.22 Environmental Justice 
Franklin County 
would 
experience high 
and adverse 
human health or 
environmental 
impacts 

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

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

Page. 4-19. The Nation reserves the right to object lo any operation that may reduce 
water supply for the Nation's irrigation supply delivered through Wapato Irrigation Project 

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

5 

� 

� 

� 

17 

18 

19 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-212



 

 

 

 

 

liilif'~� Confederated Tribes and Bands 
Of the Yakama Nation 

Page 3-67 

Established by the 
Treaty of June 9, 1855 

The passage below 1s not likely correct. Whereas flows below Parker may not be directly affected after storage 
control, changes in reservoir operations and carryover storage may affect outmigration flows below Parker. The extended study area should extend to the mouth of the Yakima River. Note that Section 3.3 describes the extended study area as "the Yakima River basin as a whole". Section 3.6 should be changed to match 3.3. 
The extended study area is the Yakima River basin, which encompasses all areas of potential 
downstream effects. This area extends from the existing Kachess and Keechelus outlet works 
downstream to the Wapato Irrigation Diversion just upstream of Sunnyside Dam in Parker, 
Washington, which is the lowermost point in the Yakima River basin where water regime influences 
would be experienced (Figure 1-1 ). 

Page 3-72 
It is worth noting that the oligotrophic condition of the reservoirs is due, at least in part, to the loss of marine nutrients that returning adult anadromous fish historically contributed to the lakes. 
Hiebert (1999) found nutrient levels to be low in Kachess Reservoir, and Mongillo and Faulconer 
( 1982) determined that both reservoir sub basins are relatively unproductive ( oligotrophic ). 

Page 3-79 
Suggested edit: 
Flows steadily increase downstream of Sunnyside Dam (which is in the middle reach at about RM 
I 04) in the summer as a result of irrigation return flows from groundwater sources and surface 
drains; the increase becomes more pronounced between Zillah and Granger (RM 88 to RM 83). 
Flows again drop at Prosser Dam. where much of the return flow 1s diverted. 

Page 3-80 
Suggested edit to clarify which Kachess River is being described: 
Kachess River 

Habitat in the r._each of the Kachess River downstream of Kachess Dam is affected by Kachess 
Reservoir operations, which create flows that differ from the natural steamflow regime. During 
winter months (October to March), flow is reduced and less variable; in spring (April to June), flow is reduced; and in summer (July to September), flow is greatly increased (Reclamation and Ecology, 
2012). The Kachess River below the dam is a relatively short (0.9 mile) reach that is a lesser priority 
for improving river flow because of other objectives in the Integrated Plan (Reclamation and 
Ecology, 2011 t). 

Page 3-80 
Table 3-18 would greatly benefit from a map showing reaches and river miles and a better verbal descriptions of the reaches. At Roza, for example, summer flows reaching Roza Dam are increased upstream of the dam due to project operations, but often reduced below the dam due to diversions. Summer flows in the Wapato Reach above Sunnyside dam are increased due to operations, but greatly reduced from natural levels below Sunnyside Dam. 
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Confederated Tribes and Bands 
Of the Yakarna Nation 

Page 3-85 
Correction: 

Established by the 
Treaty of June 9, 1855 

The reintroduction of sockeye into Cle Elum Reservoir began in 2009 when the Yakama Nation 
released 1,000 pa+R,-t}f-adult sockeye. 
Correction: Although the EIS correctly reports the DART information, the actual returns were 
never as low as the 13 reported in the DART. Apparently the DART was not updated with the 
higher number. 
In 2013, the first offspring of the adults originally transported to Cle Elum Reservoir returned to 
Roza Dam, where they were collected and transported to Cle Elum Reservoir (Yakama Nation 
Fisheries, 2014a). Since the reintroduction period began (2009), the number of sockeye that have 
passed Roza Dam has varied annually, ranging from 13 to 3,949 fish and an average of 942. 
(Columbia River DART, 2017). 

Page 3-170 
The following section is misleading and should be changed. The Wenatchapam are one of the 14 tribes and bands covered by the Yakama Nation' s Treaty of 1855. See excerpt below. 
The extended study area is also within the traditional territory of the Wenatchi, one of the 
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (Colville Confederated Tribes) (Miller 2017); 
descendants of the Wenatchee (also known as the Wenatshapam) are also found in the Confederated 
Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation (Yakama Nation). 

TREATY WITH THE YAKIMA, 1855. 
June 9, 1855. 112 Stat., 951. I Ratified Mar. 8, 1859. I Proclaimed Apr. 18, 1859. 
Articles of agreement and convention made and concluded at the treaty-ground, Camp Stevens, 
Walla-Walla Valley, this ninth day of June, in the year one thousand eight hundred and.fifty-fire, 
by and between Isaac I. Stevens, governor and superintendent of Indian affairs for the Territory 
of Washington, on the part of the United States, and the undersigned head chiefs, chiefs. 
headmen, 
and delegates of the Yakama, Palouse, Pisquouse, Wenatshapam, Klikatat, Klinquit, Kowwas
say-ee, Li-ay-was, Skin-pah, Wish-ham. Shyiks, Ochechotes, Kah milt-pah, and Se-ap-cat, 
confederated tribes and bands of Indians, occupying lands hereinafter bounded and described 
and lying in Washington Territory, who for the purposes of this treaty are to be considered as 
one nation, under the name of" "Yakama, "" with Kamaiakun as its head chief, on behalf of and 
acting for said tribes and bands, and being duly authorized thereto by them. 
Source: https:, www.fws. 10v pacific ea/tribal!treaties/Yakima.QQ!· 
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• • 
Confederated Tribes and Bands Established by the 
Of the Yakama Nation Treaty of June 9, 1855 

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

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
i.. Everett Isaac, Acting Superintendent ~r- Yakama Nation Department ofNatural Resources 
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   Comment Letter 205 

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

[EXTERNAL] CSRIA SDEIS Comments--Roza Proposed Action for 
Kachess Inactive Storage Project 
1 message 

dolsenecon@aol.com <dolsenecon@aol.com> Mon, Jun 11, 2018 at 5:49 PM 
To: kkbt@usbr.gov 

June 11, 2018 

Please see CSRIA comments on SDEIS K&K Projects: CSRIA supports Roza 
Irrigation District Proposed Action for Kachess Inactive Storage Project. 

D.O. 

Darryll Olsen, Ph.D., Board Representative 
Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association 
509-783-1623 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-216
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Comment Letter 205 

Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association 
Information Memorandum 

DATE: June 11, 2018 

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

FROM: Darryll Olsen, Ph.D., CSRIA Board Representative  

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

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

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

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

CSRIA is available for further comments, as requested from the lead EIS agencies. 

1 

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

State  of  Washington  
Department of  Fish and

Wildlife  
South  Central  Region  3  –  1701  S.  24th  Ave.,  Yakima  WA  98902-

5720 Phone: (509) 575-2740, Fax (509) 575-2474 

June 22, 2018 

Ms. Candy McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Ms. Danielle Squeochs, PhD, LHg, PE 
Technical Projects Manager 
Washington Department of Ecology 
1250 West Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA  98903 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley and Ms. Squeochs: 

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief 
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC). WDFW staff have 
attached the review comments. 

We strongly support the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan (YBIP) and implementation of KDRPP, 
the first large scale water supply project. The YBIP is delivering on its promise to make 
significant investments in fish passage and habitat protection and restoration. Immediate or 
early investments included the purchase of the Teanaway Community Forest, the on-going Cle 
Elum Pool Rise and Cle Elum Fish Passage projects, and funding for Bull Trout Enhancement 
(BTE) projects, and others. Without these investments, or the cooperation and collaboration that 
has been created through the YBIP, opportunity for fish restoration would be delayed or lost. 

The YBIP is built on the premise of a balance between fish restoration and increased water 
supply for out-of-stream use. KDRPP construction is essential to maintaining the appropriate 
and agreed upon balance between securing additional water supply and fish restoration. 
Accepting tradeoffs regarding local project specific impacts in exchange for an overall 
improvement to fish and wildlife species and habitat in the entire Yakima Basin is fundamental 
to our approach to the YBIP. 
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Candy McKinley, Bureau of Reclamaiton 
Danielle Squeochs, Office  of Columbia River  
June 22, 2018  
Page 2 of  4 

Our  interest centers  around  ensuring  there  is adequate  performance and  certainty  related  to 
protecting bull trout populations  in the upper Yakima Basin  and  ensuring  that fish and wildlife  
species  are  enhanced  by  the  YBIP.  At the same  time it is critical  to protect  especially vulnerable 
fish and wildlife populations, such as Lake Kachess Bull Trout.  Protecting  the limnology  and 
productivity  of  Lake Kachess, bull trout fish  passage  at  The  Narrows  between Kachess  Lake and  
Little Kachess  Lake,  and  providing  bull trout access  into spawning  tributaries, are critical  to 
ensuring a  successful  water  supply  outcome while  not harming  the  fish  restoration  goals  of the 
YBIP.  

We  look forward  to working  closely  with Reclamation and  Ecology  to provide  additional  
support as  we  progress  through  public  review  of  the  SDEIS  through  the National  Environmental  
Policy  Act  (NEPA)  process to  make  KDRPP  implementation  a  success.  We also hope  that our  
comments prepare us for  the conversations we  will be  having regarding  mitigation  required for 
these  projects during  the  Hydraulic  Project Approval  process.  

If  you  have questions regarding  our attached  comments,  please  call  Perry  Harvester  at  (509)  
457-9314.  If  you  have immediate  needs, please  feel  free  to contact  me directly  at  (509)  457-
9325.  

Sincerely,  

Mike Livingston 
WDFW- South-Central Washington Region 3 Director 
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WDFW Final Review Comments
For the Draft SEIS for 

KDRPP and KKC 

Comment 
Number 

Page
Number 

Section #, 
Figure #,

or Table # 

Commenter
Initials 

Comment Response
(Resource Author) 

1. 1-13
2-21 

1.5.3
2.3.6 

STK BULL TROUT ENHANCEMENT
Upper Yakima Basin bull trout populations are precarious at best.  Normally WDFW could
be skeptical of siting a new out of stream water supply project on top of these very vulnerable
populations.  However, the YBIP, Bull Trout MOU, and Bull Trout Enhancement Package 
(BTE) are the best and possibly the only chance for the long term survival of these
populations.  The YBIP has delivered on the promise of the Bull Trout MOU, investing about 
$1,000,000 per year toward bull trout recovery actions in the upper Yakima Basin.  These 
BTE actions are part of the balanced package of YBIP that includes KDRPP.  We support the 
package of KDRPP and BTE actions.  We would like to see the investments return through 
implementation of the BTE. 

2 

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

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

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

SD TERRESTRIAL IMPACTS NEED TO BE MITIGATED
The SEIS identifies impacts to habitat and does not consistently mitigate for them.  While we 
believe the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan does improve fish and wildlife habitat overall, 
direct impacts should be mitigated. 

3 

3. 4-5 4.2.4.2
Volitional 
bull trout 
passage
improveme
nts 
subsection 

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

KDRPP and KKC 

Section #, Comment Page Commenter ResponseFigure #, Comment  
� 

D
 

Number  Number  Initials  (Resource Author)  or Table #  

4-8 If the Kachess river between the two lake basins  would incise down through sediment  that 
has  accumulated in  the past 100 years  and disturbs the present  grade control that maintains 
the current minimum  elevation  in  Little Kachess Lake, this will exacerbate the passage 
problem for bull  trout  at the  mouth of  Box  Canyon and the Kachess River.  Some language 
needs  to be included to allow  adaptive  management  to  this  possible scenario  and stress a 
mitigation  performance measure that includes  guaranteeing  upstream  passage to Box Canyon 
Creek, the Kachess River, and through The Narrows all year round. 
Currently  the volitional passage proposed at the narrows as partial mitigation  for  KDRPP 
does  not include any  work at the upstream end of  the narrows.  We estimate that the 

 5minimum  Little Kachess Lake  level under  current operations is around 2224 (PER Bruce 
Heiner)  and  that the  flow  control weir on  the proposed volitional fish  passage structure will 
be  the  control  point  where  future  incision  of the  stream through the Narrows  will reside 
eventually.  Therefore, water levels at the mouth  of Box Canyon Creek and the Kachess 
River  could  be  approximately  16’  lower  than they  are  under  current operations. Since the 
passage problem at the mouth  appears  to be  exacerbated as reservoir levels  get lower, this 
could severely  worsen  passage at Box Canyon  and the Kachess  River. 

4-103 4.5.2 A  related  issue that should  be discussed is determining  the possibility  of  Little Kachess pool-
lowering by  hyporheic  flow  between the  two  lakes as  a  result  of the  never-before-seen head 
differential that will result from the KDRPP operation.  Even  if  passage is provided,  will 
hyporheic flow  cause impassable conditions in  the Narrows much  like it does at the  mouth of 
Box  Canyon Creek, Kachess  River, Deep Creek, and Gold Creek? 
Also, it  is important to consider reducing  water temperature within the  fishway  at  The 
Narrows  during summer  months prior  to  the  spawning period  for  bull trout. Temperatures in 
the  roughened  channel,  assumed  to  be  sourced  from  the  shallow  surface water of  Little 
Kachess per the SEIS, may  be too  high  for bull trout to be able  to  use  the  fishway during  the 6  

 upstream  migration period. 
2-79  Table  2-9, Related  to  the above, but relevant to section  on Cumulative impacts  on ESA-listed fish:  The 

item 4.24 combination  of lowered reservoir levels and the expected subsequent down-cutting/incision 
of the  kachess  river through  the narrows  could increase the incidence of  poor passage into 
box canyon  creek and kachess  river for bull trout by  lowering the current low-pool elevation 
of Little Kachess.  

4 
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   Comment Letter 207 

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

[EXTERNAL] YBFWRB Input on KDRPP & KCC SDEIS 
1 message 

Alex Conley <aconley@ybfwrb.org> Mon, Jul 2, 2018 at 12:18 PM 
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov> 

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

Sincerely, 

Alex Conley 

Executive Director 

Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board 

aconley@ybfwrb.org 

(509) 453-4104 

1200 Chesterly Drive, Suite 280 

Yakima, WA 98902 

Website: www.ybfwrb.org 

Connect with us on Facebook 

Sign up for our monthly Newsletter 

YBFWRB comment on KDRPP Supplemental EIS.pdf 
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1 message 

<cmckinley@usbr.gov> Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 6:58 AM 
To: Gwendolyn Christensen <gchristensen@usbr.gov>, Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, "Dera, Karen" 
<kdera@usbr.gov> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From:  <stephen_lewis@fws.gov> 
Date: Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:08 PM 
Subject: USFWS Comments on the KDRPP & KKC Supplemental DEIS 
To: Candace McKinley <cmckinley@usbr.gov>, "Craig, Jim" <jim_l_craig@fws.gov>, Kate Terrell 
<kate_terrell@fws.gov>, "Dale Bambrick - NOAA Federal (dale.bambrick@noaa.gov)" 
<dale.bambrick@noaa.gov>, michael.livingston@dfw.wa.gov, Scott.Kline@dfw.wa, John 
Easterbrooks <EASTEJAE@dfw.wa.gov>, pgarveydarda@fs.fed.us, teresatucker@fs.fed.us 
Cc: Eric Rickerson <eric_rickerson@fws.gov>, Jeff Krupka <jeff_krupka@fws.gov>, Gregg Kurz 
<gregg_kurz@fws.gov>, "Franks, Sierra" <sierra_franks@fws.gov>, Judy Neibauer 
<judy_neibauer@fws.gov>, sean.gross@noaa.gov 

Attached are the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service's comments on the SDEIS for the Kachess Drought 
Relief Pumping Plant and the Keechelus Reservoir to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. As you will 
see, many of these comments reiterate our concerns pertaining to the original DEIS, but also focus 
on the project alternatives, water quality and quantity, bull trout passage at Kachess Reservoir, and 
wildlife connectivity. 

Please feel free to contact us if you need any clarification regarding these comments. 

S-

************************************************ 
Stephen T. Lewis 
Hydropower and Energy Coordinator 
US FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
CENTRAL WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE 
215 MELODY LANE STE 103 
WENATCHEE, WA 98801-8122 
phone: (509) 665-3508 Ext. 2002 
e-mail: Stephen_Lewis@fws.gov 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Washington Fish and Wildlife Office 
Central Washington Field Office 

215 Melody Lane, Suite I 03 
Wenatchee, WA 9880 I 

us. 
FJNH "wn.nun1 

8ERVIC8 
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Ln Reply Refer To: 
JIL 102011 

OJ EW FW00-20 18-CPA-0047 

Memorandum 

To: 

Subject: 

Envirnnmental Progran1 Manager, Bureau of Reclamation 
Yakima, Washjngton 

State Supervisor, Washington Fish and Wi ldJife Office 
Lacey, Washington 

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

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment 
on the April 2018 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the 
proposed Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keech el us Reservoir-to-Kacbess 
Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) projects. KDRPP and KKC will herein be collectively known as 
the "Projects." The Projects are components of the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water 
Resource Management Plan (Integrated Plan). The SDEIS was prepared jointly by the Bureau of 
Reclamation (Reclamation) and the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), Office 
of Columbia River. The Service commented previously on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Projects on June 18, 2015. In this letter we provided numerous comments 
related to project sequencing, bull trout, fish passage, and wildlife connectivity. 

The Proposed Action for this SD EIS is to fund, design, constrnct, operate, and maintain a 
floating pumping plant on Kachess Reservoir in order to recover up to 200,000 acre-feet of 
inactive water storage from Kachess Reservoir during drought years when prorationing is less 
than 70 percent. This water would otherwise remain in Kachess Reservoir at an e levation below 
the existing gravity outlet works. The Proposed Action would also include construction and 
maintenance of a volitional fish passage structure at the downstream end of the NruTows which is 
located between the upper and lower Kacbess reservoirs. Reclamation and Ecology each 
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propose to fund, design, con truct, op rate. and maintain s me or all of the Pr po ed Action r to 
authorize the Roza Irrigation Distri t to fund, design, con truct operate, and maintain ome or all 
of the Proposed Action. 

11,e DEIS also evaluat s a No Action All mativ - and fi e action alternatives tor store and 
enhance instrean, flows and aquatic habitat for fish, including enhancement for bull trout 
improving water supply reliabilil during drought years: impro ing the abi lity of water manag rs 
to respond and adapt to pot ntial efli cts of climate change; and contributing to the itality oflh 
regional economy and riverine en ironment in the Yakima River Basin. Reclamation's Pr ferred 
Alternative (Proposed Action) .i. Alternati e 4 - KDRPP Floating Pw-nping Plant. 

There are three main action modification in this SDEI that wer not in the DEI 

• The addition of the floating pumping plant iTI Kachess Rese oir; 
• The inclusion of fish passage (volitional) between th two lake of Ka he s R ser ou 

, hen drawn down· and 
• The elimination ofth outh tunnel option for the Keech lus-to-Kaches conveyanc 

tunnel . 

The foJlov ing are the er ice's comment on the Project' DET that are intended to ensure 
compatibility with elem nts of the lntegrated Plan and our pending Endangered Species Act 
(E A) secti n 7 consultation with Reclamation on th operation and maimenanc f the Yakima 
Irrigation Project YIP). The e comments have been closely coordinated with th ervic 's Mid
Columbia Fish and Wildlife Cons rvation Office and v e ha e incorporated their comrnenl from 
a June 4. 2018 technical memorandum. 

COMME T O THE SDEL 

Project Alternative 

As referenced abo e in thi document. the ervic comment don the DEl on June 18, 2015. 
Pleaser fer to the e comment when completing the FEI for th Projects. Those comments 
are summarized here and pro id further insight on thee o lution of the project alt rnative 
and the ervice s ESA ection 7 con ultation \i ith Reclamation. 

The er ice is currently conducting an E A ection 7 consu ltation with Re lamati non the 
operation and maintenance of the YlP. Reclamation· Biological /\sse ·sment (B ) for that 
consultation contains discrete actions and mitigation measure designed to minimiz the 
impact of the YIP on bull trout. The ervice has repeated! stres d that appropriate 
implementation sequencing of the Integrated Plan elements along with the ongoing operation 
and maintenance of the YIP i ential to mirumizing risks to A listed fish and wildlife 
re ource in the Yakima Basin. The Service listed bull tr ut under the E A coterminous! in 
1999, designated c1itical habitat for bull tr ut in 2010, and published a Final Recov r Plan in 
2015. The Final Reco er , Plan goa ls include pr tecting pawning and rearing habitat and 
insuring connecti ity to forage. migration. and overwint ring habitat so that population have 
access to cold. clean. complex. and connected habitat within their perspecti e c re areas. The 
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Yakima Basini described a one core area and one critical habitat unit. Please ensure 
implementation of the actions and alternatives contained in the BA does not conflict with the 
Recovery Plan, the Yakima BulJ Trout ction Plan (BT AP), implementation of conservation 
measures contained in the DEfS Integrated Plan and the Bull Trout nhancement Plan 
(BTEP). 

Construction operation and maintenance of ne, turu1el corridors and pumping plant , as well 
associated changes in reservoir operations will continue to have e, tensive environmental 
impacts even though modification ha e been proposed in the DEIS. Although elimination of 
the south tunnel alternative for the KKC wi 11 likely reduce impacts to species under our 
purview, the north tunnel option will till have impact to terre trial resources. The Proposed 
Action with the development of the floating pumping plant, is an e ample ofne impacts 
that are additive lo ongoing YIP operational impacts. Tho e impacts are di cussed below in 
Spec(fic omments on the SDEl section . 

The implementation equencing. and frequency of use the Project and their relationship t 
the recovery of listed pecies are still unclear. The BTEP i attached to the DEJS but does 
not appear to be incorporated into th Proposed Action Vlri th the exception of a vague 
reference to the programmatic requirement for volitional passage improvements for bu! l trout 
in Kache s Reservoir. The Proposed Action appears to be at a more advanced stage of 
development whereas the action jn the BTEP are more conceptual in nature. thus 
complicating our full understanding of potential effects of this action. There is not sufficient 
as urance in the DEIS and BTEP that bul1 trout actions and monitoring project will be 
implemented that adequately compensate for the appreciable negative effects of these water 
supply operations and developments. ·1 he time line for the jmplementation of these 
enhancements is not specified to a great enough resolution in th DEJ to en ure their 
associated benefits are realized before the damaging effects of the water development 
alternatives in the SDEIS occurs. Thi lack of clarity has been reiterated to Reclamation on 
several occasions during conference calls with the Service and other resource agencies 
regarding these enhancements. 

The DEI attempts to resolve this sequencing issue by proposing a four-phased approach for 
year one construction of the KDRPPP. These phases include preconstruction, upland 
con truclion marine construction. and re ervoir floor construction. However it is unclear 
when year one of construction would occur. Additionally, the scope and magnitude of the 
ta k invol ed in these four phases al o app ar too exten ive to be completed in one year and 
are canting nt upon the elevation of the re ervoir. For example the construction of the 

arro\: s volitional fi h pas age roughened channel would be initiated in year one and 
completed in ub equent year when the re ervoir is drawn down during drought relief 
pumping. There is no jndication as to when drought relief pumping would occur in order to 
fully realize the benefit of this measure for bull trout. There is al o no mention when Box 

anyon Creek passage improvements ould b initiated dw-ing this four-phased approach, if 
at all. Your current YlP Operations and Maintenance Biological A se ment identifies and 
describe that passage improvements will be occurring for Box Canyon. For consistency and 
clarity, v e recommend that Reclamation specify in the FEIS the sequencing of aIJ new action 
and alternatives i.e .. water development and enhancement measures contained in all 
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pertinent document including the SD EIS, IP and BTEP to en ure the lJccess of their 
implementation and to show how the v ouJd b jmplemenled within Lhe scope of current 
operations assoc iated ith the YIP. Sequencing current action and fi.1lur actions described 
in the Proposed Action will provide clarity regarding the duration and magnitude of effects. 
Positi e and negative impacts to ESA species and critical habitat including the timing, 
dLLration. and 1 cation of action should be part of tJ1e s quencing d cription . 

Aquatic Re ources 

Bull Trout onnectivitv in the Yakima ore Area 

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

increased reservoir drawdown and altered flow r leases that create barriers to ear round u e 
of habitat b multiple life hist r stages of bull trout and their pre 

Bull Trout Fish Pa age at Kachess Reservoir 

The is ue f impaired fish pas age at certain elevation between the two ections ofKachess 
Re ervoir when drawn down was not recognized in the 2015 DElS. It emerged as a 
significant i ue late in 2015 and we recognize Redamation's efforts ro address it. After 
se eral Integrated Plan fish passage subcommittee meetings Reclamation and it engineer 
appeared to be developing a elution to thi passage is ue. What emerged from thi effort was 
the roughened channel concept which appears in this D I as the 201 7 Kache Narrow · 
Fish Pa sa~e 'oncepl Technical Memorandum. We tentatively agreed with this roughened 
chaun l concept a it ha se eral ad antages over a fish collection barge and extended length 
d nil fishway. Ev n though the rnemora11dum has more detail than i available in th DEI , 
it m rel pr vides detail on the con truction of this facility and not on th operation, 
ma int nance, or pr and post construction monitoring to decipher its effectiveness. 
Demonstrating effecti eness i key to the abilit to consid r the roughened channel as an 
adequate conser ation mea me to reduce op rational effects to fish passage within Kache 
Re · rvoir. We provide additional comments on these items below in the Specific Comment 
on the SDEJ. ection. Plea e contjnue to coordinate with the Service a the engineering 
designs and p lans for the con truction, operation. maintenance. and effecti enes monitoring 
e ol e for this fish pas age facility. 
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The is ue of impeded Lributar passage for bull trout into Box an on r k a tributary of 
Kaches Reservoir, is not addressed in the Pr posed Action. Impeded pa age occurs on a 
semi-regular basis and has r quired remedial actjon on veraJ occasion to facilitate adull bull 
trout passage into the creek. These efforts, for which volunteer ar always necessary, have 
b en marginally nee ful and ha e onJ focu ed on passing adult bull trout during a p01iion 
of lhe spawning migration, not the full migration p riod or other life history tages. The Box 
Canyon population ontinue to struggle with only tlu·ee bull trnul redds documented last ear 
and a recent snorkel sur c nducted by WDFW indicates a low number of juvenile and 
subadult bull trout. Dming lhe developm nt of lhe Integrated Plan the ervice has been clear 
thal any project to extract more ater from Kach Reservoir mu tin lude permanently 
addres ing the passage problem at the mouth of Bo ' 'anyon Creek. as this is a problem which 
, ould almost certainly be . a erbated by an additional drawdown of the r ervoir. The 
omi ion of a pa sage solution for Box an yon reek from the D I and SDEI is not 
acceptable to the ervice. It i not sufficient that a solution be included solely in the BT P, 
rather it should be consid red part of the KDRPP proposal ince it e ·acerbates impediment to 
pa sage into the tributaries as,.: ell. hapter four of the DEI pre nts an exlensi e analysi 
of the 1ncrease in fr quency and duration oflo p ol conditions re ulting from the operation 
of KDRPP and the potential effect on tributary pas age, . et no solution is pre nted to resolve 
th fish passage i ue at the mouth of Box Canyon reek. Kachess Ri er. or other tributarie 
that may provide foraging opportunities. The associal d effect are illustrated er clearly in 
Table 4.4 of the SD I . We trongl · recomm nd that an ' of the alt matives in the SDEIS 
entailing the con tructi n and operation of the proposed KDRPP include a provision for bull 
trout pa age a pecified in th BTEP. and include additional monitoring of use re ervoir use 
by ju eniles and or subadult t understand ff ct to all life history stages. 

Terre trial Resources 

Wildlife Connectivity 

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

In our previou comment on the DEIS. we noted many r ference to onnecti ity Emphasis 
Arca included in the I-90 noqualmie Pass East highway improvement project. As you are 
aware, the I-90 Snoqualmie Pas East project is an outstanding example of a thorough and 
sophisticated cmmectivity analy is. The DEi again evaluat s potential Project effects on 
ecological connectivity, especiaJl effects on wildlife and threatened and endangered species, 
in terms of the proportion of affected acr in the project area relati e to the total a res 
pre ent. We requ sted in our comment n the DEIS that a spatial! e ·plicit anal sis be 
conduct d to determine the proximity of acr s of habitat affected and their impmiance to 
habitat linkage . The urrent ffect. analysis also fails to consider the proximity of project 
effi cts to onnecti ity mphasi Areas. To make an accurate as es ment ofth north tunnel 
option, we again request that spatially e,·plicit analyses be conducted. For xample. p011als 
a ciated with the KKC will b constructed and operated close to edge habitats and near the 

wamp Lale wetland complex. Habitat removal during portal construction and disturbance 
during operation may result in avoidanc behavior by wildlife. The e types of patially 
exp[icit and context-dependent effe ts on ecological connectivit are not analyzed in the 

DEl . Please provide this type of analysi . 

SPE IFlC COMME T ON TH DEi 

I.) Maior Conclusions OJage ES-xvi): he ervice could not find any mode1ling re ults in the 
SDET for the frequency or dw-ation of time Kachess R servoi..r falls below a channel 
inflection point in the arr as the reser oir recede . Tbis elevation i important as a 

aterfall fonns that is impa abl for fi h and prevents movement betw en the two lake 
of the r servoir. It is the primar rea on that a roughened channel oncept is needed for 
fish pa age. Th.is elevation is given alternately as 2,200 or 2,208 f et (abov M L). 

irnilarl . the elevation when the two lak s form is given as 2,220, 2,224, and 2,226 feet in 
everal sections of the DEI . Based on our review, 2,220 feet is where the two lakes 

b gin to separate and 2,226 feet j her Kachess Reservoir tributaries begin to have fish 
onnectivity problems. La tly. 2 204 feet is the absolute limit for no fi h passage through 

the arrows. Please clarify these numbers in the DEI to ensure accurate modelling 
results in the document and th ability to determine the degree of impacts to bull trout and 
it de ignated critical habitat. Thi information will also help to determine effects at both 
the Narrow and at the outlet of th upper or Little Kachess portion of the Reservofr. The 

ervice also expects that passage i impeded at the outlet of th upper lake due to limited 
depth and resulting temperatw-e alteration . Passage banier al o occur at the mouth of 
the Kaches River. The Service recommends that priority be gi en to connecting the 
reservoir to buJI trout pawning habitat in the Kaches River. 

2.) Figur , 1-2 Kachess Re ·ervoir chemalic Hydraulic Profile (oage 1-7): The proposed 
KDRPP drawdown in this figure equates to approximately an 80 foot ater le ation drop 
in the Big Kachess lake po1ii n of the Kaches Reservoir. Plea e pro ide an analy i of 
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how this elevation drop will affect upstream fish pa ag altemaliv sat the Narrows 
segment of Kache s Reservoir and downstream fish passage alternatives at Kachess Dam 
considering the lo nature of refill at thi reservoir as evidenc d by refill rates that have 
taken hundreds of day or multiple springs lo refill. 

3.) Section 1-./ Proposed Action (page 1-10): · his section tates. · The Propo ed A ti 11 

would also in lude olitional fish passage at the davvnstream end of the arrows v hich is 
located between the upper and lower Kachess lak s.·, In order to assess effects to species 
under the pur iew of the , ervice. please include in th PET specifi engineering de ign . 
impact analysis, and ele ational aspect related to Reclamation·s concept for olitional 
fish passage at the arrov, . 

4.) ection 2.3.5 Volitional Bull 7i·ow Pa age lmprovemem (page 2-18): ince the 
proposed volitional bu11 trout pa age improvement entail a rough ned channel, we 
recommend adhering to the fol lo ing principle : a. naturaJ steep channels provide a 
design template for ''natw·e-like fi hwa 1s'; b.) bed morphology is a major component of 
en rgy dis ipation; c.) appropriate bed morphology depend on lope. target pecies and 
hydrology:, and d.) ri k increa es the Furth r th project de iate from an adjacent natLu-al 
channel conditions. ]n that spirit. pl a e pro ide detailed elevalional numb r p rtaining 
to the Kacbess Reservoir anows tlO\ bifurcation w ir for th roughened channel in 
order to decipher its effecti eness during high flow events. Also, please provide detailed 
velocit., information for the roughened chann I to determine the compatibilit of this fish 
pas ·age con ept itb bull trout capabilities. La. tly. ection 2.3.5 onJy describes the 
construction of the olitional bull trout pa sage impr vemenl at Kache s Reservoir. 
Plea e add further description regarding the operation. maintenance. and effectiveness 
monit01ing of this propo ed fi sh pa sage impro ment. 

5.) Section 2.5.1.1 Pump Barge cmdPumping Plan/ (page 2-35): Based upon our review of 
comm nts made on the DEI in _Ql5, it i ti ll apparent that project operations for 
KDRPP need further explanation in the FEI as lo how the lo er Kachess River belov the 
dam will not be dewatered in the event the pump are operated continuou l for two or 
more year out ide th typical irrigation season. If the pump were onl operated during 
the itTigati n eason, and then turned off, hile the reser air ele ation is below the gravity 
outlet. the Kachess River would be completely dewatered. ln addition to describing 
op ration of KDRPP outside of the irrigation season, the F I should describe 
contingenc mea ures that will be in place t prevent omplete dewatering of the Kache 
River in the event of pump failure or maintenance activities that require pump shutdown. 

6.) Table -9 Summarv Compari. on of Impact (page 2-66) and Table 4--1 Summarv Impacts 
for Surface Water Resources (page -1-1 7): There is an apparent formatting error for these 
h o tables. The same summary statistics in Table 2-9 can be found in Table 4-4. Plea e 
c rrect thi di crepancy. 

7. -ummarv Compar;son oflmpacts. Table 2-9 (page 2-67): Thi table i confusing and 
would benefit from presenting the number of day bull h·out would reasonably be abl to 
access the refer need tributari s ba ed upon the propo ed alt rnative . 

7 

� 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-231



 

 

 

 

 

8.) Box 'anvon reek (page 3-75): hi ection mentions that there i a barrier falls located 
at river mile 1.6 and ct there i no di ussion of th bull trout passage impedim nt located 
at the confluence of Box Can on r k. 1711s is an example of how ba eline condilion 
can be further degraded,, ith imp! mentation of the Proposed Action. Plea e include 
inii rmation regarding the lack of bull trout passage into Bo · Canyon Creek from Kach 
Re ervoir and bow the Propo ed Action would further degrade the current condition. 

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

10.) Section 3. 9.2 Li ·ted, pecie · and ritical Habitat (vage 3-l 05): Plea e clarify in this 
s ct ion that the barred owl is a mpetitor of the spotted o l not a predat r. Tbe barred 

wl t pi ally outcompete the spotted owl in terms of establishing and d fi nding 
t rritories. Ba1Tcd owls ma displace potted o I from suitable habitat, being both 
slightly larger and more aggressiv . Hybriclization between the sp cies is also known t 

ccur, which is another tlu-eat to the spotted owl. 

1 J .) 'ection 3.9.3.J Kache Reservoir Subpopulation (page 3-11 I): The discussion in this 
ection impli s that tributar acce s may be a limiting factor for U1e Kache Reservoir 

bull trout ubpopulation. This is only partially correct. The Proposed Action and future 
peration of the Kach es R s rvoir wi 11 further Ii mit tributary access for bu 11 trout and the 

text in this section should be changed accordingly to accurately repre ent th impacts of 
impeded pa sage on thi population. 

12.) ection -1.-1 Surface Waler Quality (page -1- 77) : The amount and quality of water in the 
Yakima Core Area for bull trout i current] impacted by Reclamation 's actions as well a 
forest management. agricultme. and re reatjonal de elopment. How Reclamation conve 
v ater continues to affect the condition. quality quantity. and the velocity of water in bull 
trout habitat. While implem nling new alternatives and action a odated wilh the 

D 1 . the er ice would like to see priority given to impr ement in the quality, 
quantity, and velocitie in uch a way a to improve and re tore habitat qualitie that meet 
the Primary Conslitu nt Elements d scribed for bull trout critical habitat. The flow 
regime associated ith current Reclamation operations curr ntly ha e impact to bull 
trout and their critical habitat. Th er ice recommend. that con ervation m asures 
hould be identified prior to implementation of new alternati es or actions that ma 
xacerbate or reduce water qual ity, quantity and flow in a manner that negati el affects 

u e of spawning, rearing. and foraging habitat as well as connectivity. 

Water conservation is a compon nt of the YIP ongoing operations. Please consider 
implementing YlP conser ation actions prior to the implementation of the additional 
drawdown of tbe Kachess Reserv ir. Previous Reclamation analysi ha de cribed that 
170,000 acre feet f water can be conserved through the Enhanced Wat r Conscrvati n 
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YIP element. lmprovement as ociated with this element should be in place before 

additional impacts beyond the ongoing operations of the YIP are applied. 

13.), ection .f.. 6.3 Alternative 1-J o Action: Kache Re en1oir (page ../-JJ 9): Failure t 
addres the passage pr blem at tributaries such as Box Canyon Kache s River. and at the 

Narrows between th upper and lower Kachess Lake under the No Action Alternative is 

tinacceptable to th ervice. The N Action alternative ill re ult inc ntinued bull trout 

pa age i sues. Analy i of the -impacts a sociated with the lack of pas age should be 

presented in the F I . 

14.) Section 4.6.-1.2 Opera/ion KDRPP Easr, hare Pumping Plant .Facilitie · (page ./-129): 
Please include bull trout as a fi ·h specie affected b the further reductions and 

fluctuations in operational ele ations that would negati ely influence remaining 

invertebrat species, particularly in nearshore shallow-water habitat . R clamation hould 

al. o include the prey species ofbulJ trout as affected pecies. 

15.) L'ection 4.6.6,2 Operation, Kache · Re enoir (page 4-1-10): Please provide additional 

hydrodynamic and bioenergetics analysis to decipher the impact. of withdrawing large 

amounts of surface wat r from Kachess Reservoir on bull trout. Oaphnia, a prey pecies 

for fish, are available during pring (April-June) in Kachess than Keechelu. reservoirs. 

nlike Keechelu Reserv ir the den ity of Daphnia in Kache Re ervoir within the 

metalimnion and hypolimnion is relari ely high compared to the epilimnion. The Service 

maintains that plac ment of tbe pump heads should be deep r in the water column to 

maintain predator pr relation hip . Please pro ide an appropriate analy i that looks at 

location of the pump head at multiple elevations into the meta limn ion to reduce effects to 

the bull trout preybase along with predator prey interactions between large and small 

predators. 

16.) Section -1.9. 6 Alternative -1 - KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant {Northern Spotted Owl) 
(/Jage ./-200): E n though Alternative 4 may ha e le impact due to a lo er occurT nee 

of egetative clearing. noi e generated during co05tructi n for access roads. outlet works 

and other faci Ii ties landward of the reser oir iU still be evident. The analy is in lb,e 

SDEI is in u.f6cient to det rmine if tru le el of impact , iJ 1 force spotted owl from 

habitat adjacent to th e activities. lf spotted o ls lea e territories barred owls will likely 

move into these vacated habits since they are more tolerable of human activity. Please 

adhere to designated spott d owl pre-constructi n urvey protocol to venfy presence or 

ab ence of owls withjn the de ignated area of impact for Altemati ve 4 a w 11 al I of the 

Projects· alternative . 

UMMARY OMME T 

The ervice recommends that the DEi be revised to ackno ledge the I inkage to current 

operational fleets that could exacerbate any new actions or op ration . It should also be 

revis d to acknowledge that ub equent EPA and ESA analysis of most BTEP actions would 

be required . Con ervation rnea ure to reduce effect should be synchronized for further 

reduction in effect . The ervice recommends that the document provide a sequence f 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-233



 

action that reduc multiple or long tenn effects caused by ongoing and n w actions to the 
YIP. Additionally, the er ice ask for additional information about reser air elevations and 
passage barriers at outlet oflakes and mouth of rivers and tributaries. and alternative pump 
bead location for conducting effect analysi and minimizing the effects of the actions. 
Finally the ervice requests that ii h passage project that improv connectivit to spawning 
rearing habitat foraging, migration, and ov 1wintering habitats both above and b lo the 
re er oir dam be implemented prior to or concurrent with Project implementation. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input on the DEi for the propo ed Projects and 
look forward to continued coordination with R clamation on th development and 
implementation of the Integrated Plan. Plea e contact Steve Lewis, Fish and Wildlife Biologis( 
b phone at 509-665-3508 e t. 2002, or by e-mai l at t phen_ Lewis@fws.go for que tion 
regarding th comments contained her in. p cific que tions regarding the devel pment and 
implementation of the lntegrated Plan should be reterred to Jim Craig. Project Leader by 
phone at 509-548-7573. orb. e-mail atjim_ l_ raigr. fws.gov . 

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

<cmckinley@usbr.gov> Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:00 PM 
To: "Dera, Karen" <kdera@usbr.gov>, Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, Deborah Van Meter 
<dvanmeter@usbr.gov> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From:  <srevell@roza.org> 
Date: Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 3:02 PM 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Roza SDEIS comment letter 
To: Candace McKinley <CMckinley@usbr.gov> 
Cc: Wendy Christensen <GChristensen@usbr.gov> 

Scott Revell 

District Manager 

Roza Irrigation District 

srevell@roza.org 

(509) 840-2721 cell 

Candy McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901 

509/575-5848 x232 
509/379-0780 cell 
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July 11, 2018 

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

~RC!~A 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley, 

Roza Irrigation District (Roza) has reviewed the April 2018 Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the 
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC, and collectively with the KDRPP, 
Projects). Implementation of the KDRPP is of the utmost importance to Roza, as the livelihoods 
of irrigators within Roza's service area are dependent on obtaining a more reliable source of water 
from the Yakima Project during drought years. Roza is prepared to fully fund, construct, operate, 
and maintain the Proposed Action, Alternative 4 - Floating Pumping Plant (Proposed Action). 

Roza receives water from the Bureau of Reclamation's Yakima Project. Roza delivers such water 
to 72,000 irrigable acres within its service area. Irrigators within Roza's service area rely upon a 
stable source of water from the Yakima Project to grow and produce their crops, including tree 
fruit, hops, wine and juice grapes, corn, and row crops, as well as maintain pasture land to support 
a large dairy industry. The total crop value in the District approaches $1 billion. The crops 
produced by farmers provide a fresh food supply to both domestic and foreign markets. Therefore, 
a steady and reliable source of Yakima Project water is vital to Roza's entire service area. 

Recent droughts have demonstrated that Roza's water supply from the Yakima Project may be 
inadequate to support crop production in water short years. Without a stable water supply from the 
Yakima Project, the agricultural industry within Roza's service area-and throughout the rest of 
the Yakima Basin-will suffer. Because Roza's water supply from the Yakima Project is 
proratable, Roza has received as little as 37% of its water entitlement in water short years. 

When Roza receives a reduced amount of its water entitlement, Roza must shut down (i.e. cease 
water deliveries) for weeks at a time mid-season and weeks early at the end of the irrigation 
season. As a result, farmers receive an inadequate amount of water needed for their crops. This is 
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particularly true with respect to 70%+ of Roza's 72,000 acres, which are planted with crops that 
require water in September-including apples, hops, wine grapes and juice grapes. 

Roza has already spent tens of millions of dollars over three-plus decades to implement water 
conservation measures. These conservation measures allow Roza to operate its canals to run at 
much lower flows than originally designed. Roza has also been the largest lessee of senior water 
rights over the past several drought years. Despite conservation measures and leased water, Roza 
has still been forced to severely restrict deliveries during drought years. 

Steep prorationing of water supplies not only results in lost crop production-and thus lost 
revenue-in water short years, but also may lead to the need to replace and replant crops. Crops 
such as apples can cost up to $50,000 per acre to replace, blueberries up to $25,000, hops up to 
$25,000, and wine grapes up to $15,000. Washington State Department of Agriculture estimates 
that losses and added expenses as a result of the 2015 drought were $77 million within Roza's 
service area. Although costs of pursuing the Proposed Action may be high, such costs will be 
offset by the losses of the production value of crops and the costs of replacing trees and vines that 
will be avoided through development of the Proposed Action. 

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

First, the economic analysis is based on a four county area, which includes Kittitas, Benton, 
Yakima, and Franklin Counties. We think that the inclusion of Franklin County may be over
inclusive. We are concerned that, by including Franklin County, the SDEIS may have diluted or 
underestimated the economic importance of agriculture in the areas primarily served by Yakima 
Project water. 

Second, the SDEIS's economic analysis is based on 2012 data. See SDEIS at 3-178, 4-319. It is 
our understanding that the contributions of agriculture to the Yakima Basin economy have greatly 
increased over the last few years, and therefore, the SDEIS may be underestimating the economic 
importance of agriculture. In turn, this may result in Reclamation underestimating the potential 
economic consequences of pursuing the no-action alternative. We request that this information be 
updated in the final environmental impact statement. 

Third, the economic analysis appears to provide an inadequate explanation of the negative 
economic impacts of the 2015 drought. As stated above, the short-term and long-term effects of 
the 2015 drought on the agricultural community were more significant than described in the 
SDEIS. For each of these reasons, the potential costs to the agricultural community of not 
pursuing the Proposed Action, as well as the economic benefits of the Proposed Action, are much 
greater than described in the SDEIS. 

The Proposed Action will enhance water security in water short years. We believe that the 
Proposed Action is vital to protecting the economy in the Yakima Basin, so much so that Roza is 
prepared to fund, construct, operate and maintain the Proposed Action. Without the Proposed 
Action, Roza, farms served by Roza, and the broader community will continue to suffer from both 
the uncertainty of water resources and the impacts of the lack of water resources. The Proposed 
Action would allow Roza (and potentially others) to access up to 200,000 acre-feet of water in 
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water short years, and would give water users peace of mind when it comes to water short years. 
This will provide Roza with more flexibility to respond to water short years and will help protect 
the area's economy and people's livelihoods. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. 

cc: Roza Board of Directors 
File 
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PORIOF BENION 
July 5, 2018 

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

Received ,n Mailroom 
C 
C 
A 
0 

Jlil 1 0 2018 
V 
F 
0 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

The Port of Benton has reviewed the April 2018 supplemental draft environmental impact 
statement (SD EIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the 
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. The Port supports the Proposed 
Action, Alternative 4 - Floating Pumping Plant (the "Proposed Action"), as it will benefit 
both the environment and the economy in the Y ak.ima Basin and beyond during drought 
years. 

Agriculture forms the basis of our economy as it is one of the largest industries in the 
area. The jobs provided by agricultural activities sustain many local families and 
contribute significantly to our rural way of life and rural character. 

There are hundreds farms with over 28,000 irrigated acres which are located in both the 
Port of Benton and the Roza Irrigation District, and such farms rely upon a stable source 
of water from the Yakima Project to maintain their crops. Processing those crops occurs 
within the Port of Benton. The Roza and Sunnyside Valley Irrigation Districts deliver 
Yakima Project water to such farms. The fanns in the area rely upon Yakima Project 
water to grow and produce such as apples, tree fruits, grapes, blueberries, forage crops, 
hops as well as a large dairy industry. 

The agricultural community is a vital aspect of the economy of the immediate area, the 
region and beyond. The crops produced by farms provide a fresh food supply to both 
domestic and foreign markets. Collectively, the annual revenue from farms in the Port of 
Benton is measured in hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Recent droughts have demonstrated that water supply from the Yakima Project may be 
inadequate in water short years to support crop production. Because the water supply 
from the Yakima Project to the Roza Irrigation District is proratable, the irrigation 
districts are susceptible to reduced irrigation water allocations during drought years. 

3250 Port of Benton Blvd· Richland, WA 99354 · (509) 375-3060 · Fax: (509) 375-5287 
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Without a stable and adequate water supply from the Yakima Project, the agricultural industry withjn the basin, and throughout the rest of the Yakima Basin, wi II suffer. This, in turn, damages the entire economy of the County and the region. For example, due the drought in 2015, the Washington State Department of Agriculture estimated economic losses of up to $30 million dollars in the portion of the Roza Irrigation District which is situated in the Port of Benton alone. 
Based upon our review oftbe SDEIS's analysis of the socioeconomic consequences of the Proposed Action (Section 4.21 ), we believe that the SDEIS may substantially underestimate the importance of agriculture in the Yakima Valley and the socioeconomic benefits of the Proposed Action to the agricultural industry and the economy within the District, and throughout the Yakima Basin for at least three reasons. 

First, the economic analysis is based on a four county area, which includes Kittitas, Benton, Yakima, and Franklin Counties. We think that the inclusion of Franklin County may be overinclusive. We are concerned that, by including Franklin County, the SDEIS may have diluted or underestimated the economic importance of agriculture in the areas primarily served by Yakima Project water. 

Second, the SDEIS's economic analysis is based on 2012 data. See SDEIS at 3-178, 4-319. It is our understanding that the contributions of agriculture to the Yakima Basin economy have greatly increased over the last few years, and therefore, the SD EIS may be underestimating the economic importance o[ agriculture. In turn, this may result in Reclamation underestimating the potential economic consequences of pursuing the no action alternative. We request that this information be updated in the final environmental impact statement. 

Third, the economic analysis appears to provide an inadequate explanation of the negative economic impacts of the 2015 drought. As stated above, the short term and long term effects of the 2015 drought on the agricultural community were more significant than described in the SD EIS. For each of the these reasons, the potential costs to the agricultural community of not pursuing the Proposed Action, as wel1 the economic benefits of the Proposed Action, are much greater than described in the SDETS. 

The Port supports the Projects because the Projects will enhance water security in water short years. We believe that the Projects are vital to protecting the economy in the Yakima Basin. Without the Projects, farms located in and around the Port, and the broader community will continue to suffer from both the uncertainty of water resources and the impacts of the lack of water resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. 

Executive Director 
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1 message 

<cmckinley@usbr.gov> Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 6:56 AM 
To: Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, "Dera, Karen" <kdera@usbr.gov>, Gwendolyn Christensen 
<gchristensen@usbr.gov> 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley, 

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

Thank you, 

Urban Eberhart 

Secretary Manager 

Kittitas Reclamation District 

Candy McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901 
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Kittitas Reclamation District 
P.O. Box276 

Ellensburg, WA 98926 
Phone: (509) 925-6158 Fax: (509) 925-7425 

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

July 11, 2018 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley, 

Kittitas Reclamation District ("KRD") has reviewed the April 2018 supplemental draft 
environmental impact statement (SD EIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) 
and the Keechelus Rcscrvoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC, and collectively with the 
KDRPP, Projects). The KRD strongly supports the implementation of the Yakima Hasin Integrated 
Plan, and specifically, the implementation of Proposed Action, Alternative 4 - Floating Pumping 
Plant (the "Proposed Action") by Roza Irrigation District. The Proposed Action will benefit both 
the environment and the economy in the Yakima Basin and beyond during drought years. 

A steady and reliable source of Yakima Project water is vital to KRD's water users. The KRD is 
the 6th largest irrigation district in Washington State. The KRD's 330 miles of canals and laterals 
service approximately two thirds of all the irrigated agricultural acres in Kittitas County. The 
Yakima Project water is the primary source of irrigation water for 59,122 acres of farm and ranch 
land in Kittitas County, Washington. These farms rely upon a stable source of water from the 
Yakima Project to maintain their crops. In particular, the farms within the KRD's service area rely 
upon Yakima Proj cct water to grow and produce apples, pears, cherries, corn, wheat, oats, barley, 
sunflowers, potatoes, beans, blueberries, Timothy hay, alfalfa hay, and livestock pasture. The 
crops produced by farmers provide a fresh food supply to both domestic and foreign markets. 

KRD has a long term goal ofincreasing the efficiency of its irrigation water delivers to lands within 
its district boundaries that are entitled to receive irrigation water. As previously outlined in KRD's 
June 12, 2015 comment letter on the KDRRP and KKC Projects Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, KRD has undertaken modifications to its irrigation delivery system to increase system 
el1iciency and the enhance fish flows in various creeks and streams. 

� 

Comment Letter 211 

1 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-242



 

 

 

 

 

Recent droughts have demonstrated that KRD's water supply from the Yakima Project may be 
inadequate in water short years to support crop production. Without a stable water supply from 
the Yakima Project, the agricultural industry within KRD, and throughout the rest of the Yakima 
Basin, will suffer. Because KRD's water supply from the Yakima Project is proratable, in water 
short years we have received less than fifty percent of our water entitlement, which then results in 
farmers receiving an inadequate amount of water needed for their crops. Steep prorationing of 
water supplies not only results in lost crop production, and thus lost revenue, in water short years, 
but also may lead to the need to replace and replant crops. Crops such as apples and blueberries 
cost up to $50,000.00 per acre to replace if they fail , hops cost up to $20,000, and wine grapes up 
to $15,000. Because of the 2015 drought, farmers within the KRD lost an estimated 
$11,420,507.55. 1 

Although costs of pursuing the Proposed Action may be high, such costs will be offset by the 
losses of the production value of crops and the costs of replacing crops that will be avoided through 
development of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action is specifically designed to enhance 
water supplies available to KRD and other proratable irrigation districts when less than a full water 
supply is available. Specifically, the Proposed Action will ensure that in most if not all water short 
years, KRD (should it elect to participate in the project) and other participating irrigation districts 
will receive up to 70% of their full supply. The Proposed Action will create an opportunity for 
KRD, if it eventually elects to participate in the project, to lengthen the irrigation season and the 
period of operation in its service area. 

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

First, the economic analysis is based on a four county area, which includes Kittitas, Benton, 
Yakima, and Franklin Counties. We think that the inclusion of Franklin County may be over
inclusive. We are concerned that, by including Franklin County, the SDEIS may have diluted or 
underestimated the economic importance of agriculture in the areas primarily served by Yakima 
Project water. 

Second, the SDEIS's economic analysis is based on 2012 data. See SDEIS at 3-178, 4-319. It is 
our understanding that the contributions of agriculture to the Yakima Basin economy have greatly 
increased over the last few years, and therefore, the SDEIS may be underestimating the economic 
importance of agriculture. Specifically, in the KRD since 2010, the amount of apple production 
has increased by 61 %. In turn, this may result in Reclamation underestimating the potential 
economic consequences of pursuing the no action alternative. We request that this information be 
updated in the final environmental impact statement. 

Third, the economic analysis appears to provide an inadequate explanation of the negative 
economic impacts of the 2015 drought. As stated above, the short term and long term effects of 

1 Washington State Department of Agriculture, Interim Report: 2015 Drought and Agriculture (December 2015) 
(Publication No. AGR PUB 104-495), p. 22, Figure I. 
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the 2015 drought on the agricultural community were more significant than described in the 
SD EIS. For each of these reasons, the potential costs to the agricultural community of not pursuing 
the Proposed Action, as well as the economic benefits of the Proposed Action, are much greater 
than described in the SDEIS. 

The Proposed Action will enhance water security in water short years throughout the Yakima 
Basin. We believe that the Proposed Action is vital to protecting the economy in the Yakima Basin, 
as well as fish flows. 

For these reasons, KRD is supportive of the Proposed Action and is supportive of Roza Irrigation 
District as the operator of the Proposed Action. Moreover, KRD has consistently expressed 
interest in the possibility of buying into the KDRPP project in the future, and continues to be 
interested in this possibility. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. 

Sincerely, 

4gd.L1---
Urban B. Eberhart 
Secretary Manager 
Kittitas Reclamation District 
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1 message 

<Jerrod.MacPherson@co.benton.wa.us> Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 11:30 AM 
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov> 
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Jerome Delvin 
District 1 

Shon Small 
District 2 

James Beaver 
District 3 

July 10, 2018 

Board of County Commissioners 
BENTON COUNTY 

United States Bureau of Reclamation 
ATTN : Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 

David Sparks 
County Administrator 

Loretta Smith Kelty 
Deputy Cou nty Administrator 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

Benton County has reviewed the April 2018 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(SDEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus Reservoir-to
Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KtoK). The County supports the Proposed Action, Alternative 4 -
Floating Pumping Plant (the "Proposed Action"), as we believe it is the alternative that will best 
benefit both the environment and the economy in the Yakima Basin during drought years. 

Despite continued economic diversification across many sectors, agriculture remains the 
underpinning of the Basin's economy from the upper Kittitas Valley all the way to the confluence 
here in the Tri-Cities. The jobs provided by agricultural activities sustain many local families and 
contribute significantly to the culture and character of Benton County. 

Recent droughts have demonstrated that water supply from the Yakima Project may be 
inadequate in water-short years to support crop production at usual and expected levels. This is 
true despite continued conservation and efficiency efforts. As such, a varied, complementary, 
and comprehensive strategy is required, one that includes the bigger and more ambitious water 
supply projects like KDRPP and KtoK. 

While we support the general findings of the SDEIS and the direction of the Proposed Action, 
there are two items we would like to point out: 

1. The economic analysis is based on a four-county area - Benton, Franklin, Kittitas, and 
Yakima. While the local economies of Benton and Franklin counties are inextricably tied 
together, Franklin County' s water use is not tied to the Yakima Project in any substantive 
way that we are aware of. We suggest that the inclusion of Franklin County in the analysis 

P.O. Box 190, Prosser, WA 99350-0190; Ph one (509) 786-5600 or (509) 736-3080, Fax (509) 786-5625 
commissioners@co.benton.wa.us 
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might have dilutive effect, causing the analysis to underestimate the economic 
importance of agriculture in the areas primarily served by Yakima Project water. 

2. The economic analysis takes inadequate account of the negative economic impacts of the 
2015 drought , the most recent such event on record. The short and long-term effects of 
the 2015 drought on the agricultural community were more significant than described in 
the SDEIS. 

The economic benefits of the Proposed Action, as well as the potential costs to the agricultu ral 
community of not pursuing the Proposed Action, create for us both optimism and concern . As 
such, Benton County supports KDRPP and KtoK because the Projects will enhance water security 
in water-short years. We believe that the Projects are vital to protecting the economy in the 
County specifically and t he Yakima Basin in general. Without the Projects, our commun ity will 
continue to suffer from both the uncertainty of water resources and the impacts of the lack of 
water resources in water-short years heading into a future where such years might be occurring 
w ith greater frequency. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

BOARD OF C;:TY C SIONERS 

Jerome Dl hairman 

Shon Small 

Jim Beaver 
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:M.ary <.Barnett 

Comment Letter 213 

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

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP SDEIS Comment Letter - Port of Grandview 
1 message 

Mary Barnett <office@portofgrandview.org> Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 12:05 PM 
To: KKBT@usbr.gov, cmckinley@usbr.gov 
Cc: Scott Revell <srevell@roza.org>, Mary Barnett <office@portofgrandview.org>, Jim Sewell 
<jim@portofgrandview.org>, Richard Shenyer <richard@portofgrandview.org>, Ron Grow 
<ron@portofgrandview.org> 

See attached letter. 

Thank you, 

Administrative Assistant | Port of Grandview 

P.O. Box 392 | 1313 W. Wine Country Rd., #101 

Grandview, Washington 98930 

Office: 509.882.9975 | Cell: 509.832.0065 

Office Hours: Mon. thru Thurs., 9 a.m.–1 p.m. 

office@portofgrandview.org | www.portofgrandview.org 

Letter - Roza Kachess Comment Letter Signed.pdf 
1645K 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-248

http:www.portofgrandview.org
mailto:office@portofgrandview.org
mailto:ron@portofgrandview.org
mailto:richard@portofgrandview.org
mailto:jim@portofgrandview.org
mailto:office@portofgrandview.org
mailto:srevell@roza.org
mailto:cmckinley@usbr.gov
mailto:KKBT@usbr.gov
mailto:office@portofgrandview.org
mailto:sha-uca-k2kconvey@usbr.gov


   

 

/"'"'"'°IP ® u1 a ® u" 
G114Jf"'JCW 
economic development I agriculture I food processing 

July 10, 2018 

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

www.portofgrandview.com 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

The Port of Grandview has reviewed the April 2018 supplemental draft environmental impact 
statement (SD EIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and the Keechelus 
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance. The Port supports the Proposed Action, Alternative 
4 - Floating Pumping Plant (the "Proposed Action"), as it will benefit both the environment and 
the economy in the Yakima Basin and beyond during drought years. 

Agriculture forms the basis of our economy as it is one of the largest industries in the area. The 
jobs provided by agricultural activities sustain many local families and contribute significantly to 
our rural way of life and rural character. 

There are hundreds of farms, with tens of thousands of irrigable acres located immediately 
around the Port of Grandview, and such farms rely upon a stable source of water from the Yakima 
Project to maintain their crops. Processing those crops occurs within the Port of Grandview. The 
Roza, Sunnyside Valley and Grandview irrigation districts deliver Yakima Project water to such 
farms. The farms in the area rely upon Yakima Project water to grow and produce crops such as 
apples, tree fruits, grapes, blueberries, forage crops, and hops, as well as a large dairy industry. 

The agricultural community is a vital aspect of the economy of the immediate area, the region and 
beyond. The crops produced by farms provide a fresh food supply to both domestic and foreign 
markets. Collectively, the annual revenue from farms around the Port is measured in hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 

Recent droughts have demonstrated that water supply from the Yakima Project may be 
inadequate in water short years to support crop production. Because the water supply from the 
Yakima Project to the irrigation districts is proratable, the irrigation districts are susceptible to 
reduced irrigation water allocations during drought years. 

P.O. Box 392 • GRANDVIEW, WA 98930 • 509-882-9975 

Member: Washington Public Ports Association 
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Without a stable and adequate water supply from the Yakima Project, the agricultural industry 

within the basin and throughout the rest of the Yakima Basin will suffer. This, in turn, damages 

the entire economy of the county and the region. For example, due to the drought in 2015, the 

Washington State Department of Agriculture estimated economic losses ofup to $77,000,000 in 

the Roza Irrigation District alone. 

Based upon our review of the SDEIS's analysis of the socioeconomic consequences of the 

Proposed Action (Section 4.21), we believe that the SD EIS may substantially underestimate the 

importance of agriculture in the Yakima Valley, and the socioeconomic benefits of the Proposed 

Action to the agricultural industry and the economy within the District and throughout the 

Yakima Basin, for at least three reasons. 

First, the economic analysis is based on a four-county area, which includes Kittitas, Benton, 

Yakima, and Franklin Counties. We think that the inclusion of Franklin County may be over

inclusive. We are concerned that, by including Franklin County, the SDEIS may have diluted or 

underestimated the economic importance of agriculture in the areas primarily served by Yakima 

Project water. 

Second, the SDEIS's economic analysis is based on 2012 data. See SDEIS at 3-178, 4-319. It is our 

understanding that the contributions of agriculture to the Yakima Basin economy have greatly 

increased over the last few years, and therefore, the SDEIS may be underestimating the economic 

importance of agriculture. In turn, this may result in Reclamation underestimating the potential 

economic consequences of pursuing the no action alternative. We request that this information 

be updated in the final environmental impact statement. 

Third, the economic analysis appears to provide an inadequate explanation of the negative 

economic impacts of the 2015 drought. As stated above, the short term and long term effects of 

the 2015 drought on the agricultural community were more significant than described in the 

SD EIS. For each of these reasons, the potential costs to the agricultural community of not 

pursuing the Proposed Action, as well the economic benefits of the Proposed Action, are much 

greater than described in the SD EIS. 

The Port supports the Projects because the Projects will enhance water security in water short 

years. We believe that the Projects are vital to protecting the economy in the Yakima Basin. 
Without the Projects, farms located in and around the Port and the broader community will 

continue to suffer from both the uncertainty of water resources and the impacts of the lack of 

water resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. 

Sincerely, 

Port of Grandview Board of Commissioners 

~--=d~ 
Secretary Investment Officer 
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1 message 

<cmckinley@usbr.gov> Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 4:21 PM 
To: Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, "Dera, Karen" <kdera@usbr.gov> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From:  <dana.hunter@noaa.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 10:45 AM 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] KDRPP-KKC SDEIS Letter 
To: "McKinley, Candace A" <CMckinley@usbr.gov>, GTEB461@ecy.wa.gov 

Attachment: 

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

Please direct any questions or concerns regarding this letter to Sean Gross, Columbia Basin 
Branch, at sean.gross@noaa.gov or (509) 962-8911 ext. 806.  

Thank you, 

Dana Hunter 
Administrative Assistant 
Columbia Basin Branch Office 
NOAA Fisheries* 
304 South Water Street, Suite 201 
Ellensburg, Washington 98926 
Office: (509) 962-8911 ext. 801  

Fax: (509) 962-8544  

 

*Contractor - Leading Solutions, LLC 

 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Candy McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901 

509/575-5848 x232 
509/379-0780 cell 
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Candace McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
191 7 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-205 8 

Thomas Tebb 
Director 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
West Coast Region 
1201 NE Lloyd Boulevard, Suite 1100 
Portland, Oregon 97232-1274 

July 12, 2018 

Office of the Columbia River 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
1250 West Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA 98903-0009 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley and Mr. Tebb: 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the supplemental draft 
environmental impact statement (SD EIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant 
(KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) Projects, which 
are two of many projects that together comprise the Yaldma Basin Integrated Plan (YBIP). 

NMFS has enthusiastically participated in the Integrated Plan (IP) because it is a collaborative 
effort with the potential to greatly improve fisheries resources and water supplies in the Yakima 
Basin. NMFS' primary interest in these projects is their potential to affect Mid-Columbia River 
steelhead, Chinook salmon, and coho salmon for which NMFS has jurisdiction through the 
Endangered Species Act, Magnuson-Stevens Fishery and Conservation Management Act, 
Federal Power Act, and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. 

NMFS has supported the concepts underlying the KKC and KDRPP projects based on an 
understanding that KKC would benefit fish and KDRPP would provide emergency irrigation 
water while avoiding significant impacts to fish. The benefits and impacts of these projects 
depend on how they will be operated. 
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Numerous studies and reports, authored by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the 
Yakama Nation, and others, have recognized that the operation of the Yakima Irrigation Project 
has adversely affected salmon and steelhead by altering instream flows throughout the basin. 
Key impacts to these species have resulted from the water storage and delivery system reducing 
river flows during the winter and spring, which reduces rearing habitat and increases mortality of 
juvenile fish as they migrate downstream. Construction ofKKC-KDRPP will provide 
Reclamation with the ability to further control river flows, which could result in benefits or 
impacts, depending on how these facilities are operated. 

The SDEIS is an improvement over the DEIS in describing expected operations of KKC
KDRPP. However, more refined operational rules and water accounting are needed to ensure 
transparency and demonstrate that salmon and steelhead will not be harmed by the project. 

The YBIP identifies increased spring flows as an objective of the YBIP in most river reaches that 
may be affected by KDRPP refill operations, and identifies increased winter minimum flows as 
an objective in several of the same reaches. Without sufficient safeguards for fish, the KDRPP 
could cause harm by reducing winter and spring flows in these reaches during post-drought refill 
years. 

The SD EIS includes a key commitment to protect spring flows: 

In keeping with the goals of the IP, under the Proposed Action during Kachess Reservoir 
refill, Reclamation would operate the Yakima Project to ensure spring (March through 
June) flows are at least what they would be under current operating conditions without 
KDRPP. Current operating conditions vary by year depending on hydrologic conditions 
(SDEIS, 2.3.3, p. 2-17). 

Fully implementing this commitment in the regulated reaches of the Yakima Basin will go a long 
way toward ensuring that operation of the KDRPP does not negatively impact salmon and 
steelhead, because spring flow volumes and timing are critical to their survival. 

Despite the commitment above, the hydrologic information in the SDEIS (i.e., Tables 4-28, 4-30, 
4-32, and 4-34) indicates that operation of KDRPP would decrease spring flows in at least some 
cases. The SD EIS also indicates that winter flows will be reduced in some cases ( e.g., Table 
4-22). These results demonstrate the need for additional development of transparent operating 
rules to protect important instream flows. 

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

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

• Proratable deliveries. 

NMFS understands that Reclamation and its partners have committed in principle to protecting 
these existing water uses. However, developing clear mechanisms to ensure that these 
protections are implemented transparently is important. 
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Based on our current understanding of the KDRPP project, it is not clear to NMFS how much 
winter flows will be reduced by operating the project during refill years. Reductions in winter 
flows at key locations are expected to be detrimental, so we need to better understand how and 
where flows may be reduced. To the degree that such reductions are harmful to steelhead or 
salmon, we expect that mitigation of some sort will be provided. We are open to considering a 
variety of mitigation alternatives, including partial subordination of hydropower production at 
Roza Dam. 

NMFS wishes to reaffirm our support for the goals of the IP and emphasize that it is necessary to 
work closely with Reclamation, Washington State Department of Ecology, and other 
stakeholders to better configure the proposed operations of the KKC and KDRPP projects to 
meet the goals of the IP. Please direct any questions or concerns regarding this letter to Sean 
Gross, Columbia Basin Branch, at sean.gross@noaa.gov or (509) 962-8911 ext. 806. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Tehan] 
Assistant Regiob al Administrator 
Interior Columbia Basin Area Office 
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1 message 

<David.Brown@yakimawa.gov> Fri, Jul 6, 2018 at 11:57 AM 
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov> 

Ms. McKinley, 

Please find attached the City’s comment letter on  
 

. Hard copy to following the mail 

David Brown 

City of Yakima 

Interim Assistant Public Works Director 

www.wawarn.org 
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July 6, 2018 

 

Bureau of Reclamation Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager 
1917 Marsh Rd. 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

        
 

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

This comment letter is sent on behalf of the City of Yakima in connection with the above-
referenced Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“SDEIS”): 

The City of Yakima is within the Yakima Basin project and have senior, junior (May 1905 
proratable) and post 1905 water rights The citizens of Yakima rely on the Bureau of Reclamation 
reservoirs for much of their annual supply, including the Kachess and Keechelus reservoirs. All 
of the reservoirs are critical to the Total Water Supply Available (“TWSA”) yearly calculations that 
are used to determine supply availability to the water users in the Yakima Basin. 

The City of Yakima has been actively involved in the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan and support 
the Plan and its objectives. The City of Yakima encourages projects and policies that provide 
increased access to water supplies, either through new storage, or through enhanced access to 
existing supplies. Even though the City of Yakima will not receive any direct benefit from the 
proposed actions outlined in the Supplemental Draft EIS (“SDEIS”), we fully support the proposed 
actions, as long as such changes and modifications to the reservoirs and water deliveries do not 
adversely affect water users ability to fully use their existing water rights, including deliveries for 
subsequent years; nor increase the cost to the City of Yakima from additional Reclamation 
operations.  

It is the City of Yakima’s understanding, not only from the draft SDEIS, but from communications 
from Reclamation and other parties, that the pump station and pipeline will be operated in such a 
manner as to not adversely affect the ability of other water right holders to access and use their 
historic water rights. Any costs for these operations will be borne by Roza Irrigation District and 
others who are direct beneficiaries of the new reservoir operations. 

We request that Reclamation, and others involved with the proposal, keep the City of Yakima 
advised of details of the proposed plan, including definitive operational plans. Since the 
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operational plan is not part of the SDEIS, the City of Yakima requests the opportunity to comment 
and participate on the plan as it is being developed to ensure the operational costs do not 
adversely impact Yakima water users. 

We thank you in advance for your attention and the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

1 

David Brown 
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1 message 

<MFinkenbinder@agr.wa.gov> Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 5:01 PM 
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov> 
Cc: "Sandison, Derek (AGR)" <DSandison@agr.wa.gov>, "Tebb, G. Thomas (ECY)" 
<GTEB461@ecy.wa.gov> 

Good afternoon Ms. McKinley, 

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

Thank you, 
Megan 

 

Executive Assistant to the Director 

mfinkenbinder@agr.wa.gov 

360.902.1887 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
P.O. Box 42560 • Olympia, Washington 98504-2560 • (360) 902-1800 
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1 message 

<joe.brogan@foster.com> Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 1:58 PM 
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov> 
Cc: "Charles Freeman (CFreeman@kid.org)" <CFreeman@kid.org> 

 
 

Ms. McKinley, 

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

Best regards, Joe Brogan 

 
 

 
1111 Third Avenue, Suite 3000 
Seattle, WA 98101 

joe.brogan@foster.com 

Tel: 206-447-6407 
Fax: 206-749-1935 

foster.com 

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

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

Direct Phone (206) 447-6407 

Direct Facsimile (206} 749-1935 

July 10, 2018 
Joe.brogan@foster.com 

RE: Kennewick Irrigation District's Comments on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping 
Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement ("SDEIS"), dated April 2018 

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

This firm represents the Kennewick Irrigation District ("KID") on a range of water supply 
and water right matters. KID respectfully submits the following comments on the Kachess 
Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("SDEIS 0

). 

I. Background 

KID is pleased to partner with the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation ("BOR"), the Washington State Department of Ecology ("Ecology11

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

II. Operational Concerns 

KID has previously communicated a list of comments and questions to BOR and Ecology 
representatives regarding the potential implementation of the Proposed Action. (June 21, 2018 
email from KID to BOR and Ecology). KID, BOR and Ecology addressed some of these 
comments and questions in a phone conference on June 21, 2018. However, a number of KID1s 
comments and questions were not fully answered or addressed at that time. Accordingly, KID 
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provides the following list of comments and questions concerning the Proposed Action. As a co

participant in the KDRPP/KKC Projects, KID respectfully requests answers to these important 

questions prior to issuance of the FEIS and Record of Decision. 

1. Is it true that only runoff into the Kachess Reservoir above the volume of 239,000 AF 

(total current active volume of Kachess Reservoir) will be eligible for refilling Kachess in 

a prorationed year? 

2. During refill years, how is the TWSA portion of runoff calculated? 

3. Who is responsible for pumping the TWSA water below the elevation of the current 

outflow structure (Elev. 2192.75), during refill years? 

4. Can KDRPP be pumped in water years where the prorationed supply is above 70% (i.e., 

in refill years) to provide for no reduction in TWSA or carryover storage? 

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

available? 

6. What is the proposed pumping power costs estimated to be in all years pumping is 

projected in the modeling? Who pays for this power cost? 

7. The SDEIS section 4.16 identifies approximately 30 MW being required for the pump 

station. Has this increased electrical demand and subsequent generating capacity been 

reviewed for sustainability through the lifespan of the proposed project? 

8. It is unclear from the SDEIS how costs associated with the project, both construction and 

ongoing 0, M, & R, will be distributed amongst Reclamation, Ecology, Roza and 

proratable entities. Please explain in detail the different construction, operations, 

maintenance and replacement alternatives that are being evaluated, and how that affects 

both participating and non-participating entities. In addition, what contractual 

relationships are proposed for those proratable entities that elect to participate? What 

portion of the 200,000 AF does each participating entity receive? 

9. What volume of water will be available to each participating entity, both instantaneous 

and annual quantities? How is available inactive storage water determined in multiyear 

drought and refill years? 

10. Is water pumped from KDRPP guaranteed to be delivered to Roza and/or the proratable 

entities on a bucket-for-bucket basis? Is there additional incidental carriage water that 

will be required to meet that basis for delivery? If so what is the volume of that water for 

deliveries both above and below Parker? What impact does of this have on TWSA? 
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Page 4-18 Table 4-4 Water Supply Summary of Impact: The table indicates that all 

action alternatives will provide a change in proration of 4 additional years 70% proration 

reached; 2 years proration dropped below 70%; and up to 22% improvement in proration 

levels. Does prorationing improve for only those districts that buy into KDRPP? What 

assumptions are used to determine who is benefitting? 

11. Page 4-19 All Action Alternatives: "When Kachess Reservoir is refilling after a drought 

under all action alternatives there is a potential for a slight reduction (2 to 4 percent) in 

water supply for proratable irrigation districts. In 2 of the 90 years modeled, the water 

supply was reduced slightly below 70 percent during refill (to 66 to 68 percent)." Any 

reduction in water supply for proratable entities is unacceptable. Please explain in detail 

why this water supply reduction occurs, and how the impact to the proratable entities will 

be mitigated. 

12. Page 4-22 Alternative 2: Same as 4-19. 

13. Page 4-25 Kachess Reservoir: "Based on the modeling completed, under Alternative 2, 

the pool elevation in Kachess Reservoir would be below the outlet elevation of 2,192.75 

feet in 34 out of 90 years modeled and for a mean duration of 183 days during these 

years. Current reservoir operations do not draw the reservoir below the outlet elevation." 

Please explain the operating and pumping plan to provide flows out of a drawn down 

Kachess Reservoir to other basin water uses when the elevation is below the outlet 

elevation of 2,192.75 feet. 

14. Page 4-25 and 4-26, Alternative 2, including Figure 4-3: "Figure 4-3 illustrates the 

difference in Kachess Reservoir levels between Alternatives 1 and 2 from November 

1991 to October 2009, which includes drought, refill, and normal years. During 

multiyear drought conditions such as those in 1992 to 1994, Reclamation would draw the 

reservoir down as much as 80 feet below the existing outlet elevation. Following a 

multiyear drought comparable to that of 1992 to 1994, reservoir levels would recover to 

normal operating levels 2 years later when followed by a wet year such as 1996. In a 

single-year drought, such as occurred in 2001, the reservoir would be drawn down to 50 

feet below the existing outlet elevation. Full recovery would not have been achieved until 

2008, because of a series of dry years (2003 and 2004) and a subsequent drought (in 

2005). During the 2005 drought year, the reservoir level would be 40 feet below the 

existing outlet elevation. The historical record of droughts indicates Kachess Reservoir 

would refill in 2 to 5 years following a drought." It is concerning that refill after a 

drought would take 2 to 5 years, and in the case of the 2001 drought, 7 years. Please 

explain in detail, river operations and Roza operations that would occur during the refill 

years ( e.g. 1995, 1996, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2006, and 2007). Please explain, in detail, how 
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river operations and Roza operations would impact carry-over storage and TWSA, and 

what plans are in place to mitigate other water users for negative impacts. 

15. Page 4-29 Keechelus Reservoir: "Keechelus Reservoir levels under Alternative 2 would 

be lower than those under Alternative 1 because Reclamation would release more water 

from Keechelus Reservoir after a drought to refill Kachess Reservoir as quickly as 

possible (this is independent of whether KKC is constructed). Simulations indicate that 

Keechelus Reservoir levels would be lower than those of Alternative 1 in 44 out of 90 

modeled years and for a mean duration of 225 days during those years." Please 

elaborate on how the system is operated in post-drought years, and why it appears that 

more water is being spilled from Keechelus to help meet downstream demands and to 

help refill Kachess by reducing releases from Kachess that would have occurred under 

Alternative 1. Please explain how lower water levels in Keechelus Reservoir would 

impact TWSA, and what mitigation is proposed to offset reduced water supply for 

proratable entities. 

16. Page 4-37, Table 4-20 Rimrock Reservoir: Please elaborate on how, in a median 

prorated year, that the annual minimum pool elevation of Rimrock Reservoir would 

decrease by 61 feet in Alternative 2 compared to the no action scenario. Please explain 

how system operations would require Rimrock Reservoir to be operated in this manner, 

and what impacts would occur to all water users. Explain how this table differs from the 

narrative on page 4-35, which states that "Rimrock Reservoir minimum pool elevations 

would be up to 9 feet higher in prorated years and up to 3 feet higher in refill years." 

17. Page 4-40 and Appendix E, Figure E-4, Alternative 2: "The small change in 

streamflow downstream from Parker gage on the Yakima River would occur as Kachess 

Reservoir refills after a drought. The change would occur in winter and spring." Flows 

over Parker Gage prior to storage control, and particularly flood flows in winter and 

spring that immerse the floodplain areas in the Wapato Reach are an important 

contributor to water supplies in the lower Yakima River in the summertime when flows 

over Parker are at target. These flows contribute to the lower river water supply, and 

should be mitigated. Please explain, in detail, how impacts to water supplies due to these 

lower flows over Parker gage in the winter and spring will be mitigated. 

18. Page 4-50 Alternative SA: "When Kachess Reservoir is refilling after a drought year 

there is the potential for a slight reduction (1 to 4 percent) in water supply for proratable 

irrigation districts. In two of the 90 years modeled, the water supply was reduced slightly 

below 70 percent (to 66 to 69 percent) for Alternative SA." Any reduction in water 

supply for proratable entities is unacceptable. Please explain how this reduction in water 

supply for the proratable entities will be mitigated. 
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19. Page 4-51 and 4-52, Alternative SA, including Table 4-38 and Figure 4-5: "Table 4-

38 and Figure 4-5 summarize modeled Kachess Reservoir levels under Alternative 5A. 

Both the degree of drawdown and the time elapsed from drawdown to full refill would 

vary, depending on the degree, duration, and frequency of drought. For example, during a 

multiyear drought similar to that of 1992 to 1994, the reservoir level would eventually be 

drawn down to 80 feet below the existing minimum pool level, with recovery 2 years 

later, if the second year ofrefill was a wet year, as was the case in 1996. In a single-year 

drought such as 2001, the reservoir would be drawn down to 40 feet below existing 

minimum pool levels, with full recovery delayed by a second drought (as modeled, in 

2005) and not achieved until a wet year (2006, as modeled). During the second drought 

year (2005, as modeled), the reservoir level would be 40 feet below the existing 

minimum pool level." It is concerning that refill after a drought even with KKC included 

would take 2 years after the 1994 drought, and in the case of the 2001 drought, 6 years. 

Please explain in detail, river operations and Roza operations that would occur during the 

refill years ( e.g. 1995, 1996, 2002, 2003, 2004, and 2006). Please explain, in detail, how 

river operations and Roza operations would impact carry-over storage and TWSA, and 

what plans are in place to mitigate other water users for negative impacts. 

20. Page 4-56, 4-57 and 4-58, Keechelus Reservoir, Tables 4-43 and 4-44 and Figure 4-6: 

"Under Alternative 5A Keechelus Reservoir levels would be lower following a drought 

than under Alternative 1 because more water would be withdrawn in the first 2 or 3 post

drought years to allow the fasted possible refilling of Kachess Reservoir. As shown in 

Table 4-43 and Figure 4-6, the peak water levels in Keechelus Reservoir would be 

reduced by 10 to 25 feet and the lowest level reduced by as much as 15 feet during the 

post-drought refilling years. Keechelus Reservoir levels would still be within its current 

operating range." As we understand it, the whole concept behind KKC was that 

Keechelus Reservoir typically received more runoff than the reservoir could hold (a refill 

ratio of 1.5: 1 ), while Kachess Reservoir had more storage available than runoff typically 

available (a refill ratio of 0.9:1). KKC would take excess flows that could not be stored 

in Keechelus and would use them to help refill Kachess. Please elaborate on how the 

system is operated in post-drought years, and why it appears that water is being spilled 

from Keechelus to help refill Kachess, lowering the level of Keechelus in the process. 

Please explain how lower water levels in Keechelus Reservoir would impact TWSA, and 

what mitigation is proposed to offset reduced water supply for proratable entities. 

21. Page 4-73 and Table 4-68, Yakima River Flow at Parker, Alternative SA: "A small 

decrease in streamflow downstream of Parker gage on the Yakima River would occur as 

Kachess reservoir refills after a drought. The change would occur during winter and 

spring, when flows in the Yakima River are high relative to summer months. The overall 

reduction in streamflow from Parker gage downstream would be about 1 percent. The 
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change in streamflow downstream of Parker gage is summarized in Table 4-68." As 

addressed above, flows over Parker Gage prior to storage control, and particularly flood 

flows in winter and spring that immerse the floodplain areas in the Wapato Reach are an 

important contributor to water supplies in the lower Yakima River in the summertime 

when flows over Parker are at target. These flows contribute to the lower river water 

supply, and should be mitigated. Please explain, in detail, how impacts to water supplies 

due to these lower flows over Parker gage in the winter and spring will be mitigated. 

22. Page 4-74 and 4-75, Table 4-69 and Table 4-70, Parker Flow, Alternative SA: "Flows 

in the Wapato Reach (at Parker) under Alternative SA would be within 1.6 percent of 

Alternative 1 flow exceedances for all seasons. Summer median and high flows would 

be higher while other flows would be slightly lower. Modeled seasonal flows are 

tabulated in Table 4-69. Wapato Reach (Parker) low-flow exceedances during 

nonprorated years would be higher by 9 percent or 37 cfs under Alternative SA compared 

with Alternative 1. During prorated years, median flows would increase by 7 percent or 

71 cfs under Alternative SA compared with Alternative 1. During refill years, high flows 

would decrease by 5 percent or 239 cfs under Alternative SA compared to Alternative 1. 

Modeled Wapato Reach (Parker) flows for the types of years are tabulated in Table 4-

70." As addressed above, flows over Parker Gage prior to storage control, and 

particularly flood flows in winter and spring that immerse the floodplain areas in the 

Wapato Reach are an important contributor to water supplies in the lower Yakima River 

in the summertime when flows over Parker are at target. These flows contribute to the 

lower river water supply, and should be mitigated. Also, please explain how summer 

median and high flows over Parker would be higher under this alternative. Please explain 

how median flows over Parker would increase by 7 percent over no action alternative in 

prorated years. 

23. Page 4-77, Mitigation Measures: "Implementation of Alternatives 2 through 5 would 

have a positive impact on water supply, which is consistent with the goals of the 

Proposed Action. Instream flows would remain within current operations, so no 

mitigation would be needed." This statement appears to only be true if considering water 

supply for those entities that take excess water from KDRPP, which at this point may 

only be Roza Irrigation District. However, other districts that do not participate in 

KDRPP are at risk ofreduced water supplies, as stated on page 4-19 and 4-50 of this 

SDEIS. Furthermore, in refill years, the SDEIS shows on Figure 4-3 and Figure 4-6 that 

periods will occur where water levels will fall below the existing pool level of Kachess 

Reservoir (elev. 2192.75), which indicates that KDRPP will need to be utilized to pump 

water from the lake to meet the needs of all downstream water users, even in non-drought 

years (see years 2002 and 2003, for example). It is unacceptable that the SDEIS does not 

address these issues, and does not provide a detail operating plan for KDRPP and Roza 
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that shows exactly where the water is going and how it is being managed, especially in 

refill years. Mitigation to ensure no harm to water supplies for other water users must be 

part of the discussion of KDRPP, and should be addressed in the SD EIS. Please explain, 

in detail, the operating plan for KDRPP and Roza that includes water management in 

refill years, and the proposed mitigation to ensure no harm to water supplies for other 

water users. 

24. KID is referenced in the Executive Summary of the SD EIS as "may also participate," 

however, Section 4.3.1 Methods and Impact Indicators bullet 3 on page 4-17 states 

"deliveries to proratable water users along the Yakima and Naches rivers who agree to 

participate in KDRPP, assumed for the EIS to be KRD, Roza, and WIP." However, KID 

received a letter from BOR and Ecology dated June 7, 2016 asking KID to check a box 

that indicated if KID will or will not participate in KDRPP. KID responded to the letter 

in a timely fashion, checking the "will participate" box, with additional comments that 

final participation in KDRPP is contingent upon the results of ongoing studies including 

the KDRPP SDEIS. Subsequently, KID participated in bi-weekly KDRPP update 

meetings as if participating in the project, while expecting to have the impacts of 

participating in KDRPP disclosed in the SDEIS document, which unfortunately did not 

occur. If KID elects to participate in one of the action alternatives, potential impacts will 

not have been considered due to this omission. This oversight in the SDEIS document 

has left it unclear to us to what level each entity is participating in the action alternatives. 

Please provide additional information for each participating entity (proratable entities) 

specific to instream flow impacts and increased diversions. In addition, if KID were to 

participate, what volume of water could KID expect to be available for delivery in each 

drought scenario? 

25. Please provide daily flow data in the Wapato Reach. 

III. Deficiencies in DSEIS Analysis 

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

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

B. The SDEIS is Based on Incomplete or Inadequate Modeling Infmmatioo. 

Through thorough review of the modeling of the lower Yakima River that BOR has been 
conducting over the past couple of years, it was identified that certain assumptions were being 
built into the modeling that were incorrect. One such assumption was that fifty percent of the 
water being diverted by Roza Irrigation District from KDRPP and other drought relief sources 
would be returned to the Yakima River as return flows. Through discussions with the Roza 
manager it was found that this assumption is not correct, as Roza would in fact be returning very 
little water to the river as operational spill in drought conditions where they would be utilizing 
water developed through the various Integrated Plan projects to elevate their supply to seventy 
percent. As a result, this erroneous assumption has been removed from the modeling for the 
Integrated Plan, and the model has been updated to reflect accurately how Roza and other IP 
participants will be managing water supplies. As of now BOR has not shared the most recent 
modeling results, and the subsequent potential impacts related to climate change scenarios. Tbis 
latest update to the model is not induded in the SDEIS analysis, as it was stated at the June 21 st 

meeting that the modeling used for the SDEIS is stand alone. 

Through review of this SD EIS document, it is evident that the erroneous assumption that 
Roza would return fifty percent of its additional drought relief diversions from KDRPP back to 
the river remains in the modeling used in the SDEIS. This erroneous assumption likely explains 
why the SDEIS claims on pages 4-74 and 4-75 that summer median and high flows over Parker 
would be higher under this alternative, and median flows over Parker would increase by 7 
percent over no action alternative in prorated years. It is crucial that the modeling on which the 
information given in the SDEIS is based upon is complete and adequate enough to analyze the 
environmental and operational impacts of the KDRPP and KKC projects. Incorrect assumptions 
should be removed from the modeling to give impacted parties assurances that the information 
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provided in the SDEIS is accurate and adequate enough to evaluate and disclose the potential 
impacts on water supply and basin hydrology that could occur from the action alternatives. 
Although it is unlikely that the change in modeling will show an adverse impact to the Wapato 
Reach during a proration year while KDRPP is operating, the current analysis shows a negative 
effect to water supplies during refill years and it is likely with updated modeling that this 
negative effect would still be present. It is imperative that accurate modeling is reflected so as to 
provide assurance that no negative impacts to water supplies occurs without adequate mitigation. 

The KID thanks BOR and Ecology for the opportunity to submit comments on the 
SDEIS. KID would welcome the opportunity to meet with BOR and Ecology as early and as 
frequently as possible to address the above-referenced comments prior to finalization of the 
Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement (SPEIS). 

Please contact Charles Freeman, Manager, KID, at (509) 586-6012, to arrange a mutually 
convenient time to meet on these critical regional water supply issues. 

cc: Hon. Governor Jay Inslee 
Hon. Senator Maria Cantwell 
Hon. Senator Patty Murray 
Hon. Rep. Dan Newhouse 
KID Board 
KID Manager 
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Managing J#iter in the Jfest 

JUN 7 2016CCA-1121 
PRJ-3.00 

Mr. Chuck Freeman, Manager 
Kennewick Irrigation District 
P.O. Box 6900 
Kennewick, WA 99336 

Subject: Invitation to Participate - Kachess Drought ReliefPumping Plant (KDRPP) 

Dear Mr. Freeman: 

As sponsors of the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan (Integrated 
Plan), the Bureau ofReclamation and the Washington State Department ofEcology (Ecology) 
are joint-leads in preparing a supplemental draft environmental impact statement (SDEIS) to 
continue to evaluate KDRPP as a component ofthe Integrated Plan. 

Reclamation and Ecology are requesting formal notification of your intent to participate on 
KDRPP for advancement as a component ofthe larger Integrated Plan, contingent on results of 
ongoing studies and environmental analyses. Intent to participate docs not denote a financial 
obligation at this time, however details of specific schedules and cost will be defined as the 
project proceeds. In the foture, owners/operatm·s ofthe KDRPP facility will determine the future 
involvement of those districts not willing to state at this time an intent to participate. 

The proposed KDRPP project would allow pm1icipating districts to access up to 200,000 acre 
feet of currently inaccessible stored water in Kachess Reservoir below existing outlet works and 
to utilize this water to improve water supply for proratable users during periods ofdrought. The 
KDRPP project may be operated to allow participating districts to call on that stored water, but 
will not provide more than 70 percent ofa proratable water supply entitlement as defined in 
S.2012 Energy Policy Modernization Act of2016 (see enclosed SEC. 10325. Authorization of 
Phase III of Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project). 

Please mark the appropriate box below and return by Monday, June 27, 2016. 

� Kennewick Irrigation District will not participate in KDRPP. 

fl!'" Kennewick Irrigation District will participate in KDRPP as defined in draft 
YRBWEP Phase III legislation. Details TBD. 
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Please provide any additional comments here: 

Please respond to: Ms. Teresa Merriman, Project Manager 
Bureau ofReclamation 
1 917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 
509-575-S848, extension 262 (voicemail); 509-454-5650 (fax); 
lmcrrinrnn(a),usbr.gov ( email) 

Thank you very much for your assistance. We appreciate your interest and look forward to 
hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

._ 

'--y(A,,£;V1- ~JhttYeL_.~ q -~~ 
Dawn A. Wiedmeier G, 1110rnas Tebb 
Area Manager Director 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office Office ofColumbia River 
Bureau of Reclamation Washington Department ofEcology 

Enclosure 

Identical letter sent to persons on next page. 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-274
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Additional Comments: 

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

supplies during water short years. 
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Kittitas County, Washington 

BOARD oFCOUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

July 9, 2018 

District One 
Cory Wright 

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

l)istrict Two 
Laura Osia<lacz 

District Three 
Obie O'Brien 

RE: Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess 
Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement Response 

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

Kittitas County Board of Commissioners (BOCC) has commented previously on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement in 2015. Those comments are still valid in that there has been 
no response to issues raised. In addition, we have new concerns with the SDEIS. We arc also on 
record in full support of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan. The position in the past and restated 
here is that the elements of the plan need to work together in order to gain the order of magnitude 
needed to address the water and environmental issues in our common future. 
The selection of the Kachess Floating Pumping Plant as the preferred alternative is less than 
ideal. Within that selection are multiple applications to be considered. Where is the inlet and 
outflow to be located? Who will benefit and at what contribution levels? Statements that Rosa 
Irrigation District will bear the entire cost and gain all the benefit of the water does not address 
the needs of Kittitas County, yet the impacts of the pump down will be felt by Kittitas residents 
and the visitors frpm all over Washington who recreate around Kachess reservoir. Additionally in 
following years after a pump down the reservoir will take time to refill. That may affect water 
availability for local farmers. Again the entire YBIP that includes the KKC for refill of Kachess 
is needed to avoid creating one problem while addressing another. When each element of the 
YBIP is viewed individually they all fall short by the economics or effectiveness of the proposal. 
However, when taken as a whole the plan can work to address the need for changes in storage 
and disposition of water as our climate models indicate that more precipitation may be coming to 
the Cascades and the Yakima River Basin, but in the form of warmer rain and less snow pack 
than what we rely upon now. 

Many of the citizens of the Kachess Reservoir (Lake) have been sending their concerns to us at 
the BOCC. We do not have authority in this decision and so we submit our comments and 
recognize theirs in this reply. 

KlTTITAS COUNTY COURTHOUSE · 205 WEST 5rn, RM 110 ELLENSBURU, WA 98926 
(S09) 962-7508 FAX (509) 962-7679 
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The impact of a pump down of an additional 80 feet is called out in this report by noting that 
"there may be negative impacts on the quality and quantity of domestic wells in the area'. The 
stated response is that "a selection of wells will be monitored and mitigated as needed". No one 
knows whose well will be monitored or what will the mitigations entail. We suggest that All 
Wells in the area be proactively mitigated by drilling them to a depth that will insure continued 
access to potable water as is required by Public Health. These mitigations should be completed 
before the pumping plant is activated. 

The local Fire District (FD4) has concerns that when the water level is drawn down an additional 

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

During construction and primary operation of a pumping plant very heavy materials will need to 
be transported to the site on Kittitas County roads. Our roads in the area are not built to carry that 
level of service and will sustain serious damage. Will proactive mitigation compensate for 
upgrading the roads in the area? Will the roads need to be improved to a much higher carrying 
capacity before construction begins? 

When the pumping plant is operating there is concern that diesel generators will be needed to 
power the electric pumps. The noise of generators cannot be controlled to the point that the 
surrounding residents anywhere on the lake will not be inundated. The better plan would be to 
upgrade the electrical service to the pump site so as to remove the need for diesel generators 
entirely. The pump noises will be difficult to control. Therefore a better option is to place the 
pumps on land so that buildings can attempt to control the sound levels. 

Concern has been raised that once pumping starts it will continue. How long will this scenario 
play? The SDEIS mentions that the start is triggered by notice that the irrigators will receive less 
than 70% their allotment. Will the pump start at the notice or when curtailment is to begin? 
What is the cutoff? Will environmental health of the area be considered equally as the needs of 
Rosa irrigators? 

Agriculture in Kittitas County affects almost every resident who lives here. Many family 
members of farmers work "in Town". Many businesses provide services to farmers, shippers, and 
partners of our agricultural community. Water is required to continue to operate in all parts of the 

Yakima River Basin. 

Millions of dollars have been invested in restoring the wetlands, spawning beds, and removal of 
fish barriers to meet the obligations signed into treaty rights with the Yakama Nation and Ten 
Confederated Tribes. The Bull Trout, already listed as threatened, that live in the waters of the 
Kachess will be further harmed with a deep drawdown. The SD EIS suggests a mitigation plan to 
cut a 25 foot channel to assist the Bull Trout but with an 80 foot draw down, the difference of 55 

feet is unlikely to be mitigated enough. 

KJTIITAS COUNTY COURTHOUSE · 205 WEST 5rn, RM 110 · ELLENSBURG, WA 98926 
(509) 962-7508 · FAX (509) 962-7679 
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The preceding are some ofthe concerns ofthe Kittitas Board of County Commissioners and what 
we have been hearing from our constituents. Included below is the comment on the 2015 Draft 
DEIS. 

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

Respectfully Submitted, 

_A ,I~=~ ~--~ ,--2~--
0bie O'Brien oryWrighl 
Vice-Chairman Commissioner 

KJfTITAS COUNTY COURTHOUSE · 205 WEST 5111
, RM 110 ELLENSBURG, WA 98926 

(509) 962-7508 · FAX (509) 962-7679 
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   Comment Letter 219 

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

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/KKC SDEIS comment 
1 message 

Clancy Flynn <cflynn@columbiairrigation.com> Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 9:02 AM 
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov> 

Candace, 

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

Thank you, 

Clancy Flynn, District Manager 

Columbia Irrigation District 

10 E Kennewick Ave 

Kennewick, WA 99336 

Phone: 586-6118 

Fax: 586-0485 

www.columbiairrigation.com 

SKM_C284e18071108160.pdf 
473K 
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COLUMBIA IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

Ms. Candace McKinley 

Environmental Program Manager 

Bureau of Reclamation 

Columbia-Cascades Area Office 

1917 Marsh Road 

Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Dear Ms. McKinley, 

10 EAST KENNEWICK AVENEU E KENNEWICK, WASHINGTON 99336 

OFFICE: (509) 586-6118 FAX (509) 586-0485 

WWW.COLUMBIAIRRIGATION.COM 

11 July 2018 

Columbia Irrigation District (CID} would like to respectfully provide comment on the Kachess 

Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS). 

In principle CID supports any project that will conserve water or mitigate the effects of droughts 

within the Yakima River basin. CID would like the entire river system to be protected and made 

sustainable for all water users in perpetuity and welcomes ideas to that end from all parties that have a 

stake in the system. CID has a senior, non-proratable, water right and it is the last major diversion from 

the Yakima River. Therefore, any change to the flows upstream are of major concern to our operations 

because even though there are target flows in place to help us meet our instantaneous entitlement we 

have previously been impacted negatively during short water scenarios. 

CID has concerns that, even though this project on paper might be viewed as having no impact 

to our water right because of target flows and our senior water right status, changes will make it 

operationally difficult to deliver full allotment to our users. In 2015, a short water year, CID had to take 

actions to install flashing boards to the dam, acquire permits and hire a contractor to clear a channel to 

our diversion. Even with all these actions CID still did not receive our full instantaneous entitlement even 
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though the target flows were achieved under the current TWSA calculations. Please respond to the 

following concerns: 

1) How will TWSA be calculated in refill years? 

2) Are the USBR and Washington State Dept. of Ecology prepared to offer CID any form of 

mitigation to respond to negative impacts, foreseen and unforeseen, this project may have 

on CID and its patrons? If so, what specifically will be done? 

CID welcomes meetings for further discussions with USBR and Ecology regarding the SDEIS and our 

comments. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. Please contact me to arrange a 

t ime to discuss this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Clancy Flynn, District Manager 

Columbia Irrigation District 

10 E Kennewick Ave 

Kennewick, WA 99336 

Phone: 586-6118 

Fax: 586-0485 

cflynn@columbiairrigation .com 
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   Comment Letter 220 

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

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP/KKC Projects SDEIS 
1 message 

Prilucik, Jacob <PrilucJ@wsdot.wa.gov> Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 8:16 AM 
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov> 

Candace, 

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

Jacob Prilucik 

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

3464_001.pdf 
800K 
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� -Washington State 
Department of Transportation 

July 10, 2018 

� 

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

Attention: 

Subject: 

Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager 

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

South Cent ral Region 
2809 Rudkin Rood 
Union Gop, WA 98903- 1648 

509-577-1600 I FAX 509-577- 1603 
TTY 1-800-833-6388 
www.wi,clot.wo.gov 

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

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

PG: jjp 

cc: SR 90, File #1 (2015) 
Harry Nelson, Area 1 Maintenance Superintendent 
Brian White, Assistant Regional Administrator 
Andrew Byrd, Region Project Engineer 
Jamil Anabtawi, Region Utilities Engineer 
Bill Sauriol, Region Environmental Program Manager 

� 

� �• � �.- -. 
� 

-�• ... -� � �... � � 
- -

p:\planning\devrev\sr90\BurRec_Keechelus_Kachess Conveyance SDEIS.docx 
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1 message 

<cmckinley@usbr.gov> Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:17 PM 
To: Deborah Van Meter <dvanmeter@usbr.gov>, Julia Long <jlong@usbr.gov>, Gwendolyn Christensen 
<gchristensen@usbr.gov>, "Dera, Karen" <kdera@usbr.gov> 

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

Candace, 

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

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

Theo Mbabaliye, Ph.D. 
US EPA Region 10 
1200 6th Ave., Suite 155, OERA-140 

Seattle, WA 98101-3140 
Phone: (206) 553-6322 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-286
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--  
Candy McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901 

509/575-5848 x232 
509/379-0780 cell 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 155 
Seattle, WA 98101-3140 

July 11, 2018 

Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

OFFICE OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

AND ASSESSMENT 

In accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the National Environmental Policy Act, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Bureau of Reclamation's Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus 
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Projects (EPA Project Number: 13-0036-BOR/CEQ No. 
20180063) in Kittitas and Yakima Counties, Washington. 

The DSEIS evaluates potential environmental impacts associated with activities to construct, operate 
and maintain the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir 
Conveyance projects. After the initial analysis of these projects in the 2015 Draft EIS, new 
circumstances and information led to the decision to analyze the projects further and disclose the most 
current environmental impacts. We note the supplemental analyses propose a floating pumping plant 
alternative for the KDRPP and a northern route for the KKC, evaluated as a component of the KDRPP. 
The DSEIS, similar to the DEIS, does not identify a preferred alternative. 

The EPA continues to support the overall goals of the proposed projects to provide more reliable and 
sustainable water resources for uses in the Yakima River basin, while protecting the other environmental 
resources in this area. We are pleased to note that coordination with the other resource management 
agencies and tribes affected by the projects continues, and we support this effort due to the various 
agency roles in assisting with a range of issues analyzed in the SD EIS. 

We believe the proposed Floating Pumping Plant alternative analyzed in the SDEIS can minimize the 
projects' environmental impacts. This alternative would require the least ground disturbance (i.e., 9 
acres as opposed to 65 acres under the other alternatives) and allow for support facilities to be located 
within already impacted areas. One of this alternative's components, Sc, would involve minimal ground 
disturbance as well (21 acres, significantly less than the other options estimated to disturb up to 77 
acres). In addition, we appreciate the inclusion of information in the SDEIS on seismic and slope 
stability risks and information on the mitigation measures to be taken to reduce impacts. 

Because the anticipated constrnction and operation activities under the other alternatives analyzed in this 
SDEIS are similar to those presented in the DEIS, we recommend referring to our March 10, 2015 
comments on the DEIS for information regarding the issues that we believe are important to address in 
the NEPA analysis for these proposed projects. We understand the Final EIS will include responses to 
our comments on both the DEIS and SD EIS, and we recommend the Final EIS also include the preferred 
alternative. 
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Based on our review of the SDEIS, we have no objections to the additional alternative proposed and 
have assigned a rating of a Lack of Objections (LO) to the SD EIS. An explanation of this rating is 
attached for your reference. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this SDEIS. We look forward to reviewing the Final EIS when 
available. If you have questions about our comments, please contact Theo Mbabaliye of my staff at 
(206) 553-6322 or by electronic mail at mbabaliye.theogene@epa.gov, or contact me at (206) 553-1841 
or by electronic mail at nogi .j.ill@epa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~>-~t 
Jill A. Nogi, Manager 
Environmental Review and Sediment Management Unit 

Enclosure: 

1. US Environmental Protection Agency Rating System For Draft Environmental Impact Statements 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for 
Draft Environmental Impact Statements 

Definitions and Follow-Up Action* 

Environmental Impact of the Action 
I • 

LO - Lack of Objections 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental 

impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities_for application 
of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC - Environmental Concerns 
EPA review bas identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 

environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation 
measures that can reduce these impacts. • 

EO - Environmental Objections . 
EPA review bas identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide 

adequate protection for the ·environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred 
alternative or consideration ofsome other project.alternative (including the no-action alternative or a new 
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead a(ency to reduce these impacts. · 

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory 
EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 

unsatisfactory from the standpoint ofpublic health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with 
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not correc.ted at the final EIS 
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

Adeguacv of the Impact Statement

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

those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis ofdata collection is 
necessary, but the reviewer m ay suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

Category 2 - Insufficient Information 
· The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should 
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new re~onably available 
alternatives that are with.in the spectrum ofalternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the 
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be 
included in the final EIS. . 

Category 3 - Inadequate 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the 

action, or the EPA reviewer bas identified new, re~sonably available alternatives that are ou,tside ofthe spectrum of 
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be anaiyzed in order to r educe the potentially significant 
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of 
such a magnitude that they should have full pu),1ic review at a draft stage. EPA do.es not believe that ·the ·draftEIS is 
adequate for 1:j:le purposes of the National Environ.mental Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should. be 
formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the 
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

-------'"-rron:rff:k.Mmm:a-1-i-&4\JPoJ.tcyarru Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. 
February, 1987. 
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Comment Letter 222 

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

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant SDEIS 
Comments 
1 message 

HPOA-Board HyakHomeOwnersAssociationBoard Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 1:01 
<HPOABoard@hotmail.com> PM 
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov> 

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

On behalf of the Hyak Property Owners Association Board of Directors please 
accept the attached comment letter on the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping 
Plant SDEIS into the record. 

Regards, 
James Sammet 
HPOA Board of Directors Member 
425-999-2953 

DRPP SDEIS Comment Letter_ HPOA_07.11.2018.pdf 
598K 
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HPOA Hyak Property Owner's Association 

Submitted via email to kkbt@usbr.gov 

Ms. Candace McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation / Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
1917 March Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

RE: Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant {KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir to 
Kachess Reservoir Conveyance {KKC) Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement {SDEIS) 

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

Please accept these comments/questions regarding the KDRPP SDEIS on behalf of the Board 
of Directors of the Hyak Home Owners Association (HPOA Board). The HPOA Board 
represents the home owners association for Hyak Estates located at the base of the Hyak Ski 
Area at Snoqualmie Pass. The HPOA Board represents an association of over 300 property 
owners within Hyak Estates. The HPOA Board and the residents of Hyak Estates have a direct 
interest in the KDRPP and KKC projects and the subject SDEIS and have previously provided 
comment on the 2015 DEIS. 

2018 SDEIS Comments: 

1. Alternatives: The HPOA Board only supports Alternative 1, "No Action" and opposes 
all other active alternatives presented in the SDEIS. 

2. Background of Proposed Action: The SDEIS states that the Yakima Basin Integrated Water 
Resource Management Plan (Integrated Plan) includes the following components: 

• Reservoir fish passage 

• Structural and operational changes 

• Surface water storage 

• Groundwater storage 

• Habitat/watershed protection and enhancement 

• Enhanced water conservation 

• Market reallocation 

This SDEIS only address the first and second bullet above and ignores all other components 
of the integrated plan. The structural and operation changes proposed in the stand alone 
KDRPP project (the proposed action) only access the natural pool of Lake Kachess and 
does not address the need for additional surface water storage, ground water storage, 
habitat protection and enhancement and water conservation, and only addresses market 

HPOA 
P.O. Box 120 
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068 

Page 1 of8 V-Mail: 425.785.6543 

E-mail: hpoaboard@hotmail.com 
Website: www.hyak-hpoa.org 
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HPOA Hyak Property Owner's Association 

reallocation in terms of the water pumped from the natural pool of the lake that will only 
benefit the Rosa Irrigation District (ROSA). 

a. Please explain what Reclamation's plan is to address all of the components of the 
Integrated Plan as the KDRPP relates to each component of the Plan? 

3. Reclamation's Purpose and Need: The stated purpose of the SDEIS is to "provide more 
sustainable water resources for agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs, while also 
helping to restore ecological functions and the health of the riverine environment in the 
Yakima River basin". The SDEIS puts forward a plan to drain additional water from the 
natural pool of Lake Kachess to benefit only ROSA. 

a. How does the proposed floating pump on Lake Kachess improve the health of the 
riverine environment? 

� 

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

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

d. What is Reclamation's plan to accurately address items a to d above? I D 
4. Failure to consider all viable alternatives: The DEIS and the SDEIS only consider two 

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

a. How does the DEIS and SDEIS meet the requirement to consider a range of reasonable ID 
alternatives which is required by NEPA? 

b. What is Reclamations plan for considering all reasonable alternatives? ID 
c. What is Reclamation's plan, as required in the NEPA process, to list and provide a full � 

explanation, including data, references, and review procedure for excluding each 
alternative not considered? 

HPOA 

P.O. Box 120 
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068 

Page 2 of8 V-Mail: 425.785.6543 

E-mail: hpoaboard@hotmail.com 
Website: www.hyak-hpoa .org 
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HPOA Hyak Property Owner's Association 

5. SDEIS Proposed Action: The Proposed Action will pump the natural pool of Lake Kachess 
to 80-ft below the gravity outfall of the dam. This action only takes water from the natural 
pool and does not consider how to increase surface water storage which is a component of 
the Integrated Plan. In addition the proposed action no longer includes the KKC project. D 
The 2015 DEIS linked the KDRPP and KKC projects due to the financial analysis and the 
fact that it would take years to re-fill Lake Kachess without the KKC project. It seems the 
SDEIS only considers the benefits of the KDRPP in the first year of drought. 

a. Without the KCC project how does the financial analysis show a benefit in years 2 to 8 
while the lake re-fills and the pumping plant has to operate continuously? 

It is also a misconception to consider the water below the gravity outfall of the dam to be "in-
active storage" because this is the approximate natural lake elevation and should be D 
considered part of the natural habitat. Labeling the natural pool as in-active storage and 
using the natural pool does not meet the objective of the integrated plan to improve surface 
water storage - it only takes existing water. 

b. Please explain how surface water storage is improved in the 2nd drought year and D 
beyond if the Lake is unable to be refilled? 

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

Low Estimate 
197,400,000 (2% chance) 

Projected Estimate High Estimate 
282,000,000 (y% Chance) 423,000,000 (X % Chance) 

The Bull Trout Volitional Passage is stated in the text (Page 2-60) to cost $23,000,000 
(preliminary estimate) but is not included in the above costs but should be as it will be a 
required element. That would bring the high cost to $444,000,000. 

This does not include the large mitigation costs of private well failure mitigation, campground 
restoration and mitigation, negative impact on private property values, fire risk hazard 
increase, fire suppression cost increase, and many others mentioned in the SDEIS. The 
budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, and incomplete. 

a. How will Reclamation adequately address all costs associated with the project? 

7. Impact on Campers and recreational users at Lake Kachess The Lake Kachess has over 
23,000 annual campground visitors and 11,000 annual boaters that will be negatively 
affected by pumping down the natural lake without the ability to re-fill the lake for years. On 
page ES-Xii, the following suggestions are given to address recreational use of the lake 
"Extend boat ramps at Kachess Reservoir .. .if feasible, and construct new east shore ramp 
that would be available at all reservoir levels. 

a. Under what conditions would extending those ramps be feasible or not feasible? 

HPOA 
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Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068 
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This should be addressed in the SDEIS as it is an effect on recreation users that cannot be 
defined unless it is know if existing boat ramps is feasible. 

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

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

8. Increased forest vulnerability and Fire Hazard. The vegetation and wetlands (Page 2-70) 
and densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will, according to the SDEIS suffer with 
reduced water levels in Lake Kachess. This will mean stressed trees and other foliage in a 
single drought year, and in multiple years of pump operation dead trees due to lack of water 
and insect vulnerability. 

The Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility for fire and 
emergency medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas. This fire 
district has repeatedly raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced 
capacity to suppress fires (due to lowering of the lake and removal of a· source of water for 
firefighting), the increased incidence of accidents and injuries due to construction activity, 
and need for public education and communication strategies necessitated by KDRPP and 
KKC projects. 

� 

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

If, as a result of a KDRPP draw down and forests die who will be responsible for removing 
the dead trees to prevent further destruction from wildfires which could end up extending all 
the way to Snoqualmie Pass? 

9. Refilling Lake Kachess. The SDEIS states that the KDRPP-FPP is the "proposed action" 
and Reclamation and Ecology have not identified a "preferred alternative." This represents 
a major departure from the previous DEIS, which indicated a KKC conveyance project and a 
KDRPP project must be considered as a "single action and cannot be separated." The � 
logic of that position was that emptying Lake Kachess in an artificial and unprecedented 
manner, would require a refill mechanism (e.g., KKC). 

a. Please explain how the KDRPP-FPP proposed action no longer needs to be linked to 
the KKC project in order to refill the lake despite no change in the stated goal of the 
KDRPP to pump 200,000 acre-feet from the natural lake for ROSA? 

b. Please explain how Reclamation can promote the proposed action despite the detailed � 
hydrology that the 2015 DEIS was based on that purposed that the KKC was required 
as a refill mechanism without which Lake Kachess would like not refill for 20 years? 
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c. Please explain in detail what changed between 2015 and 2018 that now allows a refill � 
prediction of 2-8 years when the 2015 prediction was 20 years or more? 

d. Which report should be relied on? 2015 KKC is required as a part of KDRPP, or 2018 
KDRPP doesn't need KKC and will refill 2-4 times faster than previously predicted? 

e. How can the public be expected to make informed comments with such seemingly I � 
inconsistent hydrology predictions? Can either report be relied upon? 

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

a. When will the ultimate source of funding be determined and by whom? I D 
b. If public funds are utilized to benefit a handful of private businesses in a singular water I D 

district, will that district be required to repay those funds? 

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

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

17. Mitigation: "Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements are proposed as a part of the 
KDRPP ... " This statement and others give the impression that the proposed action will 
improve passage and habitat for Bull Trout and perhaps even "enhance" the bull trout 
population. This is an inaccurate depiction of what will be a significant negative impact on 
the Lake Kachess bull trout population. 

The Bull Trout Volitional Passage project is described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9. The "steep 
slope conditions" between Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake will occur when the 
water level is approximately 2,208 elevation and the pumping operation begins. These D 
"steep slope" conditions will occur an additional 6,225 days if KDRPP-FPP is installed, this 
will mean 34 additional years (out of 90 modeled), and an average of 183 days a year, when 
Bull Trout Passage will be completely dependent on the Volitional Passage. 

In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 - 2008) the pumping station 
will be in continuous operation which will require continual use of the Volitional Passage. 
Eight years of steep slope conditic;ms, requiring 8 years of Bull Trout dependence on the 
volitional passage, represents 2-3 spawning cycles which could result in the destruction of 
the Bull Trout Population in the Lake No evidence is provided that the Volitional Passage is 
effective, has been demonstrated in other Bull Trout populations or has completed a "proof 
of concept" test. 
The volitional passage is not included in the budget costs, it cannot be assumed to be part 
of the project going forward. Another concern is the lack of water flowing into tributaries of � 
Little Kachess Lake, which will be the water needed to charge the volitional passage. The 
SDEIS states the tributary water disappears at the end of the year ... when the water will be 
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needed in the passage. There is no description of the length of the passage (the length 
and Southern outlet are never described in text, numeric, or schematic terms). 

a. In years where streams disappear the Volitional Passage will have to be operated by 
pumping. Without addressing this the mitigation plan is incomplete. What are 
Reclamations Plans to address this issue in the proposed mitigations? 

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

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

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

� 

b. How will Reclamation mitigate negative effects on the Bull Trout Population if the I� 
Volitional Fish Passage Structure fails to operate as intended? 

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

18. USFWS Biological Opinion: The USFWS is conducting a Biological Opinion on the existing 
Yakima watershed with respect to the current operation of existing dams and irrigation 
districts and is not expected to be published until sometime in the fall of 2018. 

a. Why was the SDEIS prepared and released PRIOR to the USFWS Biological � 
Opinion? 

b. Will another SDEIS be issued incorporating the study? How will the Biological 
Opinion be incorporated in the EIS process and will there be opportunity for 
additional public comment? 

19. Geology & Stability of the Lake Kachees Dam and surrounding steep slopes: The existing 
dam at Lake Kachess is an earthen structure which may be impacted by long periods of 
drawdown and the SDEIS discusses the steep terrain under the current water line in some 
areas and suggests that landslides may occur. D 

HPOA 

a. What studies have been done to determine what impact years of low water and 
drying of the earthen dam will have on its structural integrity? 

b. What topography is available of Lake Kachess below the current low water line? ID 
c. What studies have been done to determine areas within the lake that are most I D 

susceptible to landslides? 

Page 6 of 8 

P.O. Box 120 

V-Mail : 425.785.6543 

E-mail: hpoaboard@hot mail.com 

Website: www.hyak-hpoa.org Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

36 

34 

37 

35 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-297



HPOA Hyak Property Owner's Association 

d. How will these potential landslides be mitigated and what impact will they have on ID 
the operations of the KDRPP? 

e. What impact would landslides have on water quality, public safety and bull trout I D 
habitat and population? 

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

20. Negative financial impacts to Kittitas County: The implications of negative impact on private 
property values go beyond the directly affected citizens. A reduction in property values 
affects the tax base of the county, including schools and fire departments, and will reduce 
available resources to provide essential services. This is acknowledged in SDEIS Page 4-
326 as follows: "while effects on property values would most directly affect property 
owners, the wider community would also experience effects." In other words, private 
property owners, fire departments, schools, city and county governments, and others would 
also be negatively impacted. Also with the Lake drawn down to levels where it becomes 
unusable or less desirable for recreation there will a decrease in tourist visits to the Lake 
Kachess campground, a reduction in business in surround communities, and a reduction in 
sales taxes collected which will further negative impacts to the community and public at 
large while benefiting ROSA. 

a. Please explain how a publically funded project that benefits private land owners and 
irrigators and negatively affects public funding and hurts local businesses is in the best 
interest of the Citizens of Kittitas County and the State of Washington? 

25. Water Rights: A KDRPP draw down has the probability of resulting in the existing 239,000 
acre-ft of water NOT being available in subsequent years for those holding senior water 
rights . 

a. How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000 acre-ft of water 
currently stored by Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer available 
once Lake Kachess water level is lowered below the outlet to its dam? 

b. How will potable water rights of well owners be addressed if wells go dry? ID 
Closing Comment: 

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

Under the NEPA and SEPA processes the HPOA requests that the Bureau of Reclamation and 
WA Department of Ecology each provide separate responses to the above comments. 
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The HPOA looks forward to seeing responses to these comments. 

POA Board of Directors Member, 
on behalf of the entire 
HPOA Board of Directions, and HPOA 
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PACIFIC NORTHWEST 4-WHEEL-DRIVE ASSOCIATION 

OREGON - WASHINGTON - IDAHO 

Bureau of Reclamation June 17, 2018 

1917 Marsh Road 

Yakima, Washington 98901 

ATTN: Environmental Program Manager 

RE: Kachess and Keechelus Supplement Draft ESI 

To Whom It May Concern, 

This is in response to your invitation on comments on the Kachess and Keechelus Supplement Draft ESI. 

Altho' not ~irectly related to motorized recreation my organization recognizes conservation is an 

important part of the overall outdoor recreational program. 

Through our own education program we feel it is a key ingredient in the recipe for improving land 

conservation and safety- it stresses the importance of protecting "specific environment and natural 

resource areas". 

We feel the proposed program will enhance the specific areas and a need to proceed. 

Sincerely, 

Arlene Brooks, WA State Director 

Pacific Northwest Four Wheel Drive Association 

21520 S.E. 346th Street 

Auburn, Washington 98092 

CC: File 
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Comment Letter 224 

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

[EXTERNAL] Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus 
Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement Public Comment From Kachess 
Community Association 
1 message 

David Dicks <daviddicks@me.com> Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 11:12 AM 
To: kkbt@usbr.gov 
Cc: Robert Angrisano <rangrisano@gmail.com> 

Dear Ms. McKinley, 

On behalf of the Kachess Community Association I respectfully submit the following public 
comments regarding the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-
Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

1 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter, 

David Dicks – JD 

Tatoosh Law and Policy Group 
318 1st Ave S, Suite 310 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

On behalf of: 

The Kachess Community Association 

2 attachments 

Kachess SDEIS Final PDF.pdf 
546K 

ATT00001 
2K 
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Comment Letter 224 

To: (via e-mail) 
Ms. Candace McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
191 7 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 
Phone: 509-575-5848, ext. 603 
Fax: 509-454-5650 
Email: kkbt@usbr.gov 

Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir 
Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. McKinley, 

On behalf of the Kachess Community Association I respectfully submit the following public 
comments regarding the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-
Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter, 

David Dicks – JD 

Tatoosh Law and Policy Group 
318 1st Ave S, Suite 310 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

On behalf of: 

The Kachess Community Association 

1 
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You can fool all the people some of the time, and some of the people all the time, but you 
cannot fool all the people all the time.  - Abraham Lincoln 

Introduction 

Although the new SDEIS is a staggering 906 pages it is hopelessly confused and fails conclusively 
to comply with the procedural and substantive requirements of NEPA and SEPA.  It also 
proposes a project that indisputably violates the Endangered Species Act.  

Specifically, the SDEIS has 8 fatal flaws that will be explained in this comment letter: 

1. Reclamation and Ecology Should Have Published all Comments and Responses to the 
2015 DEIS Before Releasing the 2018 SDEIS 

2. The Purpose and Need Section is Internally Contradictory and illegally limits the 
number of alternatives that are analyzed in the draft.  It also inappropriately takes a 
“public” SDEIS and converts it into “private” proposal by the Roza Irrigation District 

3. The Proposed Action is The Only Alternative Other Than the No Action Alternative 

4. The Project is Unauthorized by Congress and Ecology Does Not Have Funding to 
Implement the Project 

5. The Alternatives Analysis Is Far Too Limited To Comply With NEPA and SEPA 

6. All of the Alternatives Except the No Action Alternative Violate the Endangered 
Species Act 

7. Reclamation’s Failure to Consult under The Endangered Species Act is Illegal 

8. The Project Violates Water Law Generally and the Yakima Allocation Specifically 

For these reasons - and many others articulated in our prior comments and the comments of 
others - the SDEIS must be rejected in its current form to comply with NEPA, SEPA, and the 
Endangered Species Act. We believe that is an impossible task and therefore recommend that 
the “No Action” alternative be selected. 

Introduction 

This SDEIS is required under both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  Under both laws agencies considering 
“actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment” must prepare and issue 
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an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C); Nw. Envtl. Advocates v. NMFS, 
460 F.3d 1125, 1133 (9th Cir.2006). An EIS: 

“Shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform 
decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1; Nw. 
Envtl. Advocates, 460 F.3d at 1134. 

Thus, the EIS is more than a mere “disclosure document.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. Agencies must 
take a ‘hard look’ at the potential environmental consequences of the proposed action.” 
Klamath–Siskiyou Wildlands Ctr. v. BLM, 387 F.3d 989, 993 (9th Cir.2004) (citing Churchill 
County v. Norton, 276 F.3d 1060, 1072 (9th Cir.2001)). By focusing on the environmental effects 
of the proposed agency action, “NEPA ensures that the agency will not act on incomplete 
information, only to regret its decision after it is too late to correct.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at 371, 
109 S.Ct. 1851 (1989). Reclamation and Ecology are the agencies charged with the meeting 
these duties and they have failed to meet this burden in this DEIS.1

In the 2015 DEIS Reclamation and Ecology prepared the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant 
and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) as a single document. It includes environmental analyses for the both the KKC 
and KDRPP projects. The DEIS was released to the public in January 2015 and described the no-
action alternative and five action alternatives. The public comment period ended June 15, 2015. 

As we noted in our comments regarding the 2015 DEIS there are were at least seven fatal flaws 
with that DEIS that rendered it insufficient under NEPA and SEPA.  This SDEIS does nothing to 
resolve these insufficiencies and, in fact, creates many new problems that make the current 
NEPA/SEPA process even worse.  This comment letter explains a series of major substantive and 
procedural flaws in the SDEIS and poses a series of questions that should have been addressed 
in the SDEIS.  As required by both NEPA and SEPA, and their implementing regulations, we 
expect both Reclamation and Ecology to provide responses to each of the questions posed in 
this letter. Importantly, Reclamation and Ecology have still not satisfied this obligation with 
regard to the 2015 DEIS 

While we agree that the Bureau of Reclamation and the Washington State Department of 
Ecology needed to draft a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) this 
supplement fails to meet even the most basic requirements of NEPA, SEPA, and all of the 
alternatives proposed in the document (except the “no action” alternative) blatantly violates 
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) because of their impact on listed Bull Trout and Spotted 
Owls.  

The New SDEIS 

1 Washington State’s Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) mirrors NEPA and places the same burden upon 
Washington State agency actions.  
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To understand this SDEIS one needs to understand a complex web of related processes and 
projects.  Mr. David Ortman’s comment letter to this SDEIS does an excellent job of articulating 
the many problems with the historical situation and the multiple conflicting mandates that 
burden this entire situation.  (This letter incorporates his comments by reference).  As the SDEIS 
itself explains: 

Following development of the Integrated Plan, Reclamation and Ecology prepared the 
Integrated Plan FPEIS to assess the environmental effects of implementing the Integrated Plan 
(Reclamation and Ecology, 20124). The Integrated Plan FPEIS was issued in March 2012. In July 
2013, Reclamation published the Record of Decision (2013 Integrated Plan ROD) to implement 
the Integrated Plan in cooperation with Ecology and other Federal, State, local, and Tribal 
partners. The selected alternative in the 2013 Integrated Plan ROD implements the Integrated 
Plan. Projects associated with the seven elements will be implemented in a phased and balanced 
approach. The Integrated Plan three-phase strategy (10-year increments over 30 years) may 
combine or implement actions simultaneously. Additional project-level environmental 
compliance will be completed prior to implementation of specific projects and actions. 

The action alternatives examine constructing and operating a pumping plant to access up to 
200,000 acre-feet of water in Kachess Reservoir during drought years. Keechelus Reservoir-to-
Kachess Reservoir Conveyance (KKC) is evaluated as a component of the KDRPP alternatives. The 
KKC involves constructing and operating a gravity flow tunnel from Keechelus Reservoir to 
Kachess Reservoir and is also a component of the Integrated Plan, but is not being pursued as a 
standalone project at this time. These projects are part of the Yakima Basin Integrated Water 
Resources Management Plan (Integrated Plan).” (SEPA Fact Sheet p. 11 of SDEIS) 

It is important to distinguish between the Integrated Plan as a political compromise document, 
and the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement as an environmental compliance 
and disclosure document. The Integrated Plan was determined as a politically appropriate 
synthesis of programs, taking into account the political positions of the state and federal 
agencies, counties and tribal representatives in the planning process organized by Ecology and 
Reclamation. There is no legal requirement that all viable alternatives be considered in a 
political planning process. There is, however, a legal requirement that all viable alternatives be 
considered in an environmental compliance and disclosure document required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

Previously referred to as the Kachess Reservoir Inactive Storage Project, the proposed Kachess 
Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) could withdraw up to 200,000 acre-feet of lake storage 
water up to 80 feet below the reservoir’s existing outlet works, which were designed to allow 
storage and supply of water equal to the average annual watershed precipitation.  In other 
words, the lake was increased in size to store the maximum amount of water available in the 
watershed.  The current “storage” is all the water above the natural level of the lake prior to 
dam construction.  The current proposal would remove water below the natural level of the 
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lake by up to 80 feet.  This means that the proposal would drain much of the original Alpine 
Lake. 

Supposedly, the KDRPP would operate only during a Washington State-declared drought with 
the goal of providing, when feasible, up to 70 percent water rights to proratable users. The 
SDEIS now includes a new variation of the KDRPP known as the “KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant” 
(KDRPP FPP) which was not analyzed or even proposed in the 2015 DEIS. This was proposed by 
the Roza Irrigation District.   Apparently, it was the addition of this new KDRPP FFP (the new 
Proposed Action) which convinced Reclamation and Ecology that they needed to supplement 
the 2015 DEIS. 

All of the Pumping Plant proposals also could include the addition of Keechelus Reservoir-to-
Kachess Reservoir Conveyance project (KKC), which is intended to help refill Lake Kachess in the 
years following a drought by sending water from Lake Keechelus via tunnel to Lake Kachess.  In 
addition, each of the Pumping Plant alternatives could operate without the KKC (although that 
would greatly increase the amount of time needed to refill the lake and significantly increase 
environmental damage).  Finally, Reclamation and Ecology have abandoned the formerly 
proposed South Tunnel Alignment of the KKC because it was impractical and too expensive. 

Fatal Flaw # 1 – Reclamation and Ecology Should Have Published all Comments and 
Responses to the 2015 DEIS Before Releasing the 2018 SDEIS 

According to the 2018 SDEIS: 

Reclamation and Ecology have reviewed all comments on the DEIS, developed a new floating 
pumping plant alternative, collected additional scientific data as necessary, and evaluated new 
findings. The new alternative and new findings have been documented in the Kachess Drought 
Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance Supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) released to the public April 13, 2018.  The SDEIS 
will not contain comment letters received on the DEIS; instead, letters and response to 
comments from both the DEIS and SDEIS will be in a final environmental impact statement.” ES-
xvii 

If Reclamation and Ecology have already reviewed all the comments from the previous DEIS 
why did they fail to release the comments and responses in the almost 3 years since the DEIS 
comment period closed? This puts the public at a substantial disadvantage to understand the 
need for and reasoning behind the publication of the SDEIS. The required comment period for 
this SDIES is, therefore, flawed because Reclamation and Ecology have vast amounts of 
information that are not in the public domain. To make matters worse the SDEIS acknowledges 
that the comments raised issues that led in part to the decision to issue the SDEIS. (ES-xv) At a 
minimum the agencies should extend the current public comment period and publish the 2015 
public comments and responses. This would put the public on semi-equal footing with the 
decision maker in terms of understanding the implications of the project, the changed 
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circumstances, and new information (stemming from public comments on the 2015 DEIS) that 
led to the decision to publish a SDEIS. 

How do the agencies justify their decision not to publish the comments and responses to the 
2015 DEIS in this SDEIS? 

Fatal Flaw # 2 - The Purpose and Need Section is Internally Contradictory 

The Purpose and Need section of an EIS is critical because it frames the entire discussion about 
the proposed project and leads to potential project alternatives. In this situation there are 
three Purpose and Need sections for three different “project proponents” and there is only one 
way to meet all of their goals:  Selecting the “Proposed Action” as the “Preferred Alternative”.  

Reclamation’s Purpose and Need 

According to the SDEIS: 

Reclamation’s purpose and need for action is to provide more sustainable water resources for 
agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs, while also helping to restore ecological functions 
and the health of the riverine environment in the Yakima River basin. 

Specifically, Reclamation needs to analyze, implement, and fund as authorized, the site- specific 
projects identified here in accordance with the 2013 Integrated Plan ROD. Reclamation may 
fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action, if authorized 
to do so pursuant to Section 4007 of the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act 
or other law which provides similar authorization. 

How can reclamation participate financially in the project is not authorized by Congress?  The 
statement above confirms that Reclamation may only “fund, design, construct, operate, and 
maintain some or all of the Proposed Action, if authorized to do so pursuant to Section 4007 of 
the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act or other law which provides similar 
authorization.”  How can Reclamation make financial commitments when the necessary 
authorization does not exist under Federal Law? 

How can Reclamation wear both the project proponent hat and the regulatory hat if Congress 
does not authorize them to act as a project proponent? 

The SDEIS further states: “Alternatively, any other project proponent may choose to fund the 
project independently; in which case, Reclamation then needs to respond to them as applicant 
and to determine whether to authorize, as necessary, any such entity to design, construct, 
operate and maintain certain projects, as necessary, related to the two objectives set forth in 
the Integrated Plan: (1) access water that is currently not accessible in the Kachess Reservoir to 
improve the water supply and reduce prorationing, and (2) improve water supply flexibility and 
storage between Kachess and Keechelus reservoirs.” 
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Ecology’s Purpose and Need 

Ecology’s purpose for the action is to participate in the Integrated Plan and fund (not more than 
50 percent) of the plan, and promote timely and effective implementation of associated projects 
in an aggressive pursuit of water supply solutions for instream and out-of-stream uses in the 
Yakima River basin [Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 90.38.005]. 

So, Ecology is in a slightly more legitimate position because they do have a State authorization 
to fund up to 50% of the Integrated Plan.  Unfortunately, they do not have not ability to 
promise funds on their own without acts of both the Governor and the Legislature.  

How does Ecology intend to fund the plan? 

Why would Ecology fund a project that has no benefit to the ecology of Washington State 
destroys an alpine lake and violates SEPA, NEPA, and the Endangered Species Act by extirpating 
listed Bull Trout? 

Roza and Proratable Entities’ Purpose and Need 

Roza and the Proratable Entities’ purpose for the action is to access up to 200,000 acre-feet of 
water from Kachess Reservoir during drought years, as they need to improve water supply and 
reduce prorationing, whenever feasible, and improve flexibility to respond to the uncertainties 
of climate change. To participate in the Proposed Action, Roza and/or the Proratable Entities 
would need to seek all necessary authorizations. This document was prepared by Reclamation 
and Ecology, but Roza and/or other Proratable Entities may adopt this document for their own 
purposes. 

At least this section of the Purpose and Need section is honest.  Roza wants the water and they 
are willing to pay for it.  This, however, takes this entire process in a very different direction as 
apparently this has pivoted from a “public project” led by Reclamation and Ecology to a Roza 
Irrigation District project hidden behind the veil of public agencies and the Integrated Plan.  
Reclamation and Ecology participating in a Project Action that is in effect a proposal from Roza 
to take 200,000 acre-feet of water from an Alpine Lake, draining the lake by 80 feet, causing 
untold hardships, ruining a major Federal camp ground, extirpating a Threatened species listed 
under the ESA, etc? How can this be justified? 

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

 
  It is obvious that the Purpose and Need section is internally contradictory.  Ecology has 

one goal, Reclamation a different goal, and  Roza a third.  How  can they be reconciled?  

7 
March 2019 SDEIS-CR-308



 

  
    

     
 

  
 

    
 

 
          

   
    

      
 

       
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
         

  
         

    
     

    
      

   
       

 
 

 
     

       
 

      

 
 

      
    

� 

Legally, this proposal is dead on arrival as an analogous case decided by the 9th Circuit is on 
point here. In National Parks & Conservation Association v. Bureau of Land Management, 606 
F.3d 1058 (9th Cir. 2010) Landowners and conservation group brought suit against the Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM) over a proposed public-private land swap adjacent to Joshua Tree 
National Park to allow a private company to build and operate a landfill. The court determined 
that the BLM‘s considerations leading to the land swap were deficient, disallowing the 
exchange. The case upheld the necessity of a transparent process. The court looked to whether 
the BLM considered reasonable alternatives to the accepted landfill project.  An agency has 
some discretion in selecting alternatives.  However, the alternatives considered cannot be 
unduly narrow.  In this case, the court looked to whether the goals were those of the BLM or 
those of Kaiser (the landfill developer). The court determined that alternatives other than 
Kaiser‘s landfill should have been reasonably considered in the BLM‘s purpose and need 
statement; however, the statement was so narrowly written it excluded any option other than 
a landfill.  The court affirmed the district court‘s decision, stating that the BLM put Kaiser‘s 
needs before the public‘s in the determination of purpose and need and failure to consider a 
reasonable range of alternatives.  

This SDEIS is even worse than the situation with BLM above.  In this situation there are three 
Purpose and Need sections for three different “project proponents” and there is only one way 
to meet all of their goals:  Selecting the “Proposed Action” as the “Preferred Alternative”.  

As the 9th Circuit wrote this is a clear violation of NEPA: 

The BLM's definition of the project's purpose will necessarily affect the range of alternatives 
considered, because when “the purpose is to accomplish one thing, it makes no sense to 
consider the alternative ways by which another thing might be achieved… Our holdings 
in Friends and Carmel–By–The–Sea forbid the BLM to define its objectives in unreasonably 
narrow terms. The BLM may not circumvent this proscription by adopting private interests to 
draft a narrow purpose and need statement that excludes alternatives that fail to meet specific 
private objectives, yet that was the result of the process here. The BLM 
adopted Kaiser's interests as its own to craft a purpose and need statement so narrowly drawn 
as to foreordain approval of the land exchange. (P. 1070) 

Here Reclamation and Ecology have adopted Roza’s interests in just the same way that the BLM 
adopted Kaiser’s interest.  This was deemed improper by the 9th Circuit and just like in the case 
above by crafting the purpose and need section so narrowly Reclamation and Ecology 
“forordain” the selection of the Floating Pumping Plant. This will also be deemed illegal. 

Fatal Flaw #3 - The Proposed Action is The Only Alternative Other Than the No Action 
Alternative 

Although the SDEIS claims to evaluate true alternatives it is evident that the only real 
alternative to no action is the new Floating Pumping Plant which not surprisingly is defined as 
the “Proposed Action”.  This Proposed Action is a new term that was not included in the DEIS. 
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Although, legally there is a potential distinction between the Proposed Action and what may be 
selected as the Preferred Alternative, this SDEIS seems to conflate the two terms and reveals 
that the agencies have already made up their mind that the Floating Pumping Plant is in fact the 
Preferred Alternative.  

According to the SDEIS: 

“The Proposed Action for this SDEIS is to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain a 
floating pumping plant on Kachess Reservoir in order to recover up to 200,000 acre-feet of 
inactive water storage from Kachess Reservoir during drought years when prorationing is less 
than 70 percent supply. This water would otherwise remain in Kachess Reservoir at an elevation 
below the existing gravity outlet works. The Proposed Action would also include volitional fish 
passage at the downstream end of the Narrows which is located between the upper and lower 
Kachess reservoirs. Reclamation and Ecology each propose to fund, design, construct, operate, 
and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza to fund, design, construct, 
operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action implements the Kachess Inactive Storage project identified in the 2012 
Integrated Plan FPEIS to provide additional water supply from the Kachess Reservoir during a 
State-declared drought. Since 2012, the KDRPP has undergone additional refinement and 
design. 

In the DEIS, the KDRPP proposal focused on a shoreline pumping plant with deep tunnel intake. 
Since then, Roza identified an additional design for the KDRPP proposal. Based upon this, the 
agencies have decided to include a floating pumping plant as the Proposed Action, and to 
analyze the shoreline pumping plant design alternatives considered in the DEIS as alternatives. 
The alternatives considered also include KKC, which was identified in the Integrated Plan FPEIS 
as the Keechelus-to-Kachess Pipeline. Although the floating pumping plant is the Proposed 
Action, Reclamation and Ecology have not yet identified a Preferred Alternative. 
Reclamation would need to issue a ROD documenting the selected alternative and approving 
the construction of the pumping plant on Kachess Reservoir, over which the agency has 
jurisdiction. The agency would provide any necessary permits, agreements, or other approvals, 
review design, oversee construction, coordinate and manage water releases from Kachess Dam 
and deliveries to downstream users, and possibly enter into water, power, and transmission 
contracts. 

Ecology may need to take actions implementing regulations, participating financially, and 
issuing permits as required for implementation of the selected alternatives. The changes 
described above require additional SEPA review in this SDEIS.”(ES-viii) 

This is an embarrassing attempt to finesse a superficial distinction.  There is no reason that 
Reclamation and Ecology would have spent three years, vast amounts of money, and added a 
new Project Proponent (Roza) to study a Proposed Action (proposed by Roza) that they are not 
going to select as the Preferred Alternative.  The Floating Pumping Plant is both the Proposed 

9 
March 2019 SDEIS-CR-310



 

     
  

 
   

        
  

   
 

 
  

        
    

     
    
   

 

 
       

     
   

  
     

 
  

 
    

  
   

 
      
       

        
       

  
   

    
 

 
     

 
 

     � 

Action and the illegally predetermined Preferred Alternative.  This is flatly banned by both NEPA 
and SEPA. 

More evidence of the pre-determination can be found in the Purpose and Need section 
discussed above. This section suddenly includes a new player and a new “Propose and Need for 
the Action” that was not in the 2015 DEIS and is apparently the basis for this new SDEIS.  In this 
instance the SDEIS does not even attempt to distinguish between the Proposed Action and 
Preferred Alternative: 

Reclamation and Ecology each propose to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some 
or all of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza to fund, design, construct, operate, and 
maintain some or all of the Proposed Action. Reclamation expects that the ROD would 
determine which entity would carry out each of these functions. Reclamation, Ecology, and Roza 
are each referred to herein as a “project proponent” and, collectively, as “project proponents.” 
ES – viii (Emphasis added) 

This is a remarkable paragraph.  One the one hand, the Bureau and Ecology claim that they 
have not selected a Preferred Alternative and on the other they say they each propose to “fund, 
design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action or to authorize Roza 
to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Proposed Action.”  They 
continue by stating that the ROD will determine which entity would carry out each of these 
functions.  Finally, they state that Reclamation, Ecology, and Roza are each referred to herein as 
a “project proponent” and, collectively, as “project proponents.” ES – viii (Emphasis added). 

This is clearly predecisional and is a blatant NEPA and SEPA process violation.  

Worse still, at a practical level how is it possible to generate and opinion on the project if we do 
not even know who would “fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the 
Proposed Action”? 

Knowing who is in charge of implementing the project is a threshold piece of information and 
even this is not clarified in the SDEIS.  The sheer number of actors, combinations of actions and 
combinations of a potential funding mosaic make the number of potential results virtually 
infinite. The point of the SDEIS, and NEPA and SEPA in general, is to define what the 
environmental consequences from a project are.  It is antithetical to the letter and spirit of 
NEPA and SEPA to provide a hypothetical scenario with a virtually infinite number of 
possibilities from which the public can only guess at. 

Fatal Flaw #4 – Reclamation does not have Authorization from Congress to Implement or 
Fund The Project and Ecology Does Not Have Funding to Implement the Project 

The SDEIS says the ROD will “determine which entity would carry out each function” but 
Reclamation does not currently have authorization from Congress to fund this project and by 
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definition has not developed an appropriations strategy?  Either their potential commitment is 
illegal or it simply designed to confuse the public. 

Similarly, how can Ecology commit to any of the functions without the funding necessary to 
carry them out.  At best, Ecology would need to request and receive funding from the 
legislature and governor next year during the 2019 legislative session to receive the necessary 
funding.  Does that mean the FEIS and ROD will not be finalized until Spring of 2019, after the 
legislative session, assuming Ecology gets funding from the Legislature? 

The Bureau and Ecology are not known for making such bold and unauthorized statements. 
It seems, therefore, far more likely that the real story here is that Roza has agreed in non-public 
meetings to fund and operate the new floating pumping plant. If this is the case this entire 
SDEIS should be shelved and a new “private proponent” led Draft EIS should be prepared by 
Roza. 

In effect the SDEIS is simply an entirely new DEIS, poorly disguised as a SDEIS in order to avoid 
compliance with statutory requirements and deny the public necessary information to evaluate 
the “new alternative” not previously contemplated. The SDEIS proposes an entirely new 
alternative not contemplated or researched in the DEIS.  The public has no way of evaluating 
this alternative relative to the prior DEIS as Reclamation and Ecology have intentionally refused 
to publish or respond to prior comments that led to the issuance of the SDEIS. 

The Major Conclusions Section 

The major conclusions section of the Executive Summary validates this theory about what this 
proposal really is:  a backdoor effort to build the Floating Pumping Plant.  As the SDEIS states: 

“Based upon the analysis of impacts to these resources in Chapter 4, major conclusions of the 
SDEIS are as follows:  

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

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

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

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

So Roza gets the water and the supposed economic benefits and the environment, the 
community, and the public at large lose. It’s that simple.  It is also a terrible idea and illegal. 

Fatal Flaw # 5 – The Alternatives Analysis is Far Too Limited to Comply with NEPA and SEPA 

It gets worse.  Under National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) agencies considering “major 
Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment” must prepare and 
issue an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C); Nw. Envtl. Advocates v. 
NMFS, 460 F.3d 1125, 1133 (9th Cir.2006). The EIS: 

“shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform 
decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1; Nw. 
Envtl. Advocates, 460 F.3d at 1134. 

Thus, the EIS is more than a mere “disclosure document.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. Agencies must 
take a ‘hard look’ at the potential environmental consequences of the proposed action.” 
Klamath–Siskiyou Wildlands Ctr. v. BLM, 387 F.3d 989, 993 (9th Cir.2004) (citing Churchill 
County v. Norton, 276 F.3d 1060, 1072 (9th Cir.2001)). By focusing on the environmental effects 
of the proposed agency action, “NEPA ensures that the agency will not act on incomplete 
information, only to regret its decision after it is too late to correct.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at 371, 
109 S.Ct. 1851 (1989). Reclamation and Ecology fail to meet this burden in this DEIS.2 

In the first landmark NEPA case, Calvert Cliffs’ Coordinating Committee, Inc. v. Atomic Energy 
Commission, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit highlighted the importance of these 
requirements and noted that they seek: 

2 Washington State’s Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) mirrors NEPA and places the same burden upon 
Washington State agency actions.  
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[T]o ensure that each agency decision maker has before him and takes into proper account all
possible approaches to a particular project (including total abandonment of the project) which
would alter the environmental impact and the cost benefit analysis. Only in that fashion is it
likely that the most intelligent, optimally beneficial decision will ultimately be made. 449 F.2d
1109 (D.C Cir 1971).

The SDEIS purports to evaluate: 

Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative 

Alternative 2 – KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant; 

Alternative 3 – KDRPP South Pumping Plant; 

Alternative 4 - (Proposed Action) – KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant;  

Alternative 5A – KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant with KKC North Tunnel Alignment; 

Alternative 5B – KDRPP South Pumping Plant with KKC North Tunnel Alignment; 

Alternative 5C – KDRPP Floating Pumping Plant with KKC North Tunnel Alignment. 

In reality it only really evaluates the Proposed Action and No Action.  In doing so it doesn’t even 
attempt to meet the legal requirements for an alternatives analysis. 

NEPA section 102(2)(C) requires an EIS to discuss “alternatives to the proposed action.” The 
CEQ, in its implementing regulations, emphasizes alternatives as the “heart” of the EIS.  CEQ’s 
regulations provide detailed directions on the contents of the alternatives discussion in an EIS. 
Specifically, agencies shall: 

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives
which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated.

(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed
action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.

(c) Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

(d) Include the alternative of no action.
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(e) Identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft 
statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the 
expression of such a preference. 

(f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or 
alternatives. 

Another important principle outlined in the CEQ regulations is that all reasonable alternatives 
must be discussed. This comports with NEPA’s central purpose of fostering informed decision-
making. Thus, it is not surprising that many NEPA challenges revolve around whether the 
agency considered a reasonable range of alternatives, with courts holding that the existence of 
reasonable but unexamined alternatives renders an EIS inadequate. 

Courts also look to the goals, needs, and purposes defined for the project in determining 
whether the alternatives discussion is reasonable. While giving deference to the agencies, 
courts are wary when agencies narrowly define the purpose or scope of an action. For example, 
when considering the scope of reasonable alternatives in an EIS, the Seventh Circuit stated that 
“[o]ne obvious way for an agency to slip past the strictures of NEPA is to contrive a purpose so 
slender as to define competing ‘reasonable alternatives’ out of consideration (and even out of 
existence).” 

Courts also look to the complexity of the action in considering whether the amount of detail in 
the alternatives section is sufficient.  Agencies are directed to “present the environmental 
impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the 
issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the 
public.” “The touchstone for [a court’s] inquiry is whether an EIS’s selection and discussion of 
alternatives fosters informed decision-making and informed public participation.” This SDEIS 
conclusively fails to meet this standard 

SEPA has similar requirements to evaluate alternatives WAC 197-11-442(2) requires Ecology to: 

Discuss impacts and alternatives in the level of detail appropriate to the scope of the nonproject 
proposal and to the level of planning for the proposal.  Alternatives should be emphasized. In 
particular, agencies are encouraged to describe the proposal in terms of alternative means of 
accomplishing a stated objective (see WAC 197-11-060(3). Alternatives including the proposed 
action should be analyzed at roughly comparable level of detail, sufficient to evaluate their 
comparative merits (this does not require devoting the same number of pages in an EIS to each 
alternative). [underline added]     

The Washington Supreme Court has found that “The environmental significance of the 
nonproject action creates the obligation to examine alternatives to the nonproject action. . . 
SEPA requires an examination of reasonable alternatives to the nonproject action.”  Citizens 
Alliance to Protect Our Wetlands v. City of Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356, 366 (1995). In Blair et. al. v. 
City of Monroe, CPSMHB 14-3-0006c, Final Decision and Order (Sept. 19, 2014), the Central 
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Puget Sound Regional Growth Management Hearings Board considered the scope of review 
under WAC 197-11-442(4). There the Board found that the City of Monroe had failed to 
adequately comply with SEPA review requirements (SEPA is to function “as an environmental 
full disclosure law,” Blair at 22.  “[t]he range of alternatives considered in an EIS must be 
sufficient to permit a reasoned choice.” SWAP v. Okanogan County, 66 Wn. App. 439, 444 
(1992). 

Thus, both NEPA and the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) require 
consideration of all reasonable alternatives.  Under both laws an EIS must include a detailed 
statement and analysis of all “reasonable alternatives” to the proposed action. This SDEIS fails 
this test. 

Finally, it should be noted that the severely restricted alternatives analysis in both the 2015 
DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS stem from the fact that the proposed projects are part of a broader 
political compromise solution known as the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan (YBIP) developed by 
the YRBWEP Workgroup (Workgroup).  Because of this, it is not surprising that the Reclamation 
and Ecology did not want to consider other ways to achieve the desired fish enhancements and 
increases in water storage and flows – those options were not part of the mandate of the YBIP. 

Whatever one thinks of the YBIP it is clear that it includes the KKC and KDRPP and does not 
include other alternatives that could meet the same underlying objectives but were not agreed 
upon by the Workgroup in the YBIP.  Reclamation and Ecology’s inclusion of other public 
officials and stakeholders interested in and affected by Yakima Basin water shortage problems 
is perhaps laudable. It does not, however, relieve either agency from complying with the 
statutory requirements of state and federal law. 

They SDEIS takes this predetermination even further by inviting a new proposal by Roza (the 
floating pumping plant) and names it the “Proposed Action” and includes Roza as a “Project 
Proponent”.  This means that in effect there are only two alternatives the floating pumping 
plant or no action.   

Key Questions for Reclamation and Ecology 

Why were more alternatives not considered? 

Are the alternatives considered actually real alternatives or are Alternative 4 and the no action 
alternative really the only alternatives? 

Why wasn’t water conservation explicitly considered as an alternative? 

Why was Kecheelus not evaluated for a drought relief pumping plant with a canal or pipeline 
diversion directly from Kecheelus to Easton?  This alternative would accomplish the same 
objectives in a significantly less environmentally harmful and dramatically less costly manner. 
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Why were alternative storage locations not considered? 

Fatal Flaw #6 - All of the Alternatives Except the No Action Alternative Violate the 
Endangered Species Act 

All alternatives except, no action, violate the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  As the Supreme 
Court articulated in the landmark ESA case TVA v. Hill: 

It may seem curious to some that the survival of a relatively small number of three-inch fish 
among all the countless millions of species extant would require the permanent halting of a 
virtually completed dam for which Congress has expended more than $100 million. . . . We 
conclude, however, that the explicit provisions of the Endangered Species Act require precisely 
that result.”   “One would be hard pressed to find a statutory provision whose terms were any 
plainer than those in § 7 of the Endangered Species Act. . . . The language admits of no 
exceptions. TVA v. Hill  

The DEIS admits in multiple locations that the draining of Lake Kachess will lead to the killing of 
listed Bull Trout.  Killing of listed Bull Trout is illegal without an incidental take permit (ITP) 
which requires a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  There has been no discussion of a HCP or ITP 
in this setting. 

As the SDEIS states: 

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

This means that the Bull Trout cannot migrate to their spawning grounds which is obviously 
“take” under the ESA and jeopardizes the species continued existence. 

The plan attempts to mitigate for this damage to Bull Trout by proposing an untested and 
speculative Volitional Fish Passage Project. The Bull Trout Volitional Passage project is 
described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9.  The “steep slope conditions” between Big Kachess Lake and 
Little Kachess Lake will occur when the water level is approximately 2,208 elevation and the 
pumping operation begins.  These “steep slope” conditions will occur an additional 6,225 days if 
KDRPP-FPP is installed, this will mean 34 additional years (out of 90 modeled), and an average 
of 183 days a year, when Bull Trout Passage will be completely dependent on the Volitional 
Passage. 
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In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 – 2008) the pump…and 
therefore the channel…will be in continuous operation.  Eight years of steep slope conditions, 
requiring 8 years of Bull Trout dependence on the volitional passage, represents 2-3 spawning 
cycles. In other words, the entire population of Lake Kachess Bull Trout will be destroyed if 
the volitional passage is not effective. No evidence is provided that the volitional passage is 
effective, has been demonstrated in other Bull Trout population support activities, has 
completed a “proof of concept” test, or is in any way assured to be successful to preventing 
destruction of the Lake Kachess Bull Trout population. 

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

To make matters worse, the Bull Trout Enhancement plan seems to allow killing the population 
in Kachess (dredging a channel between big and little Kachess but ignoring the side stream Box 
Creek where the trout actually are) but mitigating with improved populations elsewhere.  P1-13 
notes “While bull trout enhancement was included in the DEIS, specific BTE projects are not 
included in the Proposed Action, therefore not carried forward as part of this SDEIS.”    

What fraction of the resident endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess is estimated 
will be killed under the Proposed Alternative and all the action alternatives? 

This is simply not how the ESA works.  Here we have a known major impact on listed species 
and an unproven, speculative, and at best limited technological proposal minimize some 
unknown percentage of the negative impact. 

The No Action Alternative is the only legal alternative and should be selected. 

Fatal Flaw # 7 Failure to Consult under The Endangered Species Act 

In addition to the massive substantive impacts that will undeniably impact Bull Trout and 
Spotted Owls, Reclamation has inexplicably disregarded the Federal Agency process mandated 
under the ESA. Section 7 of the ESA requires federal agencies to consult with either the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service to ensure that any action 
authorized or carried out by the agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
any endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
critical habitat of the species. ESA § 7, 16 U.S.C. § 1536.  This process requires the Services to 
prepare a biological opinion that includes a finding as to whether the proposed action is likely 
to jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered or threatened species or its habitat. 50 
C.F.R. § 402.14. 
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Although the current SDEIS acknowledges repeatedly that there will be substantial negative 
impacts to ESA listed species including Bull Trout and the Northern Spotted Owl (among others) 
and the habitat of these species, it fails to quantify those impacts adequately.  This failure 
stems from the fact that the Reclamation has not initiated a Section 7 Consultation under the 
ESA.  The SDEIS does state that such a Consultation will occur in the future but the lack of a 
concrete understanding of the impacts on listed species makes the selection of a preferred 
alternative arbitrary and capricious.   It is exactly of this reason that both the NEPA and ESA 
regulations encourage simultaneous NEPA review and ESA Section 7 consultations.  

In fact, Reclamation’s own NEPA regulations state: 

NEPA activities should be coordinated with other environmental requirements so that their 
requirements are, when possible, met concurrently rather than consecutively. This specifically 
includes FWCA, CWA, NHPA, ESA, and other environmental review laws and Executive orders. P 
3-10, 3-11. (emphasis added). 

The NEPA Guidelines state further: 

To the fullest extent possible, agencies shall prepare draft environmental impact statements 
concurrently with and integrated with environmental impact analyses and related surveys and 
studies required by...the Endangered Species Act....” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25. (emphasis added). 

The “studies” required by section 7 are those needed for consultation on any federal action 
that may affect ESA-listed species. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(b), (c). 

ESA section 7(c) states that the action agency's biological assessment, a precursor to a 
biological opinion, “may be undertaken as part of a Federal agency's compliance with the 
requirements of Section 102 of the [NEPA].” 16 U.S.C § 1536(c)(1).  Again, what is plainly 
intended is that the action agency's consultation duties regarding its proposed action may be 
coordinated with its NEPA review of that action.  Similarly, FWS's regulations regarding section 
7 state: “consultation ...procedures under section 7 may be consolidated with interagency 
cooperation procedures required by other statutes, such as [NEPA].” 50 C.F.R. § 402.06. 

Again, Reclamation’s own NEPA regulations state: 

Special attention should be given to the integration of NEPA and the ESA. Section 7(a)(2) of the 
ESA requires consultation with the Service and/or NOAA-NMFS for any Reclamation action 
which may affect a species federally listed as threatened or endangered (listed species). This 
consultation process may result in the Service and/or NOAA-NMFS issuing a biological opinion 
containing actions to be undertaken to avoid jeopardizing a species or to reduce the level of 
take associated with the proposed action. Reclamation shall, to the fullest extent possible, 
integrate ESA and NEPA analyses and schedules.” (Bureau of Reclamation’s NEPA Handbook 
Section 3.15.1) (emphasis added). 
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The failure to consult is especially troubling because this is the second time that Reclamation 
has failed to conduct an ESA consultation.  The first time came in the Programmatic EIS for the 
entire YRBIP process.  In that document Reclamation stated: 

Reclamation has concluded that consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is 
not required at this time because preparation of the PEIS and selection of a preferred alternative 
would have no effect on listed species in the action area. Reclamation has discussed this 
conclusion with both the Service and NMFS, and neither agency found any fault with 
Reclamation’s reasoning which led to the no effect determination. See Appendix G for a 
summary of the correspondence. Consultation would be conducted for individual projects that 
may affect listed species or critical habitat and that Reclamation would fund, authorize, and/or 
carry out under the Integrated Plan in the future.” PEIS 6.2.2. 

Reclamation’s failure to consult with USFWS and NOAA is inexcusable and has led to an 
incomplete evaluation of the true impacts on endangered species and potential mitigation for 
these impacts.   

Key Questions for Reclamation and Ecology 

Why wasn’t a Section 7 consultation completed before the DEIS was published? 

Why wasn’t a Section 7 Consultation completed before the SDEIS was published? 

How does Reclamation believe it meets its own NEPA regulations or the CEQ regulations 
regarding threatened and endangered species? 

How can the NEPA decision maker or the public fully understand the impacts on listed species 
without input from the ESA expert agencies USFWS and NOAA? 

Given that Reclamation and the USFWS are both part of the Department of Interior how can the 
lack of a Section 7 consultation be justified? 

How can Reclamation contend that there is “no effect on listed species” in the PEIS and then 
acknowledge there will be significant effects upon listed species and habitat in the SDEIS. 

Fatal Flaw # 7 – The DEIS repeatedly relies on vague and hypothetical mitigation measures 

One essential ingredient of an EIS is to identify adverse environmental impacts and then discuss 
the steps that will be taken to mitigate unavoidable adverse environmental consequences.  The 
projects evaluated in the DEIS have numerous environmental consequences that will require 
extensive mitigation.  The requirement that an EIS contain a detailed discussion of possible 
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mitigation measures flows both from the language of the NEPA and, more expressly, from 
CEQ's implementing regulations for NEPA.  

Implicit in NEPA's demand that an agency prepare a detailed statement on “any adverse 
environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented,” 42 
U.S.C. § 4332(C)(ii), is an understanding that the EIS will discuss the extent to which adverse 
effects can be avoided and mitigated for. See D. Mandelker, NEPA Law and Litigation § 10:38 
(1984). 

The Supreme Court considered the duty to mitigate under NEPA in Robertson v. Methow Valley 
Citizens Council (109 S.Ct. 1835). In that case the plaintiffs challenged a Forest Service permit 
for a ski resort in a national forest.  The Court held that the requirement that an agency discuss 
mitigation measures is implicit in “NEPA's demand” and CEQ regulations. The omission of a 
“reasonably complete discussion” of mitigation measures would undermine NEPA's action-
forcing functions.  Without such a discussion, the Court added, neither the agency nor other 
interested groups or individuals, could properly evaluate the severity of the adverse effects of 
the action.  That is exactly the problem with this SDEIS. 

On January 14, 2011, the White House Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) finalized 
guidance entitled “Appropriate Use of Mitigation and Monitoring and Clarifying the Appropriate 
Use of Mitigated Findings of No Significant Impact.” The guidance is intended to make federal 
agencies more accountable for mitigation measures that they identify in conducting National 
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) reviews of proposed actions. 

CEQ seeks better implementation of mitigation commitments by making them express, 
measurable, and viable.  According to CEQ, NEPA and decision documents should “carefully 
specif[y]” any relied-upon mitigation “in terms of measurable performance standards or 
expected results, so as to establish clear performance expectations.”  CEQ also asks agencies to 
disclose and assess potential funding shortfalls upfront in the NEPA analysis and explore 
adaptive management or specific mitigation alternatives if the selected mitigation does not 
succeed. 

The proposed mitigation in the SDEIS doesn’t even come close to meeting this standard.  The 
mitigation proposed in the current SDEIS is far too general and hypothetical, and even 
undermines the mitigation already being implemented by WSDOT under the Interstate 90 FEIS. 
Therefore, it fails to meet the NEPA/SEPA threshold to provide the decision maker or the public 
with a full understanding of the environmental consequences of any of the alternatives under 
consideration and to 

As noted above one glaring example centers around Bull Trout, a threatened species in Lake 
Kachess.  The plan calls for reducing the level of the lake by an additional 82.75 vertical feet.  
This draw down will prevent the fish from spawning in Box Canyon by creating an 82 ft high cliff 
impediment.  Yet, there is no plan to mitigate this loss of habitat and reduction in population of 
the threatened species.  The Gold Creek bull trout are distinct from Lake Kachess Bull Trout. 
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Over 5 miles, 2 dam structures, and Kecheelus Ridge separate the populations.  Therefore, the 
Gold Creek bull trout mitigation plan cannot affect the Lake Kachess bull trout population.  

Therefore, the proposed mitigation plan, which only affects Lake Kecheelus, cannot mitigate 
this loss.  The DEIS alludes to vague considerations for mitigation of bull trout habitat 
destruction and population decline, but does not provide definitive or even viable proposals 
with cost estimates, which is particularly important in this case because the harmful effects are 
so dramatic and potentially impossible to mitigate such as 82’ cliffs in spawning gateways. 

In another example, the SDEIS accurately states the Kachess Lake aquifer will be depleted and 
private wells may be compromised or fail entirely ( DEIS 1-19).  The only accommodation will be 
for “…Reclamation to develop appropriate mitigation strategies” if water levels and wells are 
adversely impacted.  This we will figure it out later approach which permeates much of the 
SDEIS is simply inadequate under NEPA and SEPA and supporting regualtions. The DEIS does 
not provide any indication of what mitigation efforts would be considered or appropriate.  It is 
essential that these mitigation efforts be identified in advance, the likelihood of their need to 
be implemented also identified in advance, and that these estimates be quantitative, based 
upon scientific evidence.  

Forest and Wetlands Will Be Impacted 

The vegetation and wetlands (Page 2-70) and densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will, 
according to the SDEIS suffer with reduced water levels in Lake Kachess.  This will mean 
stressed trees and other foliage in a single drought year, and in multiple years of pump 
operation dead trees due to lack of water and insect vulnerability.  The Snoqualmie Pass Fire 
and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility fire and emergency medical services in the 
Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas.  This state agency has repeatedly raised concerns 
about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced capacity to suppress fires (due to lowering of the 
lake and removal of a source of water for firefighting), the increased incidence of accidents and 
injuries due to construction activity, and need for public education and communication 
strategies necessitated by KDRPP and KKC projects.  Despite numerous and repeated 
expressions of concern and requests to meet with the responsible Fire Departments, 
Reclamation has ignored and rejected these requests.  This is a clear violation of the NEPA and 
SEPA process and renders the current SDEIS incomplete and unacceptable.   

14 

Private Wells Will Be Dewatered 

The negative impact of lowering the water level of Lake Kachess on private wells (ES-xi) is 
documented, with the conclusion that significant numbers of wells will be “dewatered.”  It is 
unacceptable to tell citizens that their water supply will likely disappear, and then offer a 
remedy of “monitor and mitigate.”  Well failures (“dewatering”) will likely occur in 
October/November when Lake Kachess is at its lowest level, this is also shortly before snow 
arrives and access to homesites becomes difficult.   The possibility of losing water at this time, 
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without an in-place action plan for making homeowners whole, is unacceptable.  A 
comprehensive strategy composed of proven techniques that can be implemented 
immediately upon need is required in this SDEIS.  We ask that this comprehensive strategy, its 
details, costs, and operational features, be described in detail, and citizens be provided with 
this information along with an appropriate comment period, prior to issuing a FDEIS or ROD. 

Federal Campground Will Be Ruined 

The impact on 23,000 annual visitors and 11,000 annual boaters at USFS Lake Kachess 
Campground will be devastating.  Page 2-6 indicates the lake could be drawn down 80 feet “as 
early as June in severe drought years.”   [NOTE:  The campground typically opens on Memorial 
Day Weekend…June 1.] In other words, the campground would not open, possibly for a 
number of years. To date there has been no effort at communicating with the individuals, 
families, and organizations that use this campground, some with decades of continuous annual 
use. The possibility of drastically reduced access to this treasured recreational facility has never 
been communicated to its users, let alone the possibility that it would close and not re-open for 
a year or more.  The impact on USFS Lake Kachess Campground is but one, but a very 
important example of the need for a different and better approach.  We ask that the past users 
of USFS Lake Kachess Campground be pro-actively contacted and informed of the potential 
impact on Lake Kachess, and that they be provided an opportunity for public comment.  It is 
clear the current SDEIS has failed to accomplish this essential public information obligation, and 
that a subsequent SDEIS correct this failure. 

The current SDEIS precludes public comment on specific mitigation measures and by extension 
does not allow the public or the NEPA/SEPA decision maker to truly understand the 
implications of the proposed action.  That is a violation of SEPA and NEPA. 
How can the SDEIS propose to “take” a Federal camp ground to begin with? 

How can the USFS allow this without a thorough mitigation plan? 

Why is the USFS a “cooperating agency” when the action will ruin their own campground. 

Fatal Flaw # 8 – The Alternatives Violate Water Law Generally and the Yakima Allocation 
Specifically 

Although the SDEIS acknowledges the proper law regarding rights to water in the Yakima basin 
it proposes to violate that law directly. 

The following water entitlements in the Yakima River basin include senior water rights, 
proratable water rights, and junior water rights: 

• Senior water rights (referred to as nonproratable) existed prior to the development of the 
Yakima Project, and are served in the order of their priority dates; they have precedence over 
proratable and junior rights. 
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• Proratable water rights share the priority date that the United States obtained for the Yakima 
Project. Proratable entitlements share equal priority, as they have a common priority date, and 
their water deliveries are subject to proration (reduced proportionately) in years when the 
water supply is insufficient to meet demand based on the court doctrine of Total Water Supply 
Available (TWSA). TWSA is estimated by Reclamation annually based on forecasted runoff, 
forecasted return flows, and storage contents. 

• Junior water rights were established after the Yakima Project, and have priority dates after 
May 10, 1905. When there is insufficient water, the first deliveries to be curtailed are those with 
junior water rights in the order of their priority dates. (Section 1.2.1) 

Many property owners on the east side of Lake Kachess have senior water rights for their wells.  
According to the SDEIS, these wells will run dry if the lake is pumped down. 

How is it possible that prorated junior water rights holders of the Roza irrigation district can 
dewater those Kachess wells which have senior water rights? The answer: it is not possible as 
it is flatly illegal. 

How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000 acre-ft of water currently stored 
by Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer available once Lake Kachess water 
level is lowered below the outlet to its dam? 

Who will pay to provide senior water rights holders with the water they have a right to? 

How will it affect the senior water rights holders’ own farming operations and/or enjoyment of 
their property? 

How can the Bureau and Ecology allow a taking of private rights where: 

1) the recipient of the taking is a private, not public entity, 
2) no condemnation has occurred, 
3) no compensation is contemplated 
4) owners of the rights have been denied due process? 

Conclusion 

This project should not happen because it is a bad idea and has massive negative impacts on 
natural resources and the local community.  This project will not happen because it is flatly 
illegal.  As was noted earlier, the draining lake Kachess by 80 feet to supply water to proratable 
irrigators is a component if the Integrated Plan.  The problem is that as part of the Integrated 
Plan it simply cannot survive the NEPA and SEPA requirements to evaluate a reasonable range 
of alternatives (not to mention the direct impact on ESA listed species).  Essentially, 
Reclamation and Ecology are caught on the horns of a dilemma.  If they do not implement the 
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Kachess Pumping Plant project they are not implementing the Integrated Plan and if they do 
attempt to implement the Kachess Pumping Plant project they are violating NEPA, SEPA, and 
the ESA and are not acting in the public interest. 

As was noted earlier, it is important to distinguish between the Integrated Plan as a political 
compromise document, and the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement as an 
environmental compliance and disclosure document. The Integrated Plan was determined as a 
politically appropriate synthesis of programs, taking into account the political positions of the 
state and federal agencies, counties and tribal representatives in the planning process 
organized by Ecology and Reclamation. There is no legal requirement that all viable alternatives 
be considered in a political planning process. There is, however, a legal requirement that all 
viable alternatives be considered in an environmental compliance and disclosure document 
required by the National Environmental Policy Act and Washington State’s Environmental Policy 
Act. 

The advice provided to Reclamation and Ecology by the YRBWEP Workgroup does not supplant 
the requirement that Reclamation and Ecology themselves consider environmental alternatives 
when making decisions about major actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
environment. Reclamation and Ecology may not delegate that decision-making authority to 
others, or accept a workgroup recommendation without comparing that recommendation 
against other alternative courses of action.  That delegation, however, is exactly what 
Reclamation and Ecology did in the 2015 DEIS and have done again in this 2018 SDEIS. This 
level of “predetermination” and failure to independently evaluate reasonable alternatives to 
the Kachess Pumping Plant Project contained in the Integrated Plan leads to a “black letter law” 
violation of NEPA and SEPA is fatal to both 2015 DEIS and the 2018 SDEIS. 

Ultimately the Kachess Pumping Plant project is doomed because there is no way for it to 
comply with the most basic provisions of Federal and State environmental laws.   
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HALVERSON NORTHWEST 
LAW ROUP 

.Ju ly9 2018 

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

Bureau of Reclamation Columbia-Cascades Area Office 
Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley Envirotm1ental Program Manager 
l 917 Marsh Rd. 
Yakima WA 98901-2058 

Raymond G, Alexander 
J_ Jay Carroll 

Alan �-Campbell++ 
Paul C. Dempsey

James s_ Elliott 
Yuridla Equihua 
Robert N Faber 
F. Joe Falk, Jr,+ 

Mark E. Fickes 
Carter L. Fjeld 

Breit N. Goodman 
Frederick N. ffalverson+ 

Lawrence E. Martin• 
Terry C, SG!lmalz+ 

ltnda A. Sellers 
Michael f _ Sh nn 

Juliana M. Van Wingerden 
Stephen R. Winfree+ 

'Also OR Bar Member 
' "Also Stare Bar of CA Member 

+Of Counsel 
++Re/ired 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

This comment letter is sent on behalf of the following entities (collectively 'Irrigation Providers'') 
entities and in connection with the above-referenced Supplemental Draft Environmental [mpact 

tatement ("SDEIS ): 

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

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

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

--------------------------- -halversonNW.com 
HALVERSON I NORTHWEST LAW GROUP P.C. 1 
Yakima Office: 405 E. Lincoln Avenue I PO Bo :12550 I Yakima, WA 98907 I p) 509.i48.6030 I f) 509.453.6880 

Sunnyside Office: 9ro Franklin Avenue, Suite 1 I PO Box 210 I Sunnyside, WA 98944 I p) 509.837.5302 I f) 509.837.2465 

� 1 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-328



July 9, 2018 
Page 2 

rights including deliveries for subsequent years · nor increase the cost to the respective lnigation 
Providers from additional Reclamation operations. 

lt is the lnigation Providers ' understanding not only from Lhe draft DEl , but from 
corn1m111ications from R clamation and other parties that the putnp station and pipeline will be 
operated in such a manner as to not adversely affect the abi lity of other water right holders to 
access and use their historic water rights. Any costs for these operations will be borne by Roza 
Irrigation District and others who are direct beneficiaries of the new reservoir operations. 

We request that Rec.lamation and others involved with the proposal keep the llTigation Providers 
advised of details of the proposed plan, including definitive operational plans. Sin e the 
operational plan is not pari. of the SDEIS, the Irrigation Providers request the opportunity to 
comment and participate on the plan as it is being developed to ensure the operational costs do not 
adversely impact the lrrigatioo Providers. 

We thank you in advance for your attention and the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely 

La wreuce E. M rtin 

Ha in I orthwestLaw Group P.C. 
A uf t:.t;or: 

unnyside Valley Jrrigation District (SVID) 
Yakima-Tieton lrrigation District (YTTO) 
Selah-Moxee Irrigation District (SMID) 
Naches-Selah irrigation District (NSlD) 
West Side [rrigating Company (WSIC) 
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Rhondda Dietrich, Legal Assistant   

      direct. 509.577.7803   fax. 509.453.6880   
      halversonNW.com 

 Rhondda Dietrich   
 Monday, July 9, 2018 3:51 PM  

 ' kkbt@usbr.gov  <kkbt@usbr.gov>  
 Larry Martin <lmartin@hnw.law>  

 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement-Kachess Drought Relief Pumping 
Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance 
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      Rhondda Dietrich, Legal Assistant   
  

      p. 509.248.6030   f. 509.453.6880   
      rdietrich@hnw.law   
  

      405 E. Lincoln Avenue, Yakima, WA 98901   
      halversonNW.com 

*My work hours are Monday through Friday from 7:30 AM to 4:00 PM* 

  

Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this email and any accompanying attachment(s) are intended only for 
the use of the intended recipient and may be confidential and/or privileged. If any reader of this communication is not the 

intended recipient, unauthorized use, disclosure or copying is strictly prohibited, and may be unlawful. If you have 

received this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender by return email, and delete the original 
message and all copies from your system. Thank you. 

Halverson Northwest Law Group P.C. 
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HALVERSON NORTHWEST 
LAW GROUP 

JuJy 11 , 2018 

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

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

Raymond G. Alexander 
J. Jay Carroll 

Alan D. Campbell++ 
Paul C. Dempsey·· 

James S. Ell iott 
Yuridia Equihua 
Robert N. Faber 
F Joe Falk, Jr.+ 

Mark E. Fickes 
Carter L Fjeld 

Brett N. Goooman 
Frederick N. Halverson+ 

Lawrence. E. Martin" 
Teny C. Schmalz+ 

Linda A. Sellers 
Michael F _ Shinn 

Juliana M Van Wlngerden 
S1ephen R, Winfree+ 

"Also OR Bar Member 
.. Also State Bar of CA Member 

+Of Counsel 
++Retired 

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

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

I am sending this letter on behalf of Ellensburg Water Company(' EWC ) in regards to tbe above 
referenced Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (' SDEIS '). Ellensburg Water 
Company has reviewed the SDEIS and joins in with the comments and letter dated July 9, 2018, 
which was sent on behalf of other Irrigation Providers in the Yakima Basin (SVID, YTID, SMJD 
NSID, and WSIC). 

Ellensburg Water Company is a senior water right holder in the Yakima Basin and supports the 
proposed plan outlined in the SDEIS, with the understanding that the proposed actions will not 
adversely affect Ellensburg Water Company 's ability to fully use their existing water rights. 

I thank you for your attention and the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

verson I Northwest Law Group P.C. 
Attorneys for: 
Ellen burg Water Company (EWC) 

cc: Ellensburg Water Company 

g llem\J\c~u•ll:cechclus~cm dran lt r 10 hor re ,up~lcmem,1 dmfl cis 7• 11·1 (ewo) doc, 
711 1/2018 11 .;•mrmd 

---------------------------- halversonNW.com 
HALVERSON I NORTHWEST LAW GROUP P.C. I 
Yakima Office: 405 E. Lincoln Avenue I PO Box 22550 I Yakima, WA 98907 I p) 509.248.6030 I f) 509.453 ,6880 

Sunnyside Office: 910 Franklin Ave1me1 Suite c I PO Box 2ro I Sunnyside, WA.98944 I p) 509.837.5302 I f) 509.837,2465 
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Comment Letter 226 

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

[EXTERNAL] KDRPP and KKC SDEIS 
1 message 

Emilie Blevins <emilie.blevins@xerces.org> Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 4:08 PM 
To: kkbt@usbr.gov 
Cc: Sarina Jepsen <sarina.jepsen@xerces.org> 

Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager 

Ms. McKinley, 
I have attached comments from the Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation with regards to 
the KDRPP and KKC SDEIS Comment Period. Please do not hesitate to be in touch should you 
have any questions. 
Best, 
Emilie 

Emilie Blevins 
Conservation Biologist 
Endangered Species Program 
Tel: (503) 232-6639 ext. 124 

Protecting the Life that Sustains Us 

Stay in touch: xerces.org Xerces blog E-newsletter Facebook Twitter      Instag 
ram 

Xerces_SDEIS_LakeKachess.pdf 
114K 
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Comment Letter 226 

Attn: Ms. Candace McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
US Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901 

Re: Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir 
Conveyance Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Ms. McKinley, 

In response to the public comment period for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and 
Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir Conveyance SDEIS, the Xerces Society for Invertebrate 
Conservation would like to provide the agency with information on species of native shellfish 
(freshwater mussels) found within the proposed project site. 

Native species of freshwater mussels are important members of the aquatic community in 
Washington’s rivers, lakes, and streams. They provide valuable ecosystem services; as filter-
feeders, they can substantially improve water quality and clarity. Mussels also support and 
improve fish habitat and are a valuable food source for other species. Freshwater mussels are 
relatively long-lived (reaching 10-100 years of age) and generally sessile. Activities that harm 
freshwater mussel beds or habitat (which includes many perennial aquatic ecosystems) may 
require years for recolonization and recovery to pre-impact abundance. Unfortunately, 
freshwater mussels are also among the most imperiled species globally. Recent research by 
Xerces Society staff and coauthors1 has shown that western species like the western pearlshell, 
western ridged mussel, and floaters are declining in distribution. For example, our analysis 
indicated that Oregon and western floaters have declined in distribution by 26%. 

The Xerces Society, in partnership with the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation, maintains a database of freshwater mussel records for western North America. This 
database includes records for three species of freshwater mussel reported from the area: the 
Oregon floater and western floater (from Lake Kachess), and the western pearlshell (from an 
unspecified area near but east of the lake). 

Species such as the Oregon floater and western floater can reach high densities in aquatic 
habitat, particularly along banks and shorelines where softer sediments accumulate. For 
example, one study reported finding as many as ~275 mussels/m2. These animals are impacted 
by drawdown and dewatering of habitat, particularly because mussels have poor ability to track 
rapidly declining water levels and because preferred habitat or suitable environmental 

1 Blevins, E., S. Jepsen, J. Brim Box, D. Nez, J. Howard, A. Maine, and C. O’Brien. 2017. Extinction risk of 
western North American freshwater mussels: Anodonta nuttalliana, the Anodonta oregonensis/kennerlyi 
clade, Gonidea angulata, and Margaritifera falcata. Freshwater Mollusk Biology and Conservation 20:71– 
88. 
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conditions may not occur at depths that remain inundated following drawdown. Floater mussels 
are likely to occur at high density in parts of the project area based on citizen observations of 
“hundreds” of dead mussels visible on exposed shores following past drawdowns. 

Western pearlshell can also reach high densities in perennial rivers and streams, with estimates 
as high as 400 mussels/m2 reported in one Oregon river. This species is similarly impacted by 
declining water levels, as well as reduced connectivity of aquatic habitat because the species 
depends upon the presence of salmon or trout (including, potentially, Bull Trout, based on a 
field observation) to complete metamorphosis from a larval to juvenile stage. If water 
management reduces connectivity of habitat or alters fish use of habitat, it may also impact 
recruitment and health of western pearlshell populations. The exact location of western 
pearlshell reported near Lake Kachess is unknown, but the species could occur in perennial 
streams that are currently connected to the lake. 

Although western freshwater mussels are neither state nor federally listed as endangered or 
threatened, the western pearlshell has been identified as a Washington state “Species of 
Greatest Conservation Need” in the 2015 State Wildlife Action Plan. Additionally, the 
Washington Administrative Code [WAC 220-660-030 (30) and WAC 220-660-030 (55)] refers to 
shellfish (inclusive of freshwater shellfish) under definitions for fish life and habitats essential to 
fish life. Further, WAC 220-660-100 (2a-b), in discussion of “Fish life concerns” refers to shellfish 
and the potential for damage to shellfish and their habitat. Under WAC 220-660-050 (2) 
regarding “Fish life concerns”, “HPAs [Hydraulic Project Approvals] help ensure construction and 
other work is done in a manner that protects fish life.” 

Freshwater mussels known to occur within the project area are not addressed in the current 
Supplemental Draft EIS, yet drawdown activities will likely result in impacts to existing mussel 
beds [see review in Blevins, E., L. McMullen, S. Jepsen, M. Blackburn., A. Code, and S. H. Black. 
2017. Conserving the Gems of Our Waters: Best Management Practices for Protecting Native 
Western Freshwater Mussels During Aquatic and Riparian Restoration, Construction, and Land 
Management Projects and Activities. 108 pp. Portland, OR: The Xerces Society for Invertebrate 
Conservation. (Available online at https://xerces.org/conserving-the-gems-of-our-waters/)]. 

Freshwater mussels and the potential for impacts should be discussed and incorporated into the 
final SEIS, as well as into existing management decisions related to the lake to ensure that 
mussel populations are not extirpated from Lake Kachess or connected waterbodies. Should an 
HPA be issued for this or any future project at Lake Kachess, impacts to freshwater mussels 
should also be addressed and mitigated for to ensure that freshwater mussels and the benefits 
that they provide the lake and downstream waters are maintained. 

Respectfully, 

Emilie Blevins, MS 
Freshwater Mussel Lead, Conservation Biologist 
Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation 
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Comment Letter 227 

 

 
  

1 message 

<wmcdermott@americanrivers.org> Wed, Jul 11, 2018 at 5:09 PM 
To: "kkbt@usbr.gov" <kkbt@usbr.gov> 

Hello, 

Please find attached joint comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Conveyance 
prepared and submitted by American Rivers, Trout Unlimited, and The Wilderness Society. 

Thank you, 

Wendy 

Wendy D. McDermott 

Director, Rivers of Puget Sound-Columbia Basin 

P.O. Box 1234 

Bellingham, WA 98227 

206-213-0330 ext. 1 

www.AmericanRivers.org 

Instagram I Facebook I Twitter 

Take action for America’s Most Endangered Rivers® of 2018: www.AmericanRivers.org/ 
MostEndangeredRivers 
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Comment Letter 227 

July 11, 2018 

Candace McKinley, Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation, Columbia Cascades Area office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Ms. Danielle Squeochs, PhD, LHg, PE 
Technical Projects Manager 
Washington Department of Ecology  
1250 West Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA 98903 

Submitted via email to kkbt@usbr.gov 

 
 

 

Dear Ms. McKinley and Ms. Squeochs: 

Please accept this letter as the joint comments of American Rivers, Trout Unlimited, and 
The Wilderness Society on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(SDEIS) for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus Reservoir-
to-Kachess Conveyance (KKC). 

In the Yakima River basin, our organizations have worked with government at all levels, 
the Yakama Nation, irrigation districts and a variety of other interests to address 
ecosystem restoration, fishery improvements, and water supply, all under conditions of 
current and anticipated climate variability. We agree on actions that will make the 
agricultural economy more reliable, build the growing recreational economy, restore 
ecosystems and a healthy fishery, and address long-standing commitments made to the 
Yakama Nation. The result is the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource 
Management Plan (Integrated Plan), a phased, multi-decade plan that lays out a suite of 
solutions to complex problems. 

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

We are submitting comments on the KDRPP-KKC SDEIS to respond to changes since the 
2015 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and to the Proposed Action and 
alternatives. Such changes include an alternative for a floating pumping, development 
of the Bull Trout Enhancement Memorandum of Understanding (BTEMOU), and a 
proposal for volitional bull trout passage at the Narrows in Kachess Reservoir. 

In March 2015, American Rivers, Trout Unlimited and The Wilderness Society submitted 
comments on the DEIS. At the time, we supported both the KDRPP south pumping plant 
and KKC projects because of the potential for these projects to contribute to improving 
water supplies and fisheries. We withdraw our previous support of a land-based 
pumping project and instead support the SDEIS’ Proposed Action (Alternative 4), 
installation of a floating pumping plant that would discharge to the existing outlet 
channel, minimizing shoreline habitat disruption during both construction and 
operation. 

We also withdraw previous support the Keechelus Reservoir-to-Kachess Reservoir 
Conveyance as a standalone project or as a component of the KDRPP alternatives. While 
this structure is intended to allow unassisted (gravity flow) transport of water from 
Keechelus Reservoir to refill Kachess Reservoir following its drawdown and to reduce 
summer high flow conditions in the upper Yakima River, its benefits are not sufficient for 
these purposes at this time.  In the absence of facilitating adequate delivery of water to 
refill Kachess Reservoir, the KKC does not adequately contribute to meeting water 
supply goals or maintaining suitable reservoir habitat (as dictated by water levels). The 
KKC will alter flows downstream of the Keechelus Dam, which benefit the rearing and 
spawning of salmonids in the Yakima River, but the costs and uncertainties of the 
project are too great. We agree with Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and 
Department of Ecology (Ecology) in their stated need for continued analysis of the KKC 
for other costs and benefits. 

In our March 2015 letter, we also supported the associated Bull Trout Enhancement 
(BTE) framework, believing that it is necessary not only for mitigating the impacts of 
KDRPP/KKC but also meeting broader bull trout restoration goals in the Yakima Basin. 
We continue to strongly support the BTE actions described in Appendix C of the SDEIS 
and the implementation of the BTEMOU (Appendix A). 
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While our organizations support the SDEIS’ Proposed Action, we offer the following 5 
comments for improving the analyses and information presented in the SDEIS and 
request that the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision 
address these issues: 

General Comments: 
6   KDRPP is a water supply project, not a project designed to improve 

environmental conditions in the Yakima River Basin. It is, however, part and 
parcel of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan which provides significant 
environmental and other benefits for the Yakima Basin. As a water supply 
project, project design, elements and mitigation should ensure that it will not 
make environmental conditions worse, specifically for bull trout, steelhead and 
salmon. 

  The SDEIS lays out mitigation actions, but does not provide a commitment to 
undertake these mitigation measures nor does it specify what agency will be 
responsible for implementation.  Section 2.3.6 of the SDEIS states: “Final 
decisions on who is responsible for implementing mitigating measures and/or 
reporting on them will be described in either the FEIS or ROD.”  In the FEIS or 
ROD, we request that: 

o  The mitigation measures be clearly identified and described with enough 
specificity that it will be possible to tell that they have been 
implemented; 

o  Mitigation measures be based on performance standards; 
o  Commitment to implementation is specified; and  
o  The party responsible for implementing and/or reporting on the 

measures be identified. 

7 

  Given that the KDRPP project is nestled within Reclamation’s multi-reservoir 
8 Yakima Project1, it will not be operated in a vacuum. However, the SDEIS does 

not provide a full description of how the KDRPP project will be integrated into 
the reservoir operations, water deliveries, and instream flow targets and 
obligations.  How KDRPP will affect water accounting in determining Total Water 
Supply Available (TWSA), what class water year is anticipated, and meeting 
instream flow targets is left as an open question.  While the SDEIS may not be 
the appropriate vehicle for determining answers to these issues, the answers will 
affect the impacts of the project.  Some of the impacts of the project are likely to 
be mitigated or exacerbated by future operations and accounting.  Operational 
issues include: 

o  Many of the impacts of the KDRPP project are a result of the time it may 
take to refill the reservoir after a drought drawdown. To a significant 

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

9 

degree, the time needed for refill depends on the operation of both 
Kachess Reservoir and the other Yakima Project reservoirs. Tuning the 
operations and water deliveries of the Yakima Project as a whole to 
speed refill to at least normal minimum pool, were not examined as part 
of the SDEIS. The FEIS and ROD should consider changes to the Yakima 
Project operations and water delivery that speed refill and reduce 
impacts as mitigation for KDRPP. 

o  Impacts to salmon and steelhead in the Kachess River downstream of the 
reservoir, and to a lesser extent, downstream of its confluence with the 
Yakima River, are dependent on flows released from the reservoir.  In a 
year, or years, following a drought drawdown, operations should not 
make conditions worse for salmon and steelhead, especially for critical 
spring and winter flows.  SDEIS (2-17) includes an important commitment 
to protect spring flows: 

In keeping with the goals of the Integrated Plan, under the 
Proposed Action during Kachess Reservoir refill Reclamation would 
operate the Yakima Project to ensure spring (March through June) 
flows are at least what they would be under current operating 
conditions without KDRPP. Current operating conditions vary by 
year depending on hydrologic conditions. 

This commitment should extend to winter flows, and the accounting for 
how KDRPP may affect year by year operations in meeting this 
commitment should be described. 

Bull Trout 

  Bull trout, which are protected under the Endangered Species Act, in Kachess 
Reservoir are adversely impacted by current reservoir operations, especially 
when the reservoir is drawn down by limiting access to tributary habitat, such as 
Box Canyon Creek, and in passage through the Narrows – the divide between 
historic Big Kachess and Little Kachess Lakes. The KDRPP project will add to the 
existing impacts by increasing the time the reservoir is drawn down.  Issues 
related to bull trout that should be addressed in an FEIS and/or ROD include: 

o  While the SDEIS identifies mitigation measures, it does not provide a 
commitment to those mitigation measures nor does it identify the agency 
responsible for implementation. Commitment and responsible party 
should be identified clearly in the FEIS or ROD. 

11 

o  The Bull Trout Enhancement Memorandum of Understanding is 
referenced in the SDEIS, but which parts of the BTEMOU are to be 
implemented as mitigation is unclear. We recognize that several projects 
within the BTE is outside the Kachess watershed and we support these 
broader measures especially where direct mitigation in Kachess is not 
reasonably achievable. Reclamation and Ecology’s commitment to 
implementing the BTEMOU in its entirety should be explicit. 
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o  Volitional bull trout passage at the Narrows section is a proposed 
mitigation measure in the SDEIS, which we strongly support. Because the 
passage measure is essential mitigation for impacts to bull trout, it should 
be framed as performance standards, rather than simply construction 
actions.  Specifically, construction of a roughened channel at the Narrows 
is appropriate, but the mitigation measure should be passage effective 
for specific life stages, rather than simply construction of a channel that 
may or may not be effective. Similarly, any tributary passage, should 
specify a performance standard. 

o  Bull trout access to habitat in Box Canyon Creek is impeded in low water 
and drought years when Little Kachess is drawn down and impacts will 
likely be greater when KDRPP is fully operational. We were disappointed 
to see that mitigation measures for bull trout access to Box Canyon Creek 
were not included in the range of alternatives in the SDEIS. The FEIS 
should include Box Canyon Creek mitigation measures. 

o  Because construction of the Narrows passage channel is dependent on 
reservoir levels/operation, bull trout could be negatively impacted in the 
years immediately following implementation of the KDRPP (i.e., when the 
reservoir is lowered to address water supply issues, but the passage 
channel has not yet been constructed). Mitigation measures should be 
developed to address impacts during the interim period before 
permanent passage is constructed. 

Steelhead and Salmon 

  Salmon and steelhead in Kachess River downstream of Kachess Reservoir may be 
affected by modified flow, especially in the years when Kachess is refilling after a 
drought drawdown.  The FEIS and ROD should make explicit a commitment that 
flow conditions will not be worse in the Kachess River for salmon and steelhead 
as a result of KDRPP.  The current statement in Section 2-17 applies only to 
spring flow, and should be extended to winter flows as well.  

  Environmental flows at specific points in the Yakima River system are 
determined by the water year class.  How KDRPP will affect a determination of 
water year class, especially in years where Kachess is being refilled after a 
drought drawdown, should be specified. 

Geotechnical Issues 

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

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

17 
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utilized, are there potential slope stability/landslide and erosion impacts to the 18 cont 
newly exposed steep lake shoreline should be known and mitigated for? 

Hydrology and Water Supply 

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

19 

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

Wendy McDermott 
Director, Puget Sound Columbia Basin Programs 
American Rivers 

Lisa Pelly 
Director, Washington Water Project 
Trout Unlimited 

Kitty Craig 
Washington State Deputy Director 
The Wilderness Society 
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1 message 

<Scotttsumner@comcast.net> Thu, Jul 12, 2018 at 10:44 AM 
To: kkbt@usbr.gov 

Please find signed comment from the following Hyak Residents:  
  
Scott Thomas Sumner  
Diane Mary Sumner  
731 Hyak Drive East  
Snoqualmie Pass, WA 98068  
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Comment Letter 228 

 Hyak Property Owner’s Association 

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

   
 

 
   
Dear Ms. McKinley:   
   
Please accept these comments/questions regarding the KDRPP SDEIS on behalf of the Board  
of Directors of the Hyak Home Owners Association (HPOA Board).  The HPOA Board  
represents the home owners association for Hyak Estates located at the base of the Hyak Ski  
Area at Snoqualmie Pass.  The HPOA Board represents an association of over 300 property  
owners within Hyak Estates.  The HPOA Board and the residents of Hyak Estates have a direct  
interest in the KDRPP and KKC projects and the subject SDEIS and have previously provided  
comment on the 2015 DEIS. 

 

1. Alternatives:   The HPOA Board only supports Alternative 1, “No Action” and opposes  1 
all other active alternatives presented in the SDEIS. 

2. Background of Proposed Action: The SDEIS states that the Yakima Basin Integrated Water  
Resource Management Plan (Integrated Plan) includes the following components: 

 Reservoir fish passage 
 Structural and operational changes 
 Surface water storage 
 Groundwater storage 
 Habitat/watershed protection and enhancement 
 Enhanced water conservation 
 Market reallocation 

This SDEIS only address the first and second bullet above and ignores all other components  
of the integrated plan.  The structural and operation changes proposed in the stand alone  
KDRPP project (the proposed action) only access the natural pool of Lake Kachess and  
does not address the need for additional surface water storage, ground water storage,  
habitat protection and enhancement and water conservation, and only addresses market  
reallocation in terms of the water pumped from the natural pool of the lake that will only  
benefit the Rosa Irrigation District (ROSA).   
a. Please explain what Reclamation’s plan is to address all of the components of the  
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Integrated Plan as the KDRPP relates to each component of the Plan? 2 

3. Reclamation’s Purpose and Need: The stated purpose of the SDEIS is to “provide more  
sustainable water resources for agricultural, municipal, and domestic needs, while also  
helping to restore ecological functions and the health of the riverine environment in the  
Yakima River basin”.  The SDEIS puts forward a plan to drain additional water from the  
natural pool of Lake Kachess to benefit only ROSA. 

a. How does the proposed floating pump on Lake Kachess improve the health of the  
riverine environment? 

3 

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

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

d. What is Reclamation’s plan to accurately address items a to d above? 
6 

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

a. How does the DEIS and SDEIS meet the requirement to consider a range of reasonable  

4 

5 

7 

8 
alternatives which is required by NEPA? 

b. What is Reclamations plan for considering all reasonable alternatives? 9 

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

5. SDEIS Proposed Action: The Proposed Action will pump the natural pool of Lake Kachess  
to 80-ft below the gravity outfall of the dam.  This action only takes water from the natural  
pool and does not consider how to increase surface water storage which is a component of  
the Integrated Plan.  In addition the proposed action no longer includes the KKC project.   

10 

11 
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The 2015 DEIS linked the KDRPP and KKC projects due to the financial analysis and the  
fact that it would take years to re-fill Lake Kachess without the KKC project.  It seems the  
SDEIS only considers the benefits of the KDRPP in the first year of drought.   

a. Without the KCC project how does the financial analysis show a benefit in years 2 to 8  
while the lake re-fills and the pumping plant has to operate continuously? 

11 

It is also a misconception to consider the water below the gravity outfall of the dam to be “in- 
active storage” because this is the approximate natural lake elevation and should be  
considered part of the natural habitat.  Labeling the natural pool as in-active storage and  
using the natural pool does not meet the objective of the integrated plan to improve surface  
water storage – it only takes existing water.   

b. Please explain how surface water storage is improved in the 2nd drought year and  
beyond if the Lake is unable to be refilled? 

12 

13 

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

Low Estimate                                    Projected Estimate   High Estimate 
197,400,000 (z% chance)              282,000,000 (y% Chance)    423,000,000 (X % Chance) 

The  Bull  Trout  Volitional  Passage  is  stated  in  the  text  (Page  2-60)  to  cost  $23,000,000  
(preliminary  estimate)  but  is  not  included  in  the  above  costs  but  should  be  as  it  will  be  a  
required element.  That would bring the high cost to $444,000,000.     

This does not include the large mitigation costs of private well failure mitigation, campground  
restoration  and  mitigation,  negative  impact  on  private  property  values,  fire  risk  hazard  
increase,  fire  suppression  cost  increase,  and  many  others  mentioned  in  the  SDEIS.    The  
budget presentation is inadequate, misleading, and incomplete.  

a. How will Reclamation adequately address all costs associated with the project? 

14 

7. Impact on Campers and recreational users at Lake Kachess    The Lake Kachess has over  
23,000 annual campground visitors and 11,000 annual boaters that will be negatively  
affected by pumping down the natural lake without the ability to re-fill the lake for years.  On  
page ES-Xii, the following suggestions are given to address recreational use of the lake  
“Extend boat ramps at Kachess Reservoir…if feasible, and construct new east shore ramp  
that would be available at all reservoir levels.   

a. Under what conditions would extending those ramps be feasible or not feasible?   
This should be addressed in the SDEIS as it is an effect on recreation users that cannot be  
defined unless it is know if existing boat ramps is feasible. 

15 
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b. What analysis of the lake geography has been done to suggest is extending any of the  
ramps for use during a KDRPP-FPP drawdown is truly feasible or not? 

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

8.  Increased forest vulnerability and Fire Hazard.  The vegetation and wetlands (Page 2-70)  
and densely forested watershed (Page 3-98) will, according to the  SDEIS suffer with  
reduced water levels in Lake Kachess.   This will mean stressed trees and other foliage in a  
single drought year, and in multiple years of pump operation dead trees due to lack of water  
and insect vulnerability.    

The Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue agency has the primary responsibility for fire and  
emergency medical services in the Lake Kachess and Lake Keechelus areas.  This fire  
district has repeatedly raised concerns about increased risk due to wildfires, reduced  
capacity to suppress fires (due to lowering of the lake and removal of a source of water for  
firefighting), the increased incidence of accidents and injuries due to construction activity,  
and need for public education and communication strategies necessitated by KDRPP and  
KKC projects.    

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

If, as a result of a KDRPP draw down and forests die who will be responsible for removing  
the dead trees to prevent further destruction from wildfires which could end up extending all  
the way to Snoqualmie Pass? 

9. Refilling Lake Kachess.  The SDEIS states that the KDRPP-FPP is the “proposed action”  
and Reclamation and Ecology have not identified a “preferred alternative.”  This represents  
a major departure from the previous DEIS, which indicated a KKC conveyance project and a  
KDRPP project must be considered as a “single action and cannot be separated.”   The  
logic of that position was that emptying Lake Kachess in an artificial and unprecedented  
manner, would require a refill mechanism (e.g., KKC).    

a. Please explain how the KDRPP-FPP proposed action no longer needs to be linked to  
the KKC project in order to refill the lake despite no change in the stated goal of the  
KDRPP to pump 200,000 acre-feet from the natural lake for ROSA? 

b. Please explain how Reclamation can promote the proposed action despite the detailed  
hydrology that the 2015 DEIS was based on that purposed that the KKC was required  
as a refill mechanism without which Lake Kachess would like not refill for 20 years? 

c. Please explain in detail what changed between 2015 and 2018 that now allows a refill  
prediction of 2-8 years when the 2015 prediction was 20 years or more? 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
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d. Which report should be relied on?  2015 KKC is required as a part of KDRPP, or 2018  
KDRPP doesn’t need KKC and will refill 2-4 times faster than previously predicted? 

e. How can the public be expected to make informed comments with such seemingly  
inconsistent hydrology predictions?  Can either report be relied upon? ID 20 

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

a. When will the ultimate source of funding be determined and by whom? ID 22 

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

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

19 

21 

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

23 

24 

17. Mitigation:  “Volitional Bull Trout Passage Improvements are proposed as a part of the  
KDRPP…” This statement and others give the impression that the proposed action will  
improve passage and habitat for Bull Trout and perhaps even “enhance” the bull trout  
population. This is an inaccurate depiction of what will be a significant negative impact on  
the Lake Kachess bull trout population.   

The Bull Trout Volitional Passage project is described on Page 2-67, Table 2.9.   The “steep  
slope conditions” between Big Kachess Lake and Little Kachess Lake will occur when the  
water level is approximately 2,208 elevation and the pumping operation begins.  These  
“steep slope” conditions will occur an additional 6,225 days if KDRPP-FPP is installed, this  
will mean 34 additional years (out of 90 modeled), and an average of 183 days a year, when  
Bull Trout Passage will be completely dependent on the Volitional Passage.     

In some years (e.g., conditions such as occurred between 2001 – 2008) the pumping station  
will be in continuous operation which will require continual use of the Volitional Passage.    
Eight years of steep slope conditions, requiring 8 years of Bull Trout dependence on the  
volitional passage, represents 2-3 spawning cycles which could result in the destruction of  
the Bull Trout Population in the Lake  No evidence is provided that the Volitional Passage is  
effective, has been demonstrated in other Bull Trout populations or has completed a “proof  
of concept” test.    
The volitional passage is not included in the budget costs, it cannot be assumed to be part  
of the project going forward.   Another concern is the lack of water flowing into tributaries of  
Little Kachess Lake, which will be the water needed to charge the volitional passage.   The  
SDEIS states the tributary water disappears at the end of the year…when the water will be  
needed in the passage.   There is no description of the length of the passage (the length  
and Southern outlet are never described in text, numeric, or schematic terms).     
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a. In years where streams disappear the Volitional Passage will have to be operated by  
pumping.  Without addressing this the mitigation plan is incomplete. What are  
Reclamations Plans to address this issue in the proposed mitigations? 

  

27 

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

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

28 

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

29 

b. How will Reclamation mitigate negative effects on the Bull Trout Population if the  
Volitional Fish Passage Structure fails to operate as intended?   

30 

c. What fraction of the resident endangered Bull Trout population in Lake Kachess is  
estimated will be killed under the proposed alternative and all the active  
alternatives?  What fraction of loss is allowable under law and the EPA?  How will  

31 

the active alternatives and the proposed alternative meet these legal  
requirements?  How will this be mitigated? 

18. USFWS Biological Opinion:  The USFWS is conducting a Biological Opinion on the existing  
Yakima watershed with respect to the current operation of existing dams and irrigation  
districts and is not expected to be published until sometime in the fall of 2018.     

a. Why was the SDEIS prepared and released PRIOR to the USFWS Biological  
Opinion? 

b. Will another SDEIS be issued incorporating the study?  How will the Biological  
Opinion be incorporated in the EIS process and will there be opportunity for  
additional public comment? 

32 

19. Geology & Stability of the Lake Kachees Dam and surrounding steep slopes:   The existing  
dam at Lake Kachess is an earthen structure which may be impacted by long periods of  
drawdown and the SDEIS discusses the steep terrain under the current water line in some  
areas and suggests that landslides may occur.   

a. What studies have been done to determine what impact years of low water and  
drying of the earthen dam will have on its structural integrity? 

b. What topography is available of Lake Kachess below the current low water line? 34 

33 

c. What studies have been done to determine areas within the lake that are most  
susceptible to landslides? 

35 
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d. How will these potential landslides be mitigated and what impact will they have on  
the operations of the KDRPP? 

e. What impact would landslides have on water quality, public safety and bull trout  
habitat and population? 

36 

37 

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

38 

20. Negative financial impacts to Kittitas County:  The implications of negative impact on private  
property values go beyond the directly affected citizens.   A reduction in property values  
affects the tax base of the county, including schools and fire departments, and will reduce  
available resources to provide essential services.   This is acknowledged in SDEIS Page 4- 
326 as follows:  “  

In other words, private  
property owners, fire departments, schools, city and county governments, and others would  
also be negatively impacted.  Also with the Lake drawn down to levels where it becomes  
unusable or less desirable for recreation there will a decrease in tourist visits to the Lake  
Kachess campground, a reduction in business in surround communities, and a reduction in  
sales taxes collected which will further negative impacts to the community and public at  
large while benefiting ROSA.  

a. Please explain how a publically funded project that benefits private land owners and  
irrigators and negatively affects public funding and hurts local businesses is in the best  
interest of the Citizens of Kittitas County and the State of Washington? 

39 

25. Water Rights:   A KDRPP draw down has the probability of resulting in the existing 239,000  
acre-ft of water NOT being available in subsequent years for those holding senior water  
rights. 

a. How will those with senior water rights to the existing 239,000 acre-ft of water  
currently stored by Kachess Dam be mitigated when that water is no longer available  
once Lake Kachess water level is lowered below the outlet to its dam?  

b. How will potable water rights of well owners be addressed if wells go dry?   41 

40 

  
 

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

Under the NEPA and SEPA processes the HPOA requests that the Bureau of Reclamation and  
WA Department of Ecology each provide separate responses to the above comments.    
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The HPOA looks forward to seeing responses to these comments.  
  
  
Respectfully,  

James Sammet 
HPOA Board of Directors Member, 
on behalf of the entire 
HPOA Board of Directions, and HPOA 

HPOA 
P.O. Box 120 
Snoqualmie Pass, WA   98068   

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

VIA MAIL AND EMAIL 

July 9, 2018 

Ms. Candace McKinley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Columbia- Cascades Area Office 
1917 March Road 
Yakima, WA 9890 l-2058 
Kkbt@usbr.gov 

Dear Ms. McKinley: 

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

Beceived in tvlai!room 
C 
C 
A 
0 

V 
.JUL 1 >J 2018 F 

0 

Tamen Usque Recurret 

On March 6, 2015, the Wise Use Movement submitted comments on the Department of Ecology's Office of 
Columbia River (Ecology-OCR) and Bureau of Reclamation's (BuRec) SEPA and NEPA Kachess Drought Relief 
Pumping Plant (KDRPP) and Keechelus "Reservoir"-to-Kachess "Reservoir" Conveyance (KKC) Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated January 9, 2015, developed as part ofa Yal<ima Political Bargain. 
To date , neither Ecology-OCR nor the Bureau have provided responses to our March 6, 2015, DEIS comments. 

Being unable to justify any of the limited alternatives presented in that DEIS, over three years later, the BuRec and 
Ecology-OCR have wasted even more time and taxpayer money to present yet another uneconomical and 
environmentally damaging Kachess Lake pumping alternative in a Supplemental Draft EIS (SD EIS), dated April 
2018. While we expect that the BuRec and Ecology-OCR will each respond to each of our DEIS comments in our 
letter dated March 6, 2015, we also expect a response to the following Wise Use Movement comments that raise 
additional concerns with the SDEIS and Alternative 4 (the Proposed Action). 

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

� 

� 
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http://news.google.com/newspapers?nid=860&dat= ! 9820728&id=-
H5UAAAAIBAJ&sj id=Bo8DAAAAIBAJ&pg=5454,2 I 59561 
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The BuRec's 1984 Damsite and Structure Review dam site study identified the following dam sites for additional 
feasibility studies: 

Bumping Lake Enlargement on the Bumping River 
Cle Elum Enlargement (Cle Elum River) 
Devil's Table on Rattlesnake Creek (alternative Mile 4 damsite) 
Forks Project on the Teanaway River 
Horsetail Project on Little Naches River 
Tieton Dam Enlargement on Tieton River 
Wymer Project on Lumuma Creek 
Status Project on Status Creek 
Simcoe Project on Simcoe Creek 
Tampico Project on Ahtanum Creek 

while eliminating other potential dam sites: 
Bakeoven South Fork - Tieton River 
Casland North Fork - Teanaway River 
Cooper Lake - Cooper River 
Cowiche - South Fork Cowiche Creek 
Dog Lake - Clear Creek 
Hole in the Wall - Dry Creek 
Horseshoe Bend - Naches River 
Hyas Lake - C 1 e E 1 um River 
Little Rattler - Rattlesnake Creek 
Lost Meadow - Little Naches River 
Lower Canyon - Yakima River 
Manastash - Manastash Creek 
Mile Four - Rattlesnake Creek 
Minnie Meadows - South Fork Tieton River 
Naneum - Naneum Creek 
Pleasant Valley- American River 
Rattlesnake - Naches River 
Soda Springs - Bumping River 
Swauk - Swauk Creek 
Toppenish - Toppenish Creek 
Upper Canyon - Yakima River 
Wapatox - Naches River 
Waptus Lake - Waptus River 
Wenas - Wenas Creek 

http://www. usbr. gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/phase2/dams itereview. pdf 

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

Since 2006, when the Washington State Legislature gave Ecology-OCR $200 million to "aggressively pursue" new 

� 

water supplies, Ecology-OCR has continued to waste taxpayer money. The failure of Ecology-OCR has been amply 
--------,.:-ocmnented--in-the--attaehed-Power--€tms-ulting;-I-ne-;--,-4-epm~eportment--offieol.-()gy---8-ffiee---tl·f-G&lu-mbia---ru,-ver.-----'F·- ---+------

Last Ten Years," (December 3, 2016). We request that this report be included along with these comments in any 
FEIS . 

The Wise Use Movement continues to strongly oppose more irrigation storage dams and pumping projects in the 
Yakima River Basin when over 200,000 acre-feet of water conservation remain to be carried out, and other 
alternatives such as aquifer storage, water banking, and water markets have not been implemented. 
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More Specific SDEIS Comments Are As Follows: 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Mission Statements 
The actions taken by the BuRec and Ecology in the Yakima Basin over the past years do not correspond with the 

· purported agency missions. 
• Please revise these mission statements to more accurately reflect reality: 

"The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, and develop uneconomical and environmental 
damaging water projects for the interest of private irrigation districts. 
The mission of the Department of Ecology is to aggressively develop new water storage projects at the 
expense of Washington's water quality and environment. and promote the unwise management of our air, 
land and water for the benefit of private irrigation districts." 

Cooperating Governments and Agencies: 
• • Why is the Bonneville Power Administration listed as a cooperating agency when the BPA appears to have 

contributed little to nothing to the SDEIS? 

SEPA FACT SHEET 
• Why is the State Shoreline Management Act not included on the list of Permits, Licenses, and Approvals 

Required for Proposal? 

Executive Summary 
Introduction (p. ES-iii) 
It states that "This SDEIS also analyzes a new proposal to improve bull trout passage in Kachess "Reservoir" at the 
Narrows ... " 

• Please delete this sentence as the limited discussion provided in Volitional Bull Trout Passage 
Improvements (Sec. 2.3.5, pages 2-18 and 2-19) fails to provide sufficient detail for reviewers to evaluate 
this proposal. 

2015 KDRPP-KKC DEIS (p. ES-iv) 
• Please clarify that neither the 2015 DEIS nor the Yakima Political Bargain FPEIS provided a range of 

alternatives as required by NEPA and SEPA. 

Changes to KDRPP from DEIS (p. ES-v) 

• Please provide a link to the Bureau's Value Analysis study prepared in June 2015, if posted on the Bureau's 
Yakima Project website. If not posted, please post it. 

• What was the estimated cost of the Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant? 
• How much of this was the Roza Irrigation DistTict prepared to pay for? 

Changes to BTE from DE[S (p. ES-vi) 
BuRec and Ecology-OCR are segmenting this proposed project to avoid impact analysis. 

• Why are specific bull trout enhancement (BTF) projects not included in the Proposed Action? 

Background of the Proposed Action (p. ES-vi) 
• Please correct the first statement in this section to explain that the Yakima Political Bargain was created by 

a small group self-selected by Ecology-OCR and the BuRec. 
• Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec NOT include the cities of Ellensburg or Cle Elum? 
• Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec fail to include any recreational or hiking groups in its Yakima 

Workgroup? 

---------Wh cl-icl-E-etikr -8eR:-antHhe-BuRec-fui·l1.u-inclnde1:tre-T::FS-Fmest-Serviurirrits-YakinnrWml 
after the Workgroup adopted the Yakima Political Bargain? 

• Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec fail to identify the Yakima Workgroup members that created the 
Yakima Political Bargain? 
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• Please include the Yakima Workgroup members in any FEIS, with updates, as the following list is what is 
posted on Ecology's Office of Columbia River's website: 

https: //ecology.wa.gov/ About-us/Our-role-in-the-community/Pmtnerships-committees/Yakima-Basin-Integrated
Plan-Workgroup 

Wendy McDennott American Rivers 
Jerome Delvin Benton County Commission 
Seth Defoe Kennewick Irrigation District 
Paul Jewell Kittitas County Commission 
Urban Eberhart Kittitas Reclamation District 
Dale Bambrick NOAA Fisheries Service 
Scott Revell Roza Irrigation District 
Ron Cowin Sunnyside Valley Irrigation District 
Lisa Pelly Trout Unlimited 
Dawn Wiedmeier US Bureau of Reclamation 
Jeff Thomas US Fish & Wildlife Service 
Mike Williams US Forest Service 
Bret Walters US A1my Corps of Engineers 
Jaclyn Hancock WA Department of Agriculture 
Tom Tebb WA Department of Ecology 
Mike Livingston WA Department offish & Wildlife 
Rick Roeder WA Department of Natural Resources 
Dave Fast Yakama Nation 
Phil Rigdon Yakama Nation 
Alex Conley Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board 
Sid Morrison Yakima Basin Storage Alliance 
Mike Leita Yakima County Commission 
Carmen Mendez Yakima City Council 
Rick Dieker Yakima-Teiton Irrigation District 

Page ES-vii 
The Wise Use Movement concurs that the current water resources infrastruchire, programs, and policies in the 
Yakima River basin are not capable of consistently meeting the demands for fish and wildlife, irrigation, and 
municipal water supply because irrigation "demand" in the Yakima River basin is endless and infinite. The Yakima 
River basin is capable of meeting the needs for optimal fish and wildlife and municipal water supply, but not the 
ceaseless demand for more irrigation water. 

• Please add the following sentence: "While irrigation demands cannot be met, the needs for optimal fish 
and wildlife and municipal water supply can be met by an aggressive combination of water conservation, 
water efficiency, and water marketing could provide a better balance among competing irrigation needs." 

Page ES-vii misstates the Yakima Plan Programmatic EIS (PEIS). This PEIS did not "determine the effects of 
implementing the Integrated Plan." The DPEIS, page 2-1 states that the environmental impacts of the "Integrated 
Plan" are evaluated at a programmatic level. The BuRec and Ecology-OCR cannot issue a PEIS and then claim that 
effects of the Yakima Plan have been evaluated. The BuRec and Ecology-OCR cannot claim that the PEIS provides 
a comprehensive approach when the PEIS refused to include a range of alternatives other than the preferred 
alternative and a no-action alternative. 

• Please delete this sentence. 

Supplemental Draft ElS Proposed Action (p. ES-viii) 

� 

� 

� 

This section states that the Proposed Action for the SDEIS is "to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain a 
______ _,_,m1,ti.ng..ptlm.pi~:i.g..p.la.~n-Kaches~-Lake.-1'.h.is--i.s-it1.co.r.:r:ec.t-as-the-.SDEIS does not set out a clem:..iu.o,......,· ...,.0',-1.L1.=.1------+-1 

Despite past statements from the Roza Irrigation District that it would bear the costs, this SDEIS now discloses that 
the BuRec and Ecology-OCR (i.e. taxpayers) will bear the costs for private irrigation benefits. 

• We request that the word "fund" be deleted from the above sentence. 
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In addition, as with the entire Yakima Political Bargain, Ecology-OCR sought authorization from the Washington 
State Legislature and the BuRec continues to seek authorization for funding from Congress prior to the issuance of 
an adequate PEIS, or project-specific EISs. The fact that BuRec and Ecology-OCR have put forth a Proposed 
Action for funding, prior to compliance with NEPA/SEP A or preparing a proper benefit/cost ratio is just a signal 
that the BuRec and Ecology-OCR have already arrived at its decision and are merely going through the motions of 
selecting Alternative 4. 

Purpose and Need for the Action (p. ES-ix) 
It states that BuRec and Ecology each propose to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the 
Kachess Pumping Plant. 

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

Reclamation's Purpose and Need (p. ES- ix) 
It states that BuRec proposes to fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain some or all of the Kachess Pumping 
Plant. 

• How much funding is BuRec planning to provide for this project? 

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

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

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

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

• How and when does Ecology-OCR intend to comply with RCW 90.38.110? 

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

entities? 

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

• Why is there no mention of passage "improvements" at Box Canyon Creek? 
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Mitigation (p. ES-xii) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Consultation and Coordination (p. ES-xv) 

• BuRec needs to complete its ESA consultation, including a Biological Opinion on the existing Yakima 
Project, and issue a revised SDEIS for public review and comment. 

Key Issues (p. ES-xv) 
This section summaries "key issues or resources" raised during scoping. This short list is completely inadequate and 
ignores a vast swath of the comments received during scoping: 

The BuRec and Ecology's Scoping Summary Report for the KDRPP and KKC DEIS, March 2014, is more notable 
for what it refuses to evaluate: 
Surface Water Resources 
Note: The EIS will no/ list all approved water conservation plans because these details are not sufficiently related to 
the alternatives and the potential for significant impacts. p. 34 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Socioeconomics 
Note: The EIS will not include a detailed economic cost/ benefit analysis; nor will it attempt to weigh water 
conservation measures versus the proposed projects. Substantial water conservation initiatives are already 
proposed as part of the Integrated Plan. Water conservation is understood to be part of the comprehensive solution 
for the Yakima Basin; conservation is not an alternative to the proposed projects. p . 35 

This is incorrect. Sec, 4.21 .4.4 of the DEIS (page 4-312) provided job creation summary tables for each alternative. 

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

We supported the 2013 Legislature's request that the Washington Water Research Center prepare a benefit/cost 
(B/C) report on the individual water storage projects in the Yakima Plan. This report, prepared by a team of experts 
from the University of Washington and WSU, identifies those projects in the Yakima Plan that are not economically 
sustainable and should be dropped from further consideration: 

"Based on moderate climate and market outcomes, storage infrastructure projects implemented 
alone and without proposed IP instream flow augmentation result in the following estimated out-of-stream 
net present value and B/C ratios, none of which passes a B-C test": 
* Bumping Lake Expansion: Benefit/Cost (BIC) ratio of 0.18 [i.e. a return of 18 cents on the dollar] 
* Wymer Dam and Reservoir: BIC ratio o/0.09 [i.e. a return of nine cents on the dollar] 
* Cle Elum Pool raise: BIC ratio of0.62 [i.e. a return of 62 cents on the dollar] 
* Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance: BIC ratio o/0.20 [i.e. a return of20 cents on the dollar] 
* Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant: BIC ratio of 0.46 [i.e. a return of 46 cents on the dollar] 

WRC Report, pages iii and iv. 
http://swwrc.wsu.edu/documents/2014/ l 2/ybip bca swwrc dec2014.pdf 

It is inexcusable for Ecology-OCR and the BuRec to continue to exclude all mention or references to this 
Washington State Legislature directed study. 

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

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

• We request that these alternatives be added. 

Cumulative Effects 
Note: The EIS will not reevaluate cumulative effects of the overall Integrated Plan that have been evaluated 
previously at a planning level in the March 2012, Yakima River Basin integrated Water Resource Management Plan 
Final Programmatic EIS. The cumulative effects evaluation will insteadjocus on effects of the proposed projects in 
combination with other consequential federal, state, local, and private actions. p. 35 

The BuRec and Ecology insist that the proposed projects are an integral part of the controversial Yakima Political 
Bargain. The March 2012 FPE[S did not evaluate cumulative impacts at the project level. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Regional Economic Impacts (p. EX-xvi) 

• As discussed above, we request the Water Resource Center' s benefit/cost analysis be included in any FEIS 

• Based on the BuRec and Ecology-OCR's conclusion that changes in water supply available for agriculture 
would be beneficial resulting in a net gain in regional economic activity, what would be the expected 
increase in perennial crops grown on the Roza hTigation District? 

• What other specific net gains in regional economic activity would occur? 

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

• Why did BuRec and Ecology-OCR refuse to hold a public hearing on this SDEIS, when Ecology-OCR held 
a public hearing on the Icicle Strategy PEIS? 

Sec. 1.1 (p. 1-1) Introduction 
The Wise Use Movement continues to object to the SD EIS being tiered to a legally insufficient FPEIS (see 
discussion above). 

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

• We request that the SDEIS use the US National Forest designation of"Kachess Lake." 
See: https : I lwww. fs. usda. gov /recarea/ okawen/recreati on/recarea/?recid= 57 59 5 &actid =2 9 

This section also fails to mention that the Kachess and Keechelus watersheds are within the Okanogan-Wenatchee 
National Forest. In fact, this has been a persistent failure of the BuRec and Ecology to acknowledge the significant 
adverse environmental impacts to the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest. 

• Please include this information in this section. 

� 

� 

� 

� 

ID 

� 
Sec. 1.2.1 (p. 1-3) Yakima Project 

-------1:J,.HJ----SeetIBR---g-i-ves--a---too-lme-f--sttmmary---e-f--se-l'H6f--Wfl-t:ef-f-iglw~1t}fl-]}F6f-ata-hley,---fx'-&11tablc watef--fight~--j-tmffi,l'-------+---
water rights. Table 3-4 (p. 3-19) lists Yakima Project Irrigation District water rights. 

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

Sec. 1.2.2. (p. 1-3) Integrated Plan and Programmatic FEIS 
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This section does not accurately describe the origins of the Yakima Political Bargain. Please include the fol1owing 
information in this section: 

In 2003, Congress passed PL 108-7 (Feb. 20, 2003), which contains Division D, Title LI, Sec. 214: 
"The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the Bureau of Reclamation, shall conduct a 
feasibility study of options for additional water storage in the Yakima River Basin, Washington, 
with emphasis on the feasibility of storage of Columbia River in the potential Black Rock 
Reservoir and the benefit of additional storage to endangered and threatened fish, irrigated 
agriculture, and municipal water supply, There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to cany out this Act." 

The BuRec finished this study in Dec. of 2008, and found that Black Rock and two versions of a 
Wymer dam project failed to have a positive benefit/cost ratio, and refused to even include 
Bumping as an alternative: 
https: //www.usbr.gov/pn/studies/yakimastoragestudy/reports/eis/final/vo I u me l .pdf 

Ecology then set out to conduct a separate study (Ecology #09-11-012 - June 2009), which 
included a new Bumping Lake and Wymer dam, but did not include a Kachess pumping plant 
project. Ecology deemed this 2009 study an "Integrated Water Resources Management," and 
includes most of the ''elements" later approved by the Yakima Workgroup, which did not begin 
meeting until 2009. 

This is ample proof that Ecology designed the "Yakima Political Bargain" during the mid-2000s, presented 
it in a final 2009 report, and then created the Yakima Workgroup to support, carry out, and lobby for its 
implementation. 

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

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

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

• Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec NOT include the cities of Ellensburg or Cle Elum? 

• Why did Ecology-OCR and the BuRec fail to include any recreational or hiking groups in its Yakima 
Workgroup? 

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

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

• Please include the Yakima Workgroup members in any FEIS, with updates. 

For each of these seven elements please provide a status of what a decade of the Yakima Political Bargain has 
accomplished: 

1. "Reservoir" Fish Passage. 

� 

� 

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

2. Structural and Operational Changes. � 
-------------·fillSe-tlflSfr1e-tl~e-st-a1H-s-efihe-R-0:a1-ttt1cl-GhttfteHe1~('6Wer:p-lftnt-sttberrcl·i:r1tttio-. ----------+---~ 

3. Surface Water Storage. 

• Please update the status of all surface water storage projects, including re-regulation reservoirs. 
4. Groundwater Storage. 
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• Please update the status of all groundwater storage projects . 
5. Habitat/Watershed Protection and Enhancement. 

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

6. Enhanced Water Conservation Phase. 

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

7. Market Reallocation. 

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

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

• This section states that the Yakima Political Bargain would be implemented in 10-year increments over 30 
years). Please clarify the nature of these 10~year increments. Does this mean that the first increment 
covers 2012-2022? Which specific projects are proposed for the first 10-year increment? Based on the 
seven elements listed above, please describe the accomplishments of the Yakima Political Bargain, besides 
the $100 million purchase of the Teanaway property during this time period. 

• This section also states that in 2013, the Washington Legislature passed the Yakima Policy Bill 2SSB 5367. 
This section, as well as Sec. 1.8.2, completely fails to mention the fact that the Washington Legislature 
refused to hand the Department of Ecology-OCR a blank check for the billions of dollars required for the 
Yakima Political Bargain. Please include RCW 90.38.110 in this section as follows: 

Constrnction of a water supply project-Prior review by the state of Washington water research 
center. (Expires July 1, 2025.) 

(1) Prior to the appropriation of funding for the construction of a water supply project 
proposed in the integrated plan with a cost of greater than one hundred million dollars, the state of 
Washington water research center shall review, evaluate, and prepare comments on the cost 
benefit analysis prepared for the project by the department and the United States bureau of 
reclamation. 

(2) To the greatest extent possible , the center must use information from existing studies, 
supplemented by primary research, to measure and evaluate each project's benefits and costs. 

(3) The center must measure and report the economic benefits of each project subject to 
subsection (I) of this section, so that it is clear the extent to which an individual project is 
expected to result in increases in fish populations, increases in the reliability of irrigation water 
during severe drought years, and improvements in municipal and domestic water supply. 

( 4) The center may enter into agreements with other state universities and with private 
consultants as needed to accomplish the scope of work. 

(5) The center may consult, as necessary, with the department of ecology and the Yakima 
river basin water enhancement project work group. 

(6) No more than twelve percent of any appropriations provided for the implementation of 
this sectimt may be 1etained fut administrative ove1 

(7) This section expires July l, 2025. 
RCW 90.38. 1 IO. 

• We also request that the FEIS also include the Washington Water Research Center's 2014 study report 
and its conclusions, as follows: 
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December 15, 2014, WATER RESEARCH CENTER - Benefit-Cost Analysis of the 
Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects - Report to the Washington State Legislature 

• Net benefits for out-of-stream use of individual water storage projects implemented with no other projects 
implemented are negative, with some exceptions under the most adverse climate and water market 
conditions. 
Based on moderate climate and market outcomes, storage infrastructure projects implemented alone and 
without proposed IP instream flow augmentation result in the following estimated out-of-stream net present 
value and B/C ratios, none of which passes a B-C test: 

o Bumping Lake Expansion: Cost= $452.3 million; B/C ratio of 0.18. 
o Cle Elum Pool raise: Cost=$16.3 million; B/C ratio of 0.62. Under the most adverse climate scenario and 
moderate market conditions, a B/C ratio is 1.35. It is also the most likely of the storage projects to satisfy a 
B-C test under moderate climate based on the sum of out-of-stream and instream use value. 
o Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance: Cost $138.2 million; B/C ratio of0.20. 
o Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant: Cost $195.8 million; B/C ratio of0.46. Under the most adverse 
climate considered, Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance and Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant 
together provide net benefits of $6 million and a B/C ratio of 1.02. 
o Wymer Dam and Reservoir: Cost =$1,331.2 million; 8/C ratio of 0.09. 
Pages iii-iv; Table 7, page 63. 
https :!lswwrc. wsu. edul documents/2014112/ybip _ bca _swwrc _ dec2014.pdf 

• We also request the WRC's 2014 benefit/cost analysis report be added to the References section. 

Figure l-2 (p. 1-7) 

• We request that the volitional bull trout passage between Little and Big Kachess Lakes be shown on this 
drawing. 

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

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

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

This failure to comply with the central mandate.of SEPA will lead to adverse environmental impacts because 
alternatives were not included and not analyzed. WAC 197-11-442(4) provides that the lead agency is not required 
under SEP A to examine all conceivable policies, designations, or implementation measures as part of an EIS' s 
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l and use plans. However, the "Yakima Political Bargain" is none of these things. Rather, WAC 197-11-442(2) 
requires Ecology to: 
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... discuss impacts and alternatives in the level of detail appropriate to the scope of the nonproject 
proposal and to the level of planning for the proposal. Alternatives should be emphasized. In particular. 
agencies are encouraged to describe the proposal in terms of alternative means of accomplishing a stated 
objective (see WAC 197-11-060(3). Alternatives including the proposed action should be analyzed at 
roughly comparable level of detail, sufficient to evaluate their comparative merits (this does not require 
devoting the same number of pages in an EIS to each alternative). [underline added] 

The FPEIS did none of this and, therefore, under SEPA, the SD EIS cannot be tiered to a legally inadequate FPEIS. 
The Washington Supreme Court has found that "The environmental significance of the nonproject action creates the 
obligation to examine alternatives to the nonproject action ... SEPA requires an examination of reasonable 
alternatives to the nonproject action." Citizens Alliance to Protect Our Wetlands v. City of Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356, 
366 (1995). In Blair et. al. v. City of Monroe, CPSMHB 14-3-0006c, Final Decision and Order (Sept. 19, 2014), 
the Central Puget Sound Regional Growth Management Hearings Board considered the scope of review under WAC 
197-11-442(4). There the Board found that the City of Monroe had failed to adequately comply with SEPA review 
requirements (SEPA is to function "as an environmental full disclosure law," Blair at 22. "[t]he range of 
alternatives considered in an EIS must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice." SWAP v. Okanogan County, 66 
Wn. App. 439, 444 (1992). For the FEIS to be adequate, the City must consider alternative designations for the 
Property and/or alternative locations within the City for additional GC development. Citizens Alliance v. City of 
Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356,365 (1995). Blair at 23. 

In City of Shoreline et. al. v. Snohomish County, CPSMHB Coordinated Case Nos. 09-3-0013c and 10-3-001 lc, 
Conected Final Decision and Order (May 17, 2011), the Board entered a determination of invalidity due to an 
inadequate analysis ofreasonable alternatives to a proposed action. The Board found that "The record provided in 
this case contains a number of plans which, though not perhaps formally proposed, might have formed the basis for 
one or more EIS alternatives resulting in lower environmental costs." City of Shoreline at 56-57. ("fL]imiting the 
analysis only to (a) the land use and zoning reguested by the Intervenor and (b) the no action alternative, without 
considering any alternative scenarios, deprived County officials of the information necessary to determine whether a 
reasonable change in use of Point Wells could be achieved with less environmental impact." City of Shoreline at 57 
(emphasis addec0. SEPA does not excuse failing to consider alternatives beyond the Yakima Grand Bargain itself. 

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

In this SDEIS, Ecology-OCR (and the Bureau) considers the decision (to proceed with the single Yakima Political 
Bargain alternative presented in the FPEIS) to have already been made. Therefore, contrary to SEPA, the SDEIS 
does not identify any alternatives to withdrawing 200,000 acre-feet from Kachess Lake. In the case of both the 
FPEIS and the SD EIS, Ecology has not complied with SEPA requirements for the consideration of alternatives. The 
only other "alternatives" considered, but eliminated from detailed study, are merely other tunnels, and other methods 
of extracting Kachess Lake water found in the YRBWEP Phase 1 (SDEIS, pages 2-60 to 2-63). The SD EIS jumps 
from the inadequate FPEIS straight into the project level floating pumping plant proposed action, with nary a 
thought of addressing water supply issues in the Yakima Basin by any other means. SEPA (and NEPA) requires the 
consideration ofa range of reasonable alternatives so decision makers can make an informed decision. Before 
Ecology and the Bureau run off to fund a misguided floating pumping plant project, decision makers need to address 

� 
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Because National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations similarly require that the alternatives section "is 
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also inadequate under NEPA. The FPEIS failed to comply with NEPA or SEPA by refusing to analyze any 
alternatives other than a pre-selected controversial Yakima Political Bargain and a no-action alternative. This 
SDEIS further compounds this failure by refusing to analyze reasonable alternatives to a Kachess Lake pumping 
plant. 
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• Neither the BuRec nor Ecology should adopt or incorporate by reference the FPEIS. particularly Chapter 2. 

Sec. 1.8.1 (p. 1-17) Federal 

• Please add the following to provide a clear understanding of the scope and intent of S. 714 to authorize the 
entire Yakima Political Bargain: 
"According to the summary of S. 714 : '(Sec. 5) The bill directs Interior to" implement the 
Integrated Plan as Phase III of the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project"' 
https: / /www .congress.gov/bill/ l 15th-congress/senate-bill/7 14 

This section states that YRBWEP was authorized by Congress in 1979. P.L. 96-162 authorized and directed the 
Secretary oflnterior to conduct a feasibility study of the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project, which 
shall include an analysis by the United States Geological Survey of the water-supply data for the Yakima River 
Basin. 

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

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

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

"In 2013, the Washington State Legislature (Section 5057, ESSB 5035) required the Washington 
State Legislature's Water Research Center to prepare a separate benefit-cost analysis on Yakima 
Plan elements by December 15, 2014." 

In addition, 40 CFR .§. 1502.23 provides: 
"If a cost-benefit analysis relevant to the choice among environmentally different alternatives is being 
considered for the proposed action, it shall be incorporated by reference or appended to the statement as an 
aid in evaluating the environmental consequences." 

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

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

• Please delete this sentence as Section 1.2.1 does not set forth in detail the laws, court orders, or decisions. 
The stated project purpose is to provide the Roza Irrigation District access to an additional 200,000 acre-feet of 
water from Kachess Lake (Ex. Summary, page ES-v). However, a search of the SDE1S does not find any mention 
or reference to the Federal District Court 1945 Consent Decree. The absence of any discussion of the 1945 Consent 
Decree is concerning, because it sets out the Yakima River Basin allocation of water during drought conditions. The 
Consent Decree defines the "Total Water Supply Available" (TWSA) as: 

"That amount of water available in any year from natural flow of the Yakima River, and its 
tributaries, from storage in the various Government reservoirs on the Yakima River watershed and 
from other sources, to supply the contract obligations of the Unites States to the Yakima River and 
its fribi:1tai-ies; lierefofore recogriiied oy Uie United States:•• 
Civil Action No. 21, Federal District Court of Eastern Washington (1945 Consent Decree). 

Kac 1ess La e water wou e part o "storage 111 a government reservoir," an cou a so e cons1 ere "ot er 
sources." The 1945 Consent Decree requires that Senior Districts be allotted water first in a drought year. 
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e We request that any FEIS discuss the 1945 Consent Decree and the claim that Senior water right holders 
would have on Kachess Lake water superior to any claim by the Roza Irrigation District (or the Kittitas 
Reclamation District, the Wapato Irrigation Project, or the Kennewick Irrigation District). 

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

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

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

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

• What are delivery and cost recovery contract time lengths? 

• How frequently are contracts re-negotiated? 

Sec. I.IO (p. 1-19) Permits, Consultations, and Approvals 

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

Sec. 2.1.1 (p. 2-2) YRBWEP Phase II 
The YRBWEP Phase II Conservation Advisory Group and BuRec completed a "Basin Conservation Plan" in 1998. 
After twenty years, the SDElS mentions only three projects: A Sunnyside lateral improvement project to conserve 
6,565 acre-feet when construction is completed and operational in 2032; Kittitas Reclamation District activities, 
which would conserve 48,500 acre-feet annually with no completion date given; and the Yakama Nation Wapato 
Irrigation Project System Improvements and Demonstration Project with no acre-feet savings or completion date 
given. 

* Is this correct that these are the only three YRBWEP Phase II conservation projects to come on line in the next 17 
years? 
* What conservation projects where identified in the 1998 Basin Conservation Plan? 
* What was the total conservation acre-feet savings identified in the 1998 Basin Conservation Plan? 
* What is the total acre-feet of water conservation savings identified in the 1998 Basin Conservation Plan that has 
been accomplished to date? 
* What specific accomplishments have occurred with the Yakama Nation Wapato Irrigation Project System 
Improvements and Demonstration Project authorized by Congress in 1994? 

This section completely fails to describe the requirements or lack of accomplishments ofYRBWEP Phase II, passed 
by congress nearly a quarter-century ago. This section claims that the total quantity of conserved water from 
"completed and on-going conservation projects" is 69,066 acre-feet. 

• Please provide a table that lists the following: 
The number of acre-feet of actual water conservation per year achieved due to YRBWEP Phase I 
(1979). 
The number of acre-feet of actual water conservation per year achieved due to YRBWEP Phase II 
(1994). 
The number of acre-feet of actual water conservation per year achieved due to the Yakima Political 
Bargain Phase III (i.e., Enhanced water conservation element) since 2012 
The number of acre-feet of actual water conservation per year achieved due to irrigation district 
projects, not fimded-bv YRBV>/EP Phase I, II, or U . 
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• Please include the following summary ofYRBWEP Phase II in any FEIS: 

Water Conservation Studies 
1966 - 1979 
Efforts to construct a new Bumping Lake dam in the Yakima River Basin have been the source of 
dam enlargement studies including in 1966, 1979 and 2006. Two enlargement alternatives, a 
458,000 acre-foot reservoir and a smaller 200,000 acre-foot reservoir have been proposed. 

1979 - Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project (Phase I) 
Instead of constructing more storage dams, Congress passed the Yakima River Basin Water 
Enhancement Project (YRBWEP) (Phase I) in December of 1979, authorizing a feasibility study. 
The BuRec issued part l of the study in August 1982, which recommended early implementation 
offish passage measures. Part 2 of the feasibility study focused on issues including waterbanking, 
potential storage site, and water conservation measures and a pa1t 2 status report was issued in 
1985. Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project, Washington, Draft Programmatic 
Environmental impact Statement, Bureau of Reclamation (BuRec Draft PEJS), April 1998, pages 
ll. 

1988 - Enhancement Roundtable Group 
In 1988, an Enhancement Roundtable Group was fonned made ofirrigators, the Yakama Indian 
Nation, state agencies, BPA, and the BuRec to develop water conservation legislation for 
Congress. 

1994 - Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project (Phase II) 
To help carry out the recommendations ofpatt 2 of the YRBWEP feasibility study, Congress 
passed P.L. 103-424, Title XII in 1994. In 1998, the BuRec issued a draft Program1uatic EIS 
According to the BuRec, the purpose of Title XII was on water conservation, although raising the 
gate elevation at Cle Elum Lake was also authorized. The BuRec claimed that the additional 
water from increased storage at Cle Elum would not be part of the Yakima River Basin total water 
supply available (TWSA). BuRec Draft PEES (/998), pages 19, 29. 

According to the BuRec: 

The Yakima River Basin Water Conservation Program (the centerpiece of Title XII legislation), is 
a voluntary program structured to provide economic incentives with cooperative Federal, State, 
and local funding to stimulate the identification and implementation of structural a11d nonstructural 
water conservation measures in the Yakima River basin. Improvements in the efficiency of water 
delivery and use will result in improved, reach-specific streamflows for aquatic resources and 
improve the reliability of water supplies for irrigation. The Basin Conservation Plan, prepared by 
the Yakima River Basin Conservation Advisory Group ( 1998) which was chaited under the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act and appointed by the Secretary of the Interior, was submitted to 
the Secretary of the Interior in 1998 and published and distributed in October I 999. The Basin 
Conservation Plan sets forth the mechanism for implementing water conservation measures, 
including eligibility requirements for Federal- and State-sponsored grants, standards for the scope 
and content of water conservation plans, criteria for evaluating and prioritizing conservation 
measures for implementation, and administrative procedures. Final Planning 
Report/Environmental impact Statement, Volume 1, Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility 
Study, Yakima Project Washington, Bureau of Reclamation, December 2008 (BuRec Final 
Report7E!S), pageT JY; F-20. . . . .. . . - - -
http://www. us br. gov/pnl programs/storage study/reports/ eisl fi nal/ index. html 

T e 199 aut onz.e targets are found in Sec. 1201: 
(4) to realize sufficient water savings from the Yakima River Basin Water Conservation Program 
so that not less than 40,000 acre-feet of water savings per year are achieved by the end of the 
fourth year of the Basin Conservation Program, and not less than 110,000 acre-feet of water 
savings per year are achieved by the end of the eighth year of the program, to protect and enhance 

15 

� 46 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-368



fish and wildlife resources; and not less than 55,000 acre feet of water savings per year are 
achieved by the end of the eighth year of the program for availability for irrigation; 
According to the Bureau's letter of September 4, 2015, under the 1994 authorized Basin 
Conservation Plan, they have achieved only 40,000 acre feet of water savings for instream flows 
and 13,000 acre feet for irrigation. In addition, two districts have not installed water measuring 
devices (the Bureau did not say which ones). 
See: http://ucrsierraclub.org/pdf/Yakima BuRec accomplishments YRBWEP Jetter 9-4-
2015.pdf 

Despite the fact that two decades have passed since the "voluntary" Basin Conservation Plan was 
published, it is difficult to pin down what efforts, if any, Yakima River Basin irrigators have taken 
to actually conserve water. In addition, the Federal Advisory Committee Act (F ACA) chartered 
Yakima River Basin Conservation Advisory Group held their last meeting in 2018 after no 
meeting for nearly two and a half years. 

• In order to evaluate alternatives to the proposed pumping plant please list all Yakima River Basin 
Conservation Advisory Group meetings since June 2009. 

• In order to evaluate alternatives to the proposed pumping plant, please list all presentations made by the 
Yakima River Basin Conservation Advisory Group to the Yakima Workgroup since June 2009. 

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

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

2004 - Sunnyside Re-regulation reservoirs 
In September 2004, the BuRec issues a Finding of No Significant Impact and Environmental 
Assessment on a water conservation program for the Sunnyside Irrigation District. The program 
consisted of three re-regulation reservoirs and automated gates, but no installation of drip 
irrigation or canal lining. http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/ea/washlsunnyside/ea.pdf 

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

As part of the BuRec's 2008 Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, Final Planning 
Report: · 

� 
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� 

� 
"Ecology has developed an inventory of more than 500 conservation projects and is currently 
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CRBWMP. Potential projects may address issues such as incentive payments to reduce water use 
and full or partial water banking, improvements to municipal water infrastructure, use of 
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conservation, improved industrial infrastructure, and pump exchanges. Ecology would manage the 
use of conserved water." BuRec Final Report/EIS, pages 1-25. 
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And as part of its 2009 "Integrated" FEIS, Ecology prepared a list of"potential" water 
conservation projects for water uses that divert from the Yakima and Naches River. There is no 
explanation of why these water conservation projects have not been carried out over the past thirty 
years. Ecology Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Alternative, June 
2008 (Ecology FEIS), page 3-5 l. 
http://www. ecy. wa. gov/programs/wr/cwp/cr yak storage.html#seis 

2009 Yakima Workgroup and 2012 Yakima Plan 
The "Enhanced Water Conservation Element" is found in Section 2.4.8 of the 2012 Yakima 
Political Bargain. The scope of this element is intended to supplement, but not duplicate the 
conservation activities funded under YRBWEP Phase JI. The Yakima Workgroup modeling 
estimated that the agricultural water conservation program would conserve approximately 170,000 
acre-feet of Water in good water years and substantially less in drought years. 
https: //www.usbr.gov/pn/prograrns/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf 

The 2011, Bureau of Reclamation and Department ofEcology Yakima River Basin Study, Vol. 1, 
Proposed Integrated Water Resource Management Plan described the proposed Enhanced Water 
Conservation element of the Yakima Plan: 

Sec, 3.1.6 Enhanced Water Conservation 
This element consists of additional agricultural conservation actions not included in 
current YRBWEP Title XII implementation plans, along with municipal and domestic 
water conservation programs. 
Agricultural Conservation 
An agricultural water conservation program could conserve up to 170,000 acre-feet of 
water in good water years, based upon a compiled list of potential projects that could be 
implemented under this proposed program (see Volume 2 technical memorandum, 
Agricultural Water Conservation). The program would include measures beyond those 
likely to be implemented in the existing YRBWEP Phase2 conservation program. 

Agricultural water conservation measures that could be implemented under this program 
include : 

Lining or piping existing canals or laterals 
Constructing re-regulating reservoirs on irrigation canals 
Installing gates and automation on irrigation canals 
Improving water measurement and accounting systems 
Installing higher efficiency sprinkler systems, drip, etc. 
Implementing irrigation water management practices and other measures to reduce 
seepage, evaporation, and operational spills 

Although a list of specific projects was reviewed in developing the agricultural 
conservation program, this recommendation does not identify specific projects for 
implementation at this time. Projects that would be implemented under this program 
would be selected through detailed feasibility studies and evaluation by the existing 
YRBWEP Conservation Advisory Group. Irrigation districts eligible for project funding 
include federally and non-federally-served irrigation districts, private irrigation entities, 
and individual landowners (page 57). 
Yakima River Basin Study, Vol. I, Proposed Integrated Water Resource Management 

·Plan, Apri/201-1 -
https://www .us br .gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011 integratedplan/plan/integratedplan.pdf 

eunservation vs. Aggressive-N-ew-Water Storagi::Pr · 
There are two recent reports that raise significant concerns regarding the Department of Ecology 
Office of Columbia River's (OCR) controversial and aggressive pursuit of new water supplies in 
the Columbia River Basin. OCR's policy should be changed from its present emphasis on 
construction of new dams (particularly hugely damaging and expensive projects such as a new 
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Bumping Lake dam) and to a substantially increased focus on additional water conservation and 
implementing effective water markets. 

First, the Columbia River Basin Long-Term Water Supply and Demand Forecast 2016 legislative 
Report: 1 

" ... agricultural water demand- which accounts for approximately 79.4% of total out-of-stream 
demand (agricultural plus municipal)--is forecast to decrease by approximately 4.96% (±0.81 %) 
by 2035, across the entire Columbia River Basin. This decrease is somewhat greater within 
Washington, where it is forecast to reach 6.87% (±0.98%) (Table ES-2)." (emphasis added) Ex. 
Summary, page x. 
See: https ://fortress. wa. gov/ ecy /pub 1 ications/docum ents/ 161200 l . pdf 

Second, is the Evaluation with Recommendations by the Washington State Academy of Sciences of 
Interim Report: 2015 Drought and Agriculture, Washington State Department of Agriculture, 
December 2016: 

"The economic effects of the 2015 drought described in this interim report are based on gross 
rather than net revenue lost. This can account for an incongruity between the estimated gross 
revenue lost stated in this report and the fact that net farm income for Washington in 2015 was 
higher than in any of the previous four years by a significant amount." (emphasis added), 
page 2. 
See: https://agr. wa.gov/FP/Pubs/docs/495-20 l 5DroughtReport.pdf 

These reports demonstrate that a number of critical assumptions that have been built into the 
Yakima Political Bargain may be inaccurate and these assumptions underpin the conclusions that 
currently drive the Yakima Workgroup. Continued pursuit of the very expansive and 
environmentally damaging proposals such as the Kachess Lake pumping plant are taking us in the 
wrong direction and mis-directing investment spending. 

Water Conservation Projects 
Water conservation projects identified or carried out can be found in the Department ofEcology
OCR's Columbia River Legislative Reports: 

* 2006 Columbia River Legislative Report - Columbia River Water Supply Inventory and 
Long-Term Water Supply and Demand Forecast 
http: //www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/images/pdf/legsrpt/chptr4 _ l l l 506.pdf 
Water Conservation "To date, no conservation projects have been implemented under this chapter 
of the Bill. Therefore, this report provides an inventory of potential conservation projects and 
potential storage projects" (page 4-1 ). 

* 2007 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report 

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

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

*2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report 
https://fortress . wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1512006. pdf 

This report is also extremely short and does not appear to list conservation projects that have been 
implemented under this chapter or the amount of water conservation achieved. The report 
references a project supply inventory of 6,191 projects 

*2017 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report 
http://app.leg.wa.gov/ReportsToTheLegislature/Home/GetPDF?fileName=l 8 l 2001 _ 5f69 I 630-
d l 75-4f02-b2ea-ec4 l b5232509.pdf 

"One example of an early, successful conservation project is Barker Ranch. This project 
improved the Barker Ranch's water delivery system efficiency by converting 3 miles of 
an open canal into a piped system, allowing Barker Ranch to divert less water from the 
Yakima River. This added 6,436 ac-ft. of water to the lower Yakima River streamflows 
throughout the irrigation season" (page 5). 

"In 2016, OCR released the first biennial Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource 
Management Plan Implementation Status Report. The 2016 Cost Estimate and Financing 
Plan for the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan was 
released in 2017. These reports document cost estimates and financing plans for 
Integrated Plan projects, as well as project implementation status of ongoing and future 
projects" (page 7). 

The Implementation Status Report Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management 
Plan (July 2016) lists Yakima water conservation projects completed in 2013-2015 and proposed 
projects for 2016-2017, but with no cost or water savings figures (pages 17-18). 
See: https ://fortress. wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1612002.pdf 

2016 Cost Estimate & Financing Plan Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource 
Management Plan also contains general costs estimates for water conservation but no specific 
listing of projects . 
https ://fortress .wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1612011.pdf 

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

Sec, 2.2.1 (pp. 2-3 to 2-4) Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative 
This section states that the objectives of the current Yakima Project operation are to: 

Store as much water as possible up to .the lake system's full active capacity ofabout 1 million acre-feet 
from the end of the irrigation season through early spring 

- · Provide-fortarget·flow:rami diversi01rentitie1ne11ts downstre-am· fromthe darns, m:eettng TitleXH"fiows at -
Sunnyside and Prosser Diversion Dams. 

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

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

• What crops require irrigation through mid-October? 

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

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

Sec. 2.3 (p. 2-6) Alternative 2 - KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant 
This section states that BuRec and Ecology-OCR define a drought year as a year when water supply falls below 70 
percent ofproratable water entitlement. Footnote 4 states that this is the lowest level of water supply that could be 
accommodated without catastrophic losses to crops, assuming aggressive water management techniques were 
employed. 

As noted above, an Evaluation with Recommendations by the Washington State Academy of Sciences of Interim 
Report: 2015 Drought and Agriculture, Washington State Department of Agriculture, December 20 I 6, found that: 

"The economic effects of the 2015 drought described in this interim report are based on gross rather 
than net revenue lost. This can account for an incongruity between the estimated gross revenue lost 
stated in this report and the fact that net farm income for Washington in 2015 was higher than in 
any of the previous four years by a significant amount." ( emphasis added), page 2. 
See: https://agr.wa.gov/FP/Pubs/docs/495-2015DroughtReport.pdf 

This calls into question the assumptions used for the Yakima Political Bargain. The BuRec reported that in 2015, 
Yakima River Basin proratable water right holders would receive 47 percent of their normal water allocation. 
See: https:// fortress. wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/l 611001 .pdf 

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

• How is "catastrophic" loss defined? 

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

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

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

• What aggressive water management techniques were employed during 2015? 

• What aggressive water management techniques were not employed during 2015? 

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

• What is the purpose of describing bull trout passage with such a term? 

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

• What is the length of the proposed channel? 

• Please provide a cross-section of the channel design. 
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• What will prevent this channel from sedimenting in? 

• What will prevent erosion of the proposed isolation berm? 

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

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

• Where would any excess excavation material be disposed? 

• What time frames would the passage be operational? 

• What minimum cfs flows are needed to assure that bull trout are not damaged in the " roughened channel." 

• What other re sident fish would be expected to utilize the proposed passage? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sec. 2.5.1.1 (p. 2-35+) Pump Barge and Pumping Plant 
• What wind data has the BuRec and Ecology-OCR utilized to analyze the stability of the pump barge? 

Three vertical turbine pumps would be located on the pump barge. A nylon net would be used to preclude fish from 
entering or becoming entrained in the pump intake. Net fish pens have failed with an alarming frequency. 

• What is the life span of the proposed nylon net? 

• Please provide a drawing showing the location of the proposed netting. 

This section states that the vertical turbine pumps would provide minimum flows in the Kachess River whenever the 
J~ke po_o_lJ_ey~l_ fall§ J~~l@'. sµffi~i_en_t_gr~y_ity_ flQ\3/ _ (ll~v_<'!!i_on_ tQ _rp_eeJ_gown~trea_rri 06Jig~ti9m_. ___ . 

• What are these "downstream obligations." 

D 

D 

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

• What is the life span of the proposed cardanic joints? 
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Figures 2-9 through 2-12 do not provide sufficient detail to allow a reviewer to understand the nature of the various 
pump barge/pumping plant design. 

• Please provide additional drawings to clearly show each design element. 

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

• What benthic impacts to the lake floor would occur from the concrete mats? 

Sec. 2.5.2.1 (p. 2-41) Floating Barge and Pumping Plant 
This section states that the lake would need to be dredged to install the pump barge0 

• How many cubic feet of material would be dredged? 

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

• What permits would be needed? 

• Why wouldn't an upland dredge disposal site be used? 

Sec. 2.5.2.3 (p 2-42) Flow Control Structure 
• Please provide a drawing of the flow control structure. 

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

• Please provide a drawing of the erosion protection features . 

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

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

• Are there any boating safety concerns? 

Sec. 2.5.2.10 (p. 2-45) Spoils Disposal Area and Temporary Power Supply 
This section states that for Alternative 4, BuRec is considering two options for disposal of spoils from construction 
(Sec. 2.3.2.8). This section (p. 2- l 5) describes the excavation and stockpiling of 117,000 c.y. of soil and rock 
material for Alternative 2. 

• What is amount of excavation and stockpiling for Alternative 4? 
Sec. 2.3 .2.8 states that no specific offsite disposal location has been identified. 

• Without !mowing the specific offsite disposal location, a reviewer cannot determine whether any adverse 
environmental impacts could occur, thus rendering the SDEIS inadequate. 

This section states that temporary power supply during construction would be the same as Alternative 2 (Sec. 
2.3 .2.8). This section (p. 2-15) states that if electrical power calll1ot be supplied, diesel-powered electric generators 
would supply power. 

• What spill prevention measures would be taken for any diesel-powered generators? 

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

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

1s section states t at ternat1ve 2 wou e operate y project proponents. 

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

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

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

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

• What is the longest possible projected continuous pumping time span? 

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

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

Sec, 2.5.6 (p. 2-46) 
This section states that mitigation would be the same as for Alternative 4 (Sec. 2.36). 

• Why isn't monitoring fish impacts downstream ofKachess Lake included as a mitigation measure? 

Sec. 2.7.2 (p. 2-59) Estimated Costs for Action Alternatives 
In the past, Ecology-OCR and the BuRec have been wildly off in their cost estimates and it is improper for Table 2-
5 to provide exact totals. 

• We request that Table 2-5 be revised to show a range of cost figures as discussed in this section of 
Alternatives 2 and 3 of 15 percent lower or 3 0 percent higher and costs for Alternative 4 of 3 0 percent 
lower or 50 percent higher. 

• What is the cost range of the KKC in Table 2-6? 

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

• Why are these costs not added to the alternative costs? 

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

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

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

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

• What would be the added costs of attempting to restore fish passage at Box Canyon Creek? 

Sec. 2.8 (p. 2-60) Otltcr Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study. 

D 

D 

D 

� 
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This section is inadequate and merely describes variations of pumping plants and tunnels, not real alternatives. The 
.. BuRec.fl.nd.Ecology_ha¥e. failedJo.compLy._withNEEAandSEPA.-40-CER.Sec.J.502.14{a).requires.the .BuRecto .. . 

discuss the reasons for alternatives eliminated from detailed study. Here there is no discussion of why water � 
conservation, water efficiencies, water marketing, or adjusting crop patterns to stop growing perennial crops by 

------JlJJ.1T-O:t:atahle-ir..i.:i~i.Gt:1-cifati:.i-Gt;i;;r@i:..GU;-ta.i.l.i.i:i,g-+1-@t1-p,r-G1:at.ag.l@-wat(,l.r-1l,1;(,l.l:.\i-WM-e-(,l.l.i-m.i.rui,tsci-f.h~)m-e,i0t-aJJ-0Gi-st;1,1~------..,__----

• We request that these alternatives be included. 
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Sec. 3.2 (pages 3-2+) Earth 
While this section identifies soil deposits and seismicity in the area, there is no specific information concerning the 
likelihood of dam failure from a seismic event or dam failure. This is disturbing given the past failures of the BuRec 
to properly account for dam failure (e.g., Teton Dam, Idaho in 1976). 

• Please provide this information, as well as a summary of any dam failure studies prepared for the 
Keechelus and Kachess dams. 

• What is the potential for liquefaction during seismic activity at Kachess and Keechelus Lakes? 

• What is the current analysis of dam seismic failure, earthquakes, or seepage issues at the existing Kachess 
and Keechelus Lakes? 

Sec. 3.3.1 (pages 3-12+) (Project Operations) 
Figure 3-3 (page 3-15) 

• Please provide an additional line on this figure showing the historical (prior to 1900) stream flow 
conditions in the Upper Yakima River. 

Sec. 3.3.1.l (page 3-16) Flip-flop and Mini Flip-flop 
This section states that in September and October, irrigation releases are increased from Kachess Lake. 

• Please identify the type and acreage of crops in the Roza Irrigation District that require irrigation releases 
from Kachess Lake in September and October. · 

• How many acres of hay/alfalfa are grown in the Roza Irrigation District? 

• How many tons of hay/alfalfa are exported overseas from the Roza lrrigation District? 

• How many tons of hay/alfalfa are exported overseas from the Kittitas Reclamation District? 

• How many tons of hay/alfalfa are exported overseas from the Kennewick Irrigation District? 

• How many acre feet of water in Kachess Lake could be stored for carry over to the next year if irrigation 
releases were halted the beginning of September? 

Sec. 3.3.1.3 (pp. 3-16 to 3-18) Target Flows and Sec. 3.3.1.4 Title XII Target Flows 
This section states that all the fish targets instream flows in Table 3-2 are minimum flows. 

• Please revise this table to include historical and optimum instream flows for each river reach. 

Sec. 3.3.1.5 (p. 3-18)Prorationing 
Table 3-4 depicts Yakima Project irrigation district water rights. 

• For each in-igation district please provide the number of acres devoted to perennial and annual crops. 

• What is amount ofprorationing less than 70 percent that has occurred over the past 100 years? 

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

• Is crop insurance available to cover losses experienced in drought years? 

Sec. 3.3.2 (p. 3-19+) Keechelus Dam and Reservoir Operations 
• In Tables 3-5 and 3-7 please explain how the Keechelus Lake drainage area is 54.7 square miles but 

provides 244,000 of average annual acre-feet of runoff, while the Kachess Lake area is much bigger, 63.6 
square miles, but provides only 213,398 average annual acre-feet of runoff? 

This section states that flows are high from July through mid-to-late August when juvenile Chinook and steelhead 
(and potentially coho if reestablished) are rearing in this reach. And in winter, flows are lower than desired by fish 
biolo ists. 

• Please provide optimum instream flows for fish for the Upper Yakima River between Keechelus Lake and 
Lake Easton. 

• Please explain how the floating pumping plant project would improve instream flows in this reach. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Why was this coho hatchery not mentioned in Sec. 3.6.4.3 (p. 3-84)? 

Sec, 3.3.4 (p. 3-36) Kachess Dam and Reservoir Operations 

• In Figure 3-6, please provide additional identification on this figure marking the level of the natural Big 
Kachess Lake (ele. 2200), the Big Lake Kachess minimum low pool (ele. 2,192.75 feet), and proposed 
KDRPP drawdown (ele. 2,113). 

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

• What contribution do Keechelus and Kachess Lakes make to degraded water quality in the Lower Yakima 
River? 

The Keechelus and Kachess watersheds are within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest. Therefore, they 
would receive runoff from any forest pesticides/herbicides used within the watersheds. 

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

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

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

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

• How much would the floating pumping plant project lower Kachess Lake temperatures after lowering the 
lake level by 80 feet? 

Total Maximum Daily Load (p. 3-31) 
This section states that both Yakima River and the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest TMDLs emphasize 
maximizing effective shade by the forest canopy to keep temperatures lower in forest streams. While it is good to 
have this emphasize, this apparently has not been effectively implemented as Ecology recently developed a TMDL 
for the Upper Yakima River Tributaries for water temperature, which identified actions needed to reduce summer 
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• For rivers/streams within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest Yakima River Basin. please provide 
quantitative data and information on the river/stream miles with adequate forest canopy, as well as 
river/stream miles where inadequate forest canopy exists due to USFS approved logging activities. 

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

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

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

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

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

Sec. 3.6 (p. 3-66+) Fish 
It states that the historical lakes, such as Keechelus and Kachess supported anadrornous spring Chinook, summer 
steelhead, coho, and sockeye salmon as well as resident bull trout. 

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

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

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

• Has the proposed bull trout conveyance between Big and Little Kachess Lakes been shown to work for 
other fish species? If so, which species and where has such a comparable project been successfulty 
operated? 

Table 3-15 (p. 3-73) 

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

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

• Have these studies been updated? 

• Do the comparison Alaska lakes also support Chinook, steelhead, coho salmon and bull trout? 

Sec. 3.6.4.3 (p. 3-84) Coho Salmon 

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

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

• Can the BuRec confirm that during the last six years (2009-2014) efforts to restore sockeye salmon in the 
Yakima Basin have averaged an annual return of 395 sockeye salmon passed Roza Dam? 

• Why is reservoir fish passage listed as a Yakima Political Bargain component (p. ES-vi), but this section 
con ains no in orma ion a ou soc eye sa mon passage a· 

Sec. 3.6.4.5. (p. 3-85) Nonsalmonids 

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

Sec. 3.7.2 Kachess "Reservoir" Area (p. 3-88) Wetlands 
This section states that the BuRec used the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) and a site visit to identify wetlands in 
the study area. Page 3-88 states that "Additional site evaluations and on-site wetland delineations would be 
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conducted as part of project-level evaluations." The SDEIS is a project-level EIS. Ecology-OCR and BuRec cannot 
keep kicking environmental cans down the road and refusing to provide environmental impact analyses at the 
programmatic EIS level and then at the project EIS level. Without a wetland delineation study, this SD EIS is 
inadequate and does not provide decisionmakers with adequate information to understand the significant adverse 
environmental impacts to wetlands. 

• Please have the Kachess project areas delineated by a professional wetland scientist prior to release of any 
FEIS. 

Sec. 3.8 (p. 3-96+) Wildlife 
The 2012 FPEIS states, "The programmatic EIS does not evaluate site-specific issues ... " FPEIS Sec. 1.2 (p. 1-4). 
The FPEIS promised that impacts would be analyzed on each individual project. The BuRec stated, however, in 
Section 5.5.2 of the 2015 DEIS, that the US Fish and Wildlife Service determined that all impacts for the KDRPP 
and KKC were considered in the Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report for the Integrated Plan in 
February 2012 and separate FWCA reports for these projects are not required. 

Congress requires: 
In furtherance of such purposes, the reports and recommendations of the Secretary of the Interior on 
the wildlife aspects of such projects, and any report of the head of the State agency exercising 
administration over the wildlife resources of the State, based on surveys and investigations conducted 
by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and such State agency for the purpose of determining 
the possible damage to wildlife resources and for the purpose of determining means and measures that 
should be adopted to prevent the loss of or damage to such wildlife resources, as well as to provide 
concurrently for the development and improvement of such resources, shall be made an integral part of 
any report prepared or submitted by any agency of the Federal Government responsible for engineering 
surveys and construction of such projects when such reports are presented to the Congress or to any 
agency or person having the authority or the power, by administrative action or otherwise, 

(1) to authorize the construction of water-resource development projects or 
(2) to approve a report on the modification or supplementation of plans for previously authorized 

projects, to which sections 661 to 666c of this title apply. Recommendations of the Secretary of the 
Interior shall be as specific as is practicable with respect to features recommended for wildlife 
conservation and development, lands to be utilized or acquired for such purposes, the results expected, 
and shall describe the damage to wildlife attributable to the project and the measures proposed for 
mitigating or compensating for these damages. The reporting officers in project reports of the Federal 
agencies shall give full consideration to the report and recommendations of the Secretary of the 
Interior and to any report of the State agency on the wildlife aspects of such projects, and the project 
plan shall include such justifiable means and measures for wildlife purposes as the repo1iing agency 
finds should be adopted to obtain maximum overall project benefits. 16 US. Code§ 662(b) Reports 
and recommendations; consideration. 

The Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report on the programmatic Yakima Plan, dated February 10, 2012, 
contains no recommendations on the wildlife aspects of the KDRPP or KKC projects and, therefore, the general 
FWCA Report prepared for the programmatic Yakima Plan is completely inadequate as a response to these two 
projects. 

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

Sec. 3.9 (p. 3-l 03+) Federal Threatened and Endangered Species 

• _ . _What...steps has the US FishJmd _Wildlife Service tH.ken Jo listEacific lampreys. as a. threatened_or_ _ 
endangered species? 

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

• What is the status of the ESA Biological Opinion on the impacts on endangered and threatened species 
from the existing Yakima Project? 
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• We request that a revised SDEIS be released that incorporates the baseline information from a BiOp on the 
BuRec 's existing Yakima Project. This SDEIS remains inadequate for faHure to disclose and analyze 
impacts on ESA species from the existing Yakima Project. 

Sec. 3.9.3 (p. 3-105) Bull Trout 
This section states that bull trout require cold, clear water. 
* What is the BuRec or Ecology-OCR's estimates of temperature increase in Keechelus and Kachess Lakes from 
increased rainfall and decreased snowpack and impacts on bull trout? 

Sec. 3.12 (p. 3-132+) Climate Change 
This section states that under the Adverse climate change scenario existing lakes may not be able to refill completely 
before spring (p. 3-135). 

• How would this impact fish passage proposals at Keechelus and Kachess Lakes? 

• How does withdrawal of200,000 additional acre-feet of water from Kachess Lake impact target flows 
under the Adverse climate change scenario? 

Sec. 3.12.2.2 (p. 3-135) Changes in Quantity and Timing of Runoff 
This section states that BuRec and Ecology-OCR expect future agricultural demand to be higher than under 
historical conditions in the low inflow period of the summer. 

• Does the BuRec and Ecology-OCR agree with the Columbia River Basin Long-Term Water Supply and 
Demand Forecast 2016 Legislative Report, that water demand in the future will decrease?2 

" ... agricultural water demand- which accounts for approximately 79.4% of total out-of
stream demand (agricultural plus municipal)- is forecast to decrease by approximately 
4.96% (±0.81%) by 2035, across the entire Columbia River Basin. This decrease is 
somewhat greater within Washington, where it is forecast to reach 6.87% (±0.98%) 
(Table ES-2)." (emphasis added) Ex. Summary, page x. 
See: https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1 612001.pdf 

• Please include the above summary in any FEIS. 
• Why does BuRec and Ecology-OCR continue to ignore and refuse to present studies that contradict the 

Yakima Political Bargain? 
• Why wasn't this report listed in the SEIS Reference section? 

Sec. 3.13 (p. 3-143+) Noise 
This section is inadequate as it fails to present the reviewer with any quantifiable noise data or duration from 
running the proposed floating pumping plant. 

• Please provide a better summary. For additional comments see Sec. 4.13.6.2 below. 

Sec. 3.14 (p. 3-146) Recreation 
• What is the current off-highway vehicle (OHV) use on the Keechelus and Kachess Lakes lakebeds and mud 

flats? 
• What additional OHV use of Keechelus and Kachess Lakes lakebeds and mud flats due to additional 

lakebed and mud flat exposure from the KDRPP and KKC projects? 

Sec. 3.15 (p. 3-154+) Land and Shoreline Use 
Sec. 3.15.l.3 (o. 3-158) Okano11:an-Wenatchee National Forest Plan 
This section fails to disclose the proposed adverse impacts to the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest. 

2 Submitted to Washington State Department of Ecology pursuant to RCW 90.90.040 by: WSU, State of Washington 
Water Research Center, Center for Sustaining Agriculture and Natural Resources, Biological Systems Engineering, 
Civil and Environmental Engineering, School of Economic Science, PO Box 643002, Pullman, WA 99164-3002 
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• Please list all specific impacts from the KDRPP and KKC projects on National Forest land. 
This section complete fails to provide the reader any information of land management practices on the Okanogan
Wenatchee National Forest Plan or how such practices result in reduced snow pack within the watershed. 

• What snow pack reduction in the Keechelus and Kachess watersheds is attributable to timber harvest 
activities? 

• What is the acreage and percentage of the Keechelus and Kachess watersheds within the Okanogan
. Wenatchee National Forest that has been timber harvested? 

• What is the acreage and percentage that has not been replanted? 
• What steps are the USFS taking to retain snow pack in the Keechelus and Kachess watersheds? 

Sec. 3.15.2.3 (p. 3-161) Shoreline Management Act 
The State Shoreline Management Act consists of Ecology approved local control shoreline master programs (SMP) . 
Keechelus and Kachess Lakes are lakes of Statewide Significance. RCW 90.58.020 provides: 

"The legislature declares that the interest of all of the people shall be paramount in the management of 
shorelines of statewide significance, The department; in adopting guidelines for shorelines of statewide significance, 
and local government, in developing master programs for shorelines of statewide significance, shall give preference 
to uses in the following order of preference which: 

(1) Recognize and protect the statewide interest over local interest;· 
(2) Preserve the natural character of the shoreline; 
(3) Result in long term over short term benefit; 
(4) Protect the resources and ecology of the shoreline; 
(5) Increase public access to publicly owned areas of the shorelines; 
(6) increase recreational opportunities for the public in the shoreline; 
(7) Provide for any other element as defined in RCW 90.58.100 deemed appropriate or necessary." 

The EIS should explain: 
• How does draining an additional 200,000 acre feet from Kachess Lake protect the statewide interest over 

local interest or preserve the natural character of the shoreline when additional storage water is diverted to 
local irrigation? 

Under the recently approved amended Kittitas County SMP, the Keechelus and Kachess shorelines are within 
a Conservancy shoreline environment. The intent of this designation is to sustain natural resource 
development while maintaining the natural character of the shoreline area. Under the current SMP shoreline · 
"works" are only allowed where they "do not substantially change the character of the environment." The 
proposed KDRPP and KKC projects would substantially change the character of the shoreline environment. 
Under the amended Kittitas County SMP the majority of the both lakes were designated Rural Conservancy, 
while portions of the west and east sides of Kachess Lake were designated as Shoreline Residential. 

WAC 173-26-251(2) provides: 
Second, the Shoreline Management Act calls for a higher level of effort in implementing its objectives on 

shore! ines of statewide significance. RC W 90. 5 8. 090(5) states: 
"The department shall approve those segments of the master program relating to shorelines qf statewide 
significance only after determining the program provides the optimum implementation of the policy of this 
chapter to satisfa the statewide interest." 

Kittitas County amended its Shoreline Master Program in 2016 to provide Jess protection to the Kachess Lake as a 
lake/shoreline of statewide significance. 

___________ • ____ How does providing les_s protection satisfy the statewi_de interest? __________________________________________ _ 

Ecology's SMA webpage states: 
"Because federal courts have held that shoreline ermits are water ualit ermits, federal a enc 
projects that affect water quality may be required to obtain shoreline pennits. [See Friends of the 
Earth v. US. Navy, 841 F.2d 927(C.A. 9, 1988)] ." 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sma/st guide/jurisdiction/federal.html 
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Withdrawing additional water from Kachess Lake would affect water quality. 
• Please clarify that shoreline permits may be reguired for the KDRPP and KKC projects. 

Sec 4.3.4.2 (p. 4-22+) Operation 
Table 4-5 (p. 4-22) provides a percent of entitlement available in drought years under Alternative 2 (same as for 
Alternative 4) for water years 1992, 1993, 1994, 2001 , 2005, 2015, with 1994 figures reported as 24 percent 
prorating. 

• Please provide references forthese figures. 

The prorationed irrigation districts have experienced three successive drought water years (1992, 1993, and 1994) 
below 70 percent of water supply with the third year water supply at 24 percent. 

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

Sec. 4.4 (p. 4-76+) Surface Water Quality 
Table 4-74 (p. 4-78) 

• Why are there no water quality indicators for zinc, copper, or forest herbicides/pesticides? 

Sec. 4.4.7.2 (page 4-96+) Operation 
With the KKC project, water quality in Kachess Lake could be modified by that of the Keechelus Lake inflow. 
Keechelus Lake is currently listed as 303(d) Category 5 for PCBs and dieldrin in fish tissue. Ecology's 303(d) list 
for fresh waters also identifies Kachess Reservoir as 303 (d)-listed for PCBs (for fish tissue) (Norton, 2014). This 
proposed listing indicates that PCBs are already present in Kachess Lake. Existing data indicate that Kachess Lake 
has higher concentrations of PCBs than Keechelus Lake. The transfer from Keechelus Lake could thus lower (dilute) 
Kachess Lake PCB concentrations. Over time, however, the total load of PCBs in Kachess Lake could increase. 

• If existing data shows that Kachess Lake has higher concentrations of PCBs than Keechelus Lake, why is 
this data not provided? 

• What is the source of PCBs to Kachess Lake? 
• What pollutant source controls are in place to keep pollutants out of Keechelus and Kachess Lakes? 
• What water quality impacts would occur in Kachess Lake, the Kachess River, Lake Easton, or the Easton 

and Parker Reaches of the Yakima River with the KKC project? 

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

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

Sec. 4.6.4.2 (p. 4-129) Operation - KDRPP East Shore Pumping Plant Facilities 
This section states that "Reductions in Kachess "Reservoir" elevation and persistence of lower elevations for longer 
periods of time (2 to 5 years to refill the "reservoir") .. would likely reduce the abundance of benthic invertebrate 

re for fish and reduce shallow shoreline area referred b small fishes Ii · hi " E 
stated that this would result in negative impacts on fish. 

• Why was this conclusion deleted from the SD EIS? 

Sec. 4.7 (pages 4-149+) Vegetation and Wetlands 
• For each alternative, including the combined projects, please identify the location and acreage of vegetation 

and wetlands that would be impacted on the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest. 
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Sec. 4.13 (pp. 4-266+) Noise 
Sec. 4.13.6.2 (p. 4-272) Operations - KDRRP Floating Pumping Plant Facilities 
This section states that Alternative 4 would produce noise that may exceed ambient levels because of operation of 
pumps. This is a significant adverse environmental impact that cannot be mitigated. A computer Aided Noise 
Abatement modeling program cannot substitute for actual noise impacts ca1Tied across a lake for long periods of 
time. It states that Alternative 4 would operate 24 hours a day and 7 days per week during drought alleviation 
period. 

• What are the maximum pumping days for a drought alleviation pumping period? 
• What are the number of pumps needed to pump for instream flow purposes? 
• What are the maximum pumping days for instream flow purposes? 

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

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

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

Sec. 4.21 (p. 319+) Socioeconomics 
This section estimates $171 million of aggregate industry output (Table 4-155, p. 4-330). 
The BuRec/Ecology's "Four Accounts Analysis of the Integrated Plan," dated September 26, 2012, estimated fish
related benefits to both WA and OR of over $7 billion. 
* Why does this table fail to display any economic benefit from fishery increases? 
* [fthe BuRec and Ecology intend to count fish-related benefits to all the residents of Oregon, what additional 
agricultural production benefits would occw- if fish-related benefits to the State of California were counted? 

Sec. 4.22 Environmental Justice 
Sec. 4.22.2 (p. 4-341) Summary oflmpacts 
This section in the DEIS stated that that the subsistence use of renewable natural resottrces (such as fish, wildlife, 
and vegetation) by Tribes or other populations in the Kachess Lake area and downstream has not been quantified. 
Page 4-330 of the DEIS, however, stated that the No-Action alternative could reduce opportunities for subsistence 
fishing. 

• How can BuRec and Ecology draw this conclusion without any data? 

Sec. 4.24 (p. 4-349+) Relationship of the Proposed Action to the Integrated Plan 
The specific goals of the Yakima Plan listed on page 4-349 include "fish passage." This section fails to explain how 
either the KDRPP and KKC would benefit fish passage at either Keechelus or Kachess Lakes. 

• If the KDRPP and KKC do not contribute to the goal offish passage, this section should say so. 

Sec. 4.25 (pages 4-350) Cumulative Impacts Analysis 
This section is completely inadequate. 
The CEQ regulations ( 40 CFR §§ 1500 -1508) define the impacts and effects that must be addressed and considered 
by Federal agencies in satisfying the requirements of the NEPA process. This includes cumulative impacts: 

Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment; which results from the incremental impact of 
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 

________ _,r""P'Jii-g...,ar.dlexs..aµiw.Lagenc..y..(.Ee.der.alm:..nD1i- Eedet:a/)..(l]!.j)£XS.OJ:1.,.UJ1.der.tak.es...siJ.C!LJ1tli.er-i1c.Jio.JJ.s, _____ ---1~ 

Cumulative impacts can resultfrom individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. 40 CFR § 1508. 7. (emphasis added) 

The KDRPP and KKC projects Project are designated "components" of the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water 
Resource Management Plan. The Yakima River Basin Lntegrated Water Resource Management Plan EIS stated, 
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"The programmatic EIS does not evaluate site-specific issues .. . " FPEIS Sec. 1.2. This is the second project
specific EIS prepared as part of the controversial Yakima Plan. 

• As required by Sec. 1508.7, the EIS must analyze the cumulative impacts from other actions taken that 
would modify in~stream flows and other actions that would increase storage water for irrigators . 

A comment submitted in 2012 to the Final Programmatic EIS noted, "The 1998 DEIS on the YRBWEP stated a goal 
of' 165,000 acre-feet of water savings in 8 years ' under the Basin Conservation Program." 

• This EIS should address whether this goal has been achieved, and if it has not been demonstrably achieved, 
the EIS should explain why additional water resource projects are proposed in the absence of conservation 
efforts. 

The Yakima Project storage dams also impede or preclude movement of sediment and organic material (e.g., woody 
debris) to the river downstream. The consequential effects on channel morphology, substrate characteristics, habitat 
quality, and productivity are usually significant. The downstream migration of bed materials is an essential process 
which maintains channel complexity and thus habitat quality. The recruitment of gravels and small cobbles, 
essential for the construction ofredds by spawning salmonids, is necessary to replace those that are inevitably 
washed downstream. Coarse particulate organic matter, ranging from large trees to leaflitter, is an important energy 
and structural component of all riverine ecosystems. Large woody debris (L WO) provides physical habitat for both 
fish and aquatic invertebrates, while leaf litter is an essential energy source in the food chain that drives stream 
productivity. 

• How do either of these projects contribute to recruitment of gravels and small cobbles or large wood 
debris? 

Sec. 4.25.3.4 (p. 4-354+) Land Use Practices 
Sec. 4.25.1.1 (p. 4-341 of the 2015 DEIS stated that "Agricultural development in the Yakima River basin over the 
past 150 years, including Reclamation's Yakima Project, has caused impacts to surface water, water quality, fish, 
vegetation and wetlands, wildlife, and cultural resources." These are weasel words. 

• Please amend and add this sentence to this section as follows: 
"Agricultural development in the Yakima River basin over the past 150 years, including Reclamation's 
Yakima Project, has caused extreme and significant adverse cumulative impacts to surface water, water 
quality, fish, vegetation and wetlands, wildlife, and cultural resources." 

This section complete fails to provide the reader any information of past land management practices on the 
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest Plan or how such practices result in reduced snow pack within the Keechelus 
and Kachess watersheds. 

• What has been the historical yearly water yield off the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest in the 
Keechelus and Kachess watersheds? 

• I-low many miles of roads have been constructed within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest's 
Keechelus and Kachess watersheds? 

• What are the current off-road vehicle policies within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest's 
Keechelus and Kachess watersheds? · 

Sec. 4.25.3.1 (p. 4-352) Surface Water Resources 
Sec. 4.25.1.2 (p. 4-342) of the 20 15 DEIS stated that "This section states that "Past water management actions have 
caused cumulative impacts at the Kachess and Keechelus "Reservoir" areas that have affected surface water, fish, 
vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources." 

= Please amend filtd add this sentence to this see · 
"Past water management actions have caused significant adverse cumulative impacts at the Kachess and 
Keechelus Lake areas that have affected surface water, fish , vegetation, wildlife, and ~ultural resources." 

Sec. 4.25.2 (p. 4-350) Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
This section complete fails to provide the reader any information of proposed land management practices on the 
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest Plan or how such practices result in reduced snow pack within the Keechelus 
or Kachess watersheds. 
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• What impacts to the Keechelus and Kachess watersheds would occur under the Proposed Action for Forest 
Plan Revision, released by the USFS in June 2011? 

• What impacts to the Keechelus and Kachess watersheds would occur under proposed Okanogan-
Wenatchee National Forest travel management plans? 

Sec. 4.25.3.3 (p. 4-344) of the DEIS stated that the KDRPP and KKC in combination with other reasonably 
foreseeable projects would contribute to regional trends toward reduced habitat. However, this section failed to 
describe the reasonably foreseeable projects toward reducing habitat on the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest, 
such as the Bumping Lake Expansion project, or other Yakima Plan projects such as a new Wymer Dam. 

• Please include these projects as part of the cumulative impacts. 

Sec. 4.25.3.4 (p. 4-345+) of the DEIS (KDRPP Fish - p. 4-347) stated that the additional drawdown ofKachess 
Lake would further impede fish passage to lake tributaries and between the Kachess basin and Little Kachess basin. 

• What about impeding fish passage at Kachess Lake itself? 

It also stated that fish in the lake could be negatively impacted by increased water temperature, decreased water 
quality, and decreased food prey. 

• How does this meet the goal offish restoration in the Yakima Basin? 

The DEIS section (KKC Fish - page 4-349) also failed to describe how operation of the KKC project would impact 
proposed fish passage at the Kachess Lake. 

• Please provide this analysis. 

Sec. 4.27 (p. 4-357) Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
• Please include drawn down of private wells at Kachess Lack as a likely irreversible impact if the additional 

lake drawdown lowers groundwater levels. 

• If wells are impacted, what mitigation would be proposed? 

Sec. 5.5 (p. 5-4) Compliance with Federal and State Laws and Executive Orders 
• Why is compliance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act not listed? 

• Why is compliance with the State Shoreline Management Act not listed? 

Appendix A 
Page 2 states that the "Integrated Plan Workgroup is primarily made up of representatives of statutorily created 
organizations. This includes State and Federal agencies , the Yakama Nation, local government, irrigation districts 
and environmental groups." 

• If the Integrated Plan Workgroup was statutorily created, please provide a citation. 
Otherwise, environmental groups should not be listed as a "statutorily created organization." In addition, the initial 
Workgroup included only a single environmental group. 

• Please change environmental groups to "a single environmental group at the Workgroup's initial meeting." 

Appendix C 
Sec. 3.5 (p. 22) Box Canyon Creek Passage 
This section describes a "temporary passage system" for Box Canyon Creek. 

• Please provide a description of this temporary passage system and what success if any has been achieved. 

• Please prov,ae a list of pennits o6tainec! for this temporary passage system. 

CONCLUSION 
I his SDETS 1s madequate because 1t 1s based on the 2012 Yakima Plan Final Programmatic EIS that falled to 
provide a range of alternatives, and added environmental damaging elements (National Recreation Areas for off
road vehicle use) after the close of comments on the Draft Programmatic EIS. 
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This SDEIS is inadequate because it fails to provide alternatives to providing the additional storage water to 
irrigation districts. An EIS should include a range of reasonable alternatives that meet the stated purpose and need 
for the project and that are responsive to the issues identified during the scoping process. This will ensure that the 
EIS provides the public and the decisionmaker with information that sharply defines the issues and identifies a clear 
basis for choice among alternatives as required by NEPA. This applies even if some of them could be outside the 
capability of the applicant or the jurisdiction of the agency preparing the EIS for the proposed actions. The 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) encourages selection ofaltemative(s) that will minimize environmental 
degradation. 

Because both the NEPA and SEPA process must be followed, we request that the BuRec and Ecology each provide 
separate responses to the above comments. Please send us a copy ofany FEIS that is released. 

Sincerely, 

Jcihvv de,y~ 
John de Yonge 
President 
540 Main St, Apartment SC 
Chatham NJ 07928 
jdeyonge@gmail.com 

Attachment - "Department ofEcology Office ofColumbia River: The Last Ten Years," Power Consulting 
Incorporated, December 3, 2016 
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Department of Ecology 
Office of Columbia River: 

The Last Ten Years 

Executive Summary 

In 2006, the Washington Legislature tasked the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) to 
"aggressively seek out new water supplies" for both instream and out-of-stream uses 
(emphasis added). RCW90,90.005(2). The same legislation set up the Columbia River Basin 
Development Account and authorized $200 million to fund it, much of which has been spent or 
committed according to OCR's 2015 Water Supply Inventory Report to the Legislature. Ecology 
created the Office of Columbia River (OCR) to use these funds to develop new water supplies 
using storage, conservation, and voluntary regional water management agreements. 

In the required January 2016 report to the Washington State Legislature, the OCR reported that 
it had funded projects that have cumulatively developed about 396,000 acre-feet of water, with 
an additional 320,000 acre-feet or more in near-term development i.e. in the 2015-2019 period. 

Our analysis of OCR provides a critical overview of OCR's expenditures since its 
creation. In light of our findings, summarized in the following conclusions and supported 
by the analysis contained in this report, we recommend that the Washington State 
Legislature not provide additional funding to OCR until a performance audit on OCR is 
prepared for the Legislature: 

a. A significant amount of the approximately 400,000 acre-feet of water that the 
Office of Columbia River (OCR) reports as having been "developed" during the 
first decade of OCR's operations is not from "new" water supply production. 

b. The approximately 400,000 acre-feet of water that the Office of Columbia River 
(OCR) reports as having been "developed" during the first decade of OCR's 
operations is, for the most part, not water that currently has been put to 
productive use. 

c. There are hundreds of millions of additional taxpayer investment dollars that 
would be required over the next decade or more before all of that OCR 
"developed" water can actually be put to productive use. 

d. Listing water as "developed" when financing has not been arranged to put that 
water to use exaggerates OCR's accomplishments and understates the costly 
taxpayer investments ttratwtU-be required to put that water to use. 

........,,... ·········--··'"· · ...... .............~----. -····· ............. ................ ,...• ... .. .. . . ... ... . . .. - , .., ....... ...... ............ ... -........ -.... ······--········ ·······............ 
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e. The OCR and BOR funded Yakima Plan is based on speculative fish production 
benefits to justify funding large and expensive surface water storage facilities. 

f. Doing an aggregate benefit-cost analysis on the Yakima Plan, as the OCR and 
BOR chose to do, hides projects that generate major net costs among those that 
generate net benefits. 

g. To economically justify large Yakima Basin surface storage projects, the 
enhanced instream flows facilitated by those surface water storage projects would 
have to be implausibly effective at increasing salmon production and/or the 
incremental salmon production would have to be assigned indefensibly high 
economic values. 

h. In addition, within the Yakima Basin, it would be far less costly to provide the 
planned enhanced in-stream flows through the buying of water rights that divert 
water flows to out-of-stream uses, leaving the water in the rivers rather than 
building new or expanded large surface water storage facilities. 

i. The proposed surface water storage projects OCR envisions being carried out in 
the Yakima Basin over the next three decades would be very expensive to 

. Washington State and its citizens, costing Washington taxpayers as much as $2 
billion. 

j. The proposals to actively manipulate the level of many lakes in the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness through the construction of new dams, modification of other dams, 
and installation of mechanical and motorized equipment within a well-known and 
spectacular National Wilderness Area need critical economic scrutiny. 

k. OCR's 2105 Columbia Basin Water Supply Inventory Report begins with an 
explicit criticism of the efficacy of water conservation efforts and an argument in 
support of giving priority to investments in surface water storage, the most 
expensive elements of the OCR's plans. OCR's critique of the efficacy of water 
conservation compared to building surface water storage facilities is misleading 
in several ways. 

i. OCR's critique equates water conservation with improvements in the efficiency with 
which water is applied to crops. There are many other important types of water 
conservation besides improving the efficiency of irrigating crops. 

ii. Even in the context of efficiency in the amount of water applied to crops, that 
improved efficiency can moderate the impact of irrigation on in-stream flows at the 
points of diversion. It can also reduce the loss of water to evaporation, 

· --evap-otranspiraUoff;-arrd--aLe·ep·water-a-qoifer~ --· · - - -- - -- --- --- --- ·-·· - · 

iii. Low in-stream flows due to irrigation withdrawals often lead to efforts to enhance the 
in-stream flows by building more surface storage to be used to maintain in-stream 
flows. For instance, about half of the planned surface water stored by the proposed 
Wymer Dam and Reservoir would be used to enhance in-stream flows rather than 
delivering water to out-of-stream uses like irrigation. 

... . . .. .. ····· ·············· · ·.................. .......... 

t Ten Ye
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iv. OCR's own analysis of a broad range of water conservation projects demonstrates 
that water conservation can provide water for out-of-stream uses in a cost-effective 
manner. 

l .. Over the past 10 years, the OCR has wasted millions of dollars on new dam studies 
for projects that have been demonstrated to be uneconomical with substantial 
adverse environmental impacts. 
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I. The Water Supply "Developed'' by the Office of Columbia River 
2006-2016 

A. The 2015 Inventory of Accomplishments of the Office of Columbia River 

In 2006, the Washington Legislature tasked the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) to 
"aggressively seek out new water supplies"1 for both instream and out-of-stream uses 
(emphasis added). The same legislation set up the Columbia River Basin Development Account 
and authorized $200 million to fund it, much of which has been spent or committed according to 
OCR's 2015 Water Supply Inventory Report to the Legislature.2 Ecology created the Office of 
Columbia River (OCR) to use these funds to develop new water supplies using storage, 
conservation, and voluntary regional water management agreements.3 

OCR, in turn created a Columbia River Basin Water Management Program - Policy Advisory 
Group (PAG), which meets four times a year. The PAG is made up of 27 federal and state 
agencies, including the Bureau of Reclamation (SOR), tribal members, irrigation districts, cities 
and counties, and three "environmental" members, of which one seat is listed as open, and one 
member, the Washington Environmental Council, has a seat at the table, but according to 
meeting minutes, has not attended meetings in several years.4 

In early 2016 the Washington Office of Columbia River (OCR} submitted the 112015 Columbia 
River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report" to the Washington Legislature.5 That Report listed 
38 projects categorized as "developed", "near-term development (2015-2019)", and "long-term 
development (2019+ )." The 17 projects labeled "developed" between 2006 and 2015 were said 
to provide a total water supply of 395,700 acre-feet. A similar inventory in 2016 listed two 
additional projects as "developed" so that the total of "developed" water 2006-2016 was listed as 
410,376 acre-feet. 6 Those totals of "developed" water included water for both out-of-stream 
uses (e.g. irrigation) and in-stream uses (e.g. river and fish habitat). 

These OCR inventories of "developed" water supply projects included the "Lake Roosevelt 
Incremental Storage Releases" and the "Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement" projects. 
Each of these projects was very large compared to the other listed OCR developed projects. 
The Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Release was listed as providing 132,500 acre-feet and 
the Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement was listed as providing 164,000 acre-feet. Just 
those two projects together represented 296,500 acre-feet, about three-quarters of the total 
water supply reported by OCR as developed between 2006 and 2016. 

With federal funds appropriated to stimulate the economy during the Great Depression, 
groundbreaking for a low Grand Coulee Dam on the Columbia River was held on July 16, 1933. 
Legal challenges to the construction of the dam without specific authorization from Congress led 
to formal congressional authorization of the Grand Coulee Dam in 1935. What was authorized 
was a multi-purpose dam that not only would generate electricity but would also, among other 
things, store water for deli.very to irrigate ("reclaim"_) pubJic.laods. That required a much larger 

1 RCW 90.90.005(2). 
----~fuJlugy-13ablit:atiorrl'l.lomtrer1"!T-1"2=006", January 6, '2C1i•o,p7-:,.--r{~lJITTl~rteW""90:9rr-ozt . 

3 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/cr overview.html 
4 http:/ /www.ecy.wa.gov/prog rams/wr/cwp/cr pag. html 
5 https://fortress. wa .qov/ecy/pubHcations/SummaryPages/1512006.html 
6 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/imaqes/pdf/waterdev.pdf 

.................................................. . ,..... , 

OCR: Last Ten Years Power Consulting Inc. December 3, 2016 51Page 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-394

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/imaqes/pdf/waterdev.pdf
https://fortress
www.ecy.wa.gov/prog
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/cr


and higher dam that created Lake Roosevelt as a large storage reservoir. The dam was 
completed by the end of 1941 and the larger project of which the Grand Coulee Dam was to be a 
central part, the Columbia Basin Project, was approved by Congress in 1943.7 In addition to the 
construction of the dam, the larger project required a series of large pumps that could move 
water out of Lake Roosevelt up into Banks Lake and a system of canals, pipelines, siphons, and 
pumps to distribute that water throughout the Columbia River Basin, primarily to benefit and 
promote small farming operations. The full BOR Columbia Basin Project has never been 
completed due to costs of doing so.8 

Both the Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases and the Odessa Subarea Groundwater 
Replacement Projects seek to extend the delivery of water from Lake Roosevelt to some areas 
not previously reached by the Columbia Basin Project. 

For this additional Lake Roosevelt water to reach all of the planned locations in the Odessa 
Subarea, canals, siphons, pumps, and pipelines will have to be upgraded or newly built at 
considerable cost. This is especially true of the Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement 
Project that would deliver 164,000 acre-feet of surface water to irrigate 70,000 acres currently 
served by deep groundwater pumps. The Washington OCR and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
(BOR) estimated that the Odessa Subarea project would cost $828 million or about $1 1,800 per 
acre served to actually deliver this surface water to those acres were the groundwater would be 
replaced.9 

Table 1 summarizes these OCR/BOR projects aimed at bringing Lake Roosevelt surface water 
to the Odessa Subarea. 

B. OCR's Meaning of '1Devefoped Water" 

The inclusion of a project in the OCR list of developed projects does not mean that the project 
is actively delivering all or any of the listed water to irrigators and municipalities, which are 
actually using that listed water supply. "Water development," to OCR, simply means that a 
certain amount of water at a particular geographic location is physically and legally available for 
transportation and deployment, if someone is able to fund the necessary infrastructure to get 
the water to potential users and fund the necessary equipment so that that water can be put to 

10use.

"OCR's development of water supply" means that OCR through the Department of Ecology has 
provided the "permitting, environmental review, funding, or other partnership" to which Ecology 
had committed. "For instance, once OCR has issued a new water right under one of [its] 
permitting programs, the impetus for continuing the project then falls on the permittee to provide 

7 For Columbia Basin Project history see "The Columbia Basin Project," Wm. Joe Simonds, Bureau of Reclamation, 
1998, http://www.usbr.gov/pn/grandcoulee/pubs/cbhistory.pdf. For a history of Grand Coulee see Grand 

_Coulee: Harnessing a Dream, Paul C, Pitzer,yYashing!Qn State University Press, 1994 . _.. _ . ___ _ 
8 http: //vvww, usbr .gov/p n/grandcoulee/pubs/cbhistory .p_gf 
9 Odessa Subarea Special Study, Columbia Basin Project , Washington, Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
prepared by Office of Columbia River, Washing Department of Ecology and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, August 
2012, labe - , p .. 
10 " . ..after water has been developed, OCR has encountered delays in users' ability to deliver the water for its 
intended purpose, This encompasses many factors, including financial delays, infrastructure and construction delays, 
permitting by other agencies, or other user induced delays." p. 3 of "2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply 
Inventory Report," submitted to the Washington State Legislature, Ecology Publication Number 15-12-006. 
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Bureau of Reclamation and Office of Columbia River 
Projects to Delliver Irrigation Water to the Odessa Subarea 

_.......... ··-··· ... . ..., Project ·- ··· ·····- _... . .... . 

... .. ................................. ........ __ ....'" ·--· --- -----·--· -··----·....,..,_..,,_..,............

____Approval · -

.......____Date.......... 

..... .. Planned..Water.... 

,_.,,...........Delivery-<••·--·••·•
(acre-feet) 

.........Actual.Water Comment 

_'"'........ Delive_ry. .....- .. ____ ...... ,....... ............... .......... ......... 
(acre-feet) 

Columbia Basin Project 1943 6,500,000 

For all of the Columbia 
Basin. Odessa Subarea

3,500,000 
was originally included but 
not served. 

Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases 
Project 

2009 
30,000 to Odessa 

Subarea 

132,000 ac:ft. total during 
Delivery systems drought years. 30,000 

not in place ac.ft. to go to Odessa 
Subarea. 

Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement 
Project 

2012 164,000 

Infrastructure . . 
. h d d . Upgrade in infrastructure

fiun ms e ; 1e JVery d' f d' . . procee mg as un mg 1s 
t tsys ems no m . bl ava 11a e. 

Ipace. 

Isources: "Water to the Promised Land," Tim Steury, Washington State Magazine Fall 2013. l 
'.••••••• ••..••••••••••••••••• • •-••••"••-••••••-••••••••-••• •-•' " '•'•• ..••••••••-••••••<-•••'•" ~ ••• .,••••- •• OH•H••VHH•----•• --•-•-•H,w ..• • •- -••••• •,~--••• •- •--•- •--• ••• •- •••••-••••--" •H-•••••--••..• •••••-••••--•• •••-•••"•--•--•••--••----• •••• - •-• ••--• •-•••••.l- ••••••••-••••••• - •••-••••••-•• •••• ••• •••• --•••·•• •••••,• •••••••••• •• •••• ,. 

iFinal Supplemental EIS for the Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Release Project, Office of Columbia River,
} - -· .... .... ".. .• ' '' .. . . . .. . .... ' ' . ., ' ... ' ..... . - ' ... ,.. , ' . " .. . ' , ' . - ' ., '" . ' ' , , ' ' ' i . ...,......,,. .....,. ..... ... 

1
.·········•·················! 

.. .. . 

the necessary infrastructure to deliver water for their intended use...Delays may occur at this 
stage outside of OCR's control." 11 Given that OCR typically funds only a limited part of the 
required water delivery infrastructure, a "developed" project may not actually put the water to 
use for a considerable period of time because of the lack of funding. 

Table 1. 

iAugust 2008; Bureau of Reclamation Evnironmental Analysis and Finding of No Significant Impact, June 2009; l 
r ··············-,-·························· ·········--··············· ·······················..······•·····..··•··••·•····...-•.,·... ............................... ,.......... ...... ....~,..,,.............. ,.,....,...,....... .......... ......,...~ .............. ............. ,... ,...... ....,.•._....... ...,................................ ,.......,... y···"•-•···•-•·····•----- '"',.·•·v·•·· ·······•.......................~ ..--,r .. 

I_Joint _OC_R-BOR_FEIS ..Odessa_Subarea_Special Study,_August2012. ...................... ......... ........ . , .. .,,. .. _ _.,.,.,.. ._..,.. .......•. ... ................_...,,,.. . .....

OCR lists the Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement project as one of the projects for 
which it has "developed" 164,000 acre-feet of irrigation water in the Odessa Subarea, where 
that newly developed water will replace existing but failing groundwater-based irrigation. The 
Bureau of Reclamation's Columbia Basin Project (CBP) was authorized over 70 years ago, in 
1943.12 According to the BOR, the delivery of Grand Coulee surface water to the Odessa 
Subarea is part of that original authorized project. 13 But the infrastructure to reach that area
wiln·waler fram-[a1<e-Roos-everr6en1naGran-d·couleenam was-1an9·ae1aye·d~ -i:in-dlarrns·rnlhe 

I I lbi-. 
12 "The Columbia Basin Project," Wm. Joe Simonds, Bureau of Reclamation History Program, 1998. 
http://vvww.usbr.gov/pn/grandcoulee/pubs/cbhistory.pdf , p_ 12. 
13 Lake Roosevelt Incremental Stprage Release Project, Bureau of Reclamation Finding of No Significant Impact and 
Final Environmental Assessment, June 2009, p. 5. 

................... .... ..............~·-··· . . ' "'•·····-····· · ···· ··· .............................. ..............._, 

OCR: Last Ten Years Power Consulting Inc. December 3, 2016 71 Page 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-396

http://vvww.usbr.gov/pn/grandcoulee/pubs/cbhistory.pdf


Odessa Subarea were given "temporary" permits to pump groundwater to irrigate their lands 
while they waited for more of the "developed water" in Lake Roosevelt to be delivered to the 
Odessa Subarea.14 

Over past decades, the pumps to move water from Lake Roosevelt up to Banks Lake so that it 
could then flow, largely by gravity, to farms in the Columbia Basin, including some of the farms 
in the general Odessa area, were built and a system of canals was constructed that delivered 
water to irrigate about 670,000 acres of farmland in the Columbia River Basin. This represents 
about 65 percent of the total of just over a million acres authorized to receive CBP water.15 The 
actual water delivery to the Columbia Basin was only about half of the 6,500,000 acre-feet for 
which the CBP was designed and authorized. 

Because of the cost of the required infrastructure and reluctance of some farms to embrace 
Bureau of Reclamation deliveries ofwater, the "developed" water associated with Grand Coulee 
Dam, its pumping system into Banks Lake, and the canal system moving the water into the 
Columbii;i Basin never reached parts of the Odessa Subarea. As a result, the "temporary'' 
groundwater pumping for irrigation there continues to the present time, seriously depleting that 
groundwater aquifer. 

Clearly authorizing and "developing" water does not automatically allow additional water to be 
used. The cost of delivering the water for actual use also has to be funded in one way or 
another. Those funding delays, as shown in the Odessa Subarea, can last many, many, 
decades despite the "availability" of the water in Lake Roosevelt. 

For instance, the Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases Project approved in 2009 could 
not move water to the part of the Odessa Subarea most in need of groundwater replacement 
because:16 

After securing a new source of water from the Lake Roosevelt Storage Releases 
Project, OCR faced a new challenge: There was no way to deliver it to the 
southern part of the Columbia Basin. Interstate 90 was the problem. There was 
only one point, the Weber Siphon Complex, where water from the Columbia 
Basin Project passed under 1-90, and it wasn't large enough to handle the 
additional flow. A second siphon would be required...OCR contributed $800,000 
for the design and worked with Reclamation and Washington's congressional 
delegation to get stimulus funding for construction. 

14 It should be pointed out that over-pumping groundwater so that other groundwater users' wells were 
depleted was not "authorized." Washington law (WAC 173-130A) forbids such damaging over-pumping of 
ground water but was never enforced. In addition, many irrigators in the Odessa area lie outside of the 
Columbia River Basin and never were "promised" Columbia surface water. OCR's current efforts will not 

- provide surtace waterto tilese 1rngators e1tner. -- - - -- -- --- ·- -- -- -- · - - - -- - -- · -- - - - - - - - -
15 Record of Decision for the Odessa Subarea Special Study Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
Columbia Basin Project, Washington, Bureau of Reclamation, April 2, 2013, p. 3. 

------·~'The area south of 1-90 has experienced the greatest declines m ground water levels and there 1s a high 
demand for replacement water supplies." Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Lake 
Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases Program, August 29, 2008, Ecology Publication #08-11-034, p. 2-
18_ "Weber Siphon Project," Washington Department of Ecology. 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/proqrams/wr/cwp/weber.html 

............,_.................... ..... .... . 
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If it had not been for the "Great Recession" and the federal stimulus spending on "shovel-ready" 
construction projects, this federal money to help move this "developed" water south of 1-90 
might not have been made available. 

The 2012 Record of Decision prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation for the Odessa Subarea 
groundwater replacement project made clear that in implementing the decision to support the 
project the Bureau of Reclamation or federal government generally were not expecting to 
finance the project: 17 

The State [of Washington] and the irrigators anticipate moving forward with non
Federal funding for the [Odessa Subarea groundwater replacement] project. The 
expected scenario would consist of the State funding construction of conveyance 
infrastructure (such as widening canals, siphons, and appurtenant structures) 
and irrigators funding distribution systems from the canal to the farm through 
local improvement districts, loans, or other funding mechanisms ... Currently, no 
Federal funding is committed or expected for implementing this [Odessa Subarea 
Groundwater Replacement] project. It is possible that no Federal funding will be 
needed or available for full implementation of all phases of [the Preferred] 
Alternative 4A. 

Thus, if this project is to move beyond OCR's theoretical "development" level to actual delivery 
and the use of that Columbia River surface water to replace ground water in the Odessa 
Subarea, the estimated $828 million cost of the Odessa groundwater replacement project will 
have to be obtained from Washington taxpayers and/or the Odessa Subarea irrigators who get 
the benefit of a surface water supply replacing their deteriorating groundwater supply. This 
irrigation water supply is not in any practical sense "developed" at this point in time. 

As mentioned above, some investments in the infrastructure necessary to move replacement 
water from Lake Roosevelt to Odessa Subarea groundwater irrigators have already taken place, 
funded by the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act that sought to stimulate the 
economy during the Great Recession. 18 In addition, OCR partially funded the upgrades of the 
Lind Coulee Siphon and some of the expansion in the capacity of the East Low Canal. But 
considerably more infrastructure has to be put in place to put the 164,000 acre-feet of water to 
use. The funding for that additional infrastructure at this point is unknown. As the Columbia 
Basin Development League's Mike Schwisow was quoted as saying after part of the Lind 
Coulee Siphon Project was completed and additional Columbia River water was being delivered 
to the Odessa Subarea: "[f]hat does not mean the Odessa Groundwater Replacement Project 
is completed ... Expansion of the East Low Canal is the key piece; we need to have the back 
bone of the facility in place in order to make deliveries to all seven anticipated distribution 

17 Record of Decision for the Odessa Subarea Special Study FEIS, April 2, 2013, p. 24. 
18 The upgrades of the Weber Siphon complex that removed a bottleneck in moving Columbia River water south of 1-
90 was funded_ by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, as was the_Potholes_Reservoir Supplemental f'~~d 
Route Project that reduced congestion on the East Low Canal. OCR provided funding for the Lind Siphon and part of 
the funding for the expansion of the capacity of the East Low Canal. Absent another near catastrophic national 
economic crisis, such additional federal funding for this project seems unlikely since the project is not likely to be able 

-----.........to p=a...,ss-+ttTe' benefit-cost tests requlredc5f Bureau on~~lafnation proiects.'See "Review of Odessa Subarea Special 
Study" and memo to Washington State Legislators from Norman Whittlesey and Walter Butcher, March 5, 2013, re: 
Irrigation Development in Washington State. http;//www.celp.org/archive/pdf/Odessa Economics Whittlesey-
Butcher Report 3-2013.pdf and http://www.celp.org/archive/pdf/Odessa Economics Whittlesey-Butcher Letter 3-5-
2013.pdf . 

........... . 
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systems....[We] still need to identify funding to move forward. Now [we) need to identify the 
funds so they can wrap up the work."19 

In addition, seven separate pumping platforms and pipeline system to move the water from the 
Low East Canal to the farmland now served by groundwater have to be designed, financed, and 
built. Some combination of the irrigation districts, the individual irrigators, and the state of 
Washington will be responsible for that part of the delivery system. The East Columbia Irrigation 
District is planning to sell municipal bonds to fund .this and other parts of the water delivery 
system. Even with funding available for those distribution systems, it is expected to take ten 
years of phased development for the water to replace all of the targeted groundwater irrigation 
pumping. Clearly the 30,000 acre-feet Roosevelt Incremental Storage Releases to the Odessa 
Subarea and the Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement project are not actually 
"developed" at this point in time. 

At the same time, Odessa area irrigators have not all been in agreement with BOR on how to 
deliver surface water to replace groundwater pumping. For example, in May 1015, Odessa 
Subarea lrrigators and the Columbia-Snake River lrrigators Association (CSRfA) filed a lawsuit 
against the BOR in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Washington, 
stressing that BOR has arbitrarily delayed and blocked the approval of a new water service 
contract for the irrigators' Privately Funded Project to bring surface water from the BOR's East 
Low Canal.20 

In mid-July of 2016 OCR's Tom Tebb noted the huge gap between the 90,000 acres in the 
Odessa subarea that are intended ultimately to be switched off of deep groundwater and what 
has actually been accomplished. He was quoted at the July 13, 2016, opening of the Lind 
Coulee Siphon as saying "Here we are in 2016, we have only about 2,000-3,000 acres [that] 
have been taken off deep wens and are actually on the Columbia River [surface] water 
system...[OCR] will work with... [irrigation districts]...to improve their current distribution, 
ensuring farmers are able to receive water when the time is right. ..." 21 . Table 2 below contrasts 
OCR's claims about the water it has "developed" with what groundwater had actually been 
displaced in the Odessa Subarea in mid-July 2016. 

It is important to realize that OCR's "developed" new water supplies are not the same thing as 
having additional water available for use by farms, municipalities, and businesses. OCR's 
inventory of its "developed" water supplies seriously exaggerates the amount of incremental 
water that has actually been put to use. In addition, by not discussing the yet-to-be-incurred 
costs, OCR is seriously understating the economic challenges in putting this "developed" water 
to productive use. Most of the costs of actually putting incremental water to productive uses are 
not associated with the planning, permitting, and organizing of incremental claims to additional 
water. The vast majority of the costs are associated with the storage, transporting, and then 
delivery of that "developed water" to where it can be used productively. It is those costs that 
have to be carefully and accurately analyzed. Then the responsibility for covering those costs 
has to be directly analyzed and compared to the distribution of the benefits so that the feasibility 
and equity of the project can be evaluated. Simply knowing that there is "developed water" 

__ available at a particularlocation tells _us nothing_ about the economic rationality,feasibility, and_ 

19 Washington AG Netwc:il'l',"tirnj-coo1~~Badget, posted by Gtemr-Vaagen, 
May 11, 2016. http://washingtonagnetwork.com/2016/05/11/coulee-siphons-completed-time-budget/ . 
20 http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/odessa-aguifer-irrigators-and-csria-file-lawsuit-against-us-bureau-of
reclamation-300075879.html and https://drive.google.com/file/d/08-xN73ylnN7jUE9Fb3dFTE05d0E/view 
21 Washington Ag Network, Glenn Vaagen, July 15, 2016. 
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equity of investing in the storage, transportation, and delivery of that water to specific water 
users. 

Table 2. 

OCR Success in Replacing Odessa Subarea Groundwater with Columbia River Surface Water 

,_..,,......,. ,,.._,.............. Project••,..,_,_....... •....- ..- ...,...... .... .... OCR "_Developed"........ ........Odessa.Subarea_··-· ..............Odessa Subarea.......... 

...... ..- ....,- ..- .....................................- ...- ---·····----.. ·..-· ......... Surface.Water for ....... ... ............Acres to Be AcreaQe _Actually_...._ 

......... .. .. .. . . .. Switched to Col...................umbia...., ...·····-·...-·-
ater 

.. .. Replacementof .. .. .... Conve~.ed.~o......... .... ....................... ....

Odessa Subarea Columbia River River Surface W
•., • •• ,., • •• • '"'" ' • • ' " Y ' • • • • •••' • • '"' ,.,..• •-,. •••• • • " "' "''<'" V • ,....... ' ' W Y"''"'' • y • • ,•~ --•-,••• ••••-,-,. ''"'>• •- ••••••••.,.•- •• •~••• , ,.,W '•• ' ,.,.,,., • •••• •••';••• • • ••·._.,••• , •w••••••••= •••• •¥•,••••••• ,.,,.,,~ •,u • ••• u ,,,. ,,• ,.,_. • •• , .,,_-.,, " ' " " " • ' " °"•--•.-• •- •"- •~"-••-•• - - ••U " ••• u • • - - • •,. , u u ,,u•••• " ' "'" ''" " ' • •• • • •••• , .,, ,., , • • • ,,.., • • • , .,.. • •• ¥ 

_.....................·------··----- ..........___...............--.......... ....... .. ...~.r.~!:!..n_d_W_a_te_r_ _ ..........--Surface Water -·----· ---- .. July 13, 2016....~........ 
{acre..feet) (acres) (acres) 

Lake Roosevelt Incremental Releases (for 
Odessa Subarea Ground Water 30,000 10,000 

Replacement) 

Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement 
164,000 70,000

Project 
.............. ............ .. ...... ......... . ....... ......... .1---------+-------+----------i 

2,000a-3,000a
Total Columbia River Surface Water 194,000 80,000 

2.5% to3.8%Replacing Odessa Groundwater 

!source:_WA_Department ofEcoloQynews release,_July 13,.2016..0CR Tom.Tebbquoted..in the..

.. .. ..

...... ....... ..] ......... ............ ....... ·--,...... ......

......... .!........ . .. .. ................. . .. 
.. 

iwashi11gton A9._Netwoor,.GlennVaagenon, July 15, 2016. ... .. . .. .. . ... .. .. L. ... ... . ..... ...

C. The Cost o'f OCR's Studies of New Dam Storage Projects 

Two-thirds of OCR's $200 million account in 2006 was designated to support development of 
new storage facilities.22 As set out in OCR's 2007 Columbia River Basin Water Supply 
Inventory Report: 23 

Well before the 2006 Columbia River Bill was passed, Ecology and Federal 
partners were considering opportunities for storage in the Columbia River Basin. 
Based on Congressional direction provided in 2003, Ecology and the Bureau 
have been jointly considering a range of proposals to increase water availability 
in the Yakima River Basin, including the feasibility of the proposed Black Rock 
Reservoir with a capacity of 1.3 million acre-feet. In 2004, Ecology signed 
agreements with the Colville Confederated Tribes, the Bureau, and Columbia 
River Basin irrigation districts to study new incremental storage releases at Lake 
Roosevelt and the feasibility of Columbia River mainstem water storage.. The 
2006 Columbia River legislation authorized further work on evaluating the 
feasibility of storage in the Columbia River Basin. Two-thirds of the $200 million 
authorized is intended to support the development of new storage facilities (RCW 
90.90.010). 

22 RCW 90..90.010(2){b) 
23 .bJ!Q_s://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711022.pdf , p. 4-2 
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New Columbia River Basin Projects 

Columbia River Basin 
Because the Columbia River system already has 61 dams on the river or its tributaries,24 

Ecology and BOR turned to looking at off-channel dam sites to which to pump water from the 
Columbia. In December 2004, the State of Washington, the BOR and the Columbia Basin 
Project (CBP) irrigation districts (the South Columbia Basin Irrigation District, the East 
Columbia Basin Irrigation District, and the Quincy-Columbia Basin Irrigation District) entered into 
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The MOU describes roles and expectations of those 
parties in the then-anticipated Columbia River Initiative. Under provisions of the MOU, Ecology 
and BOR cooperated on a study to evaluate the potential for development of new large, off
channel storage sites in the Columbia River Basin. 

A 2005 pre-appraisal report assessed a preliminary list of 21 potential off-channel storage sites 
before passage of the Columbia River Program: 

1. Big Sheep Creek B. Eagle Creek 15. Alder Creek 
2. Ninemile Flat 9. Mlssion Creek 16. Rock Creek East 
3. Hawk Creek 10. Moses Coulee 17. Rattlesnake Creek 
4. Banker Canyon 11. Douglas Creek 18. Little White Salmon 
5. Goose Lake 12. Sand Hollow 19. Panther Creek 
6. Foster Creek 13. Crab Creek 20. Rock Creek West 
7. Twisp River 14. Black Rock 21 . Kalama River 

The preliminary list of 21 sites was refined to 11 sites by evaluating size, dam safety issues, and 
compatibility with the Columbia Basin Project. In June 2007, The BOR and Ecology refined the 
list of 11 sites down to four sites. Sites that were structurally infeasible, had excessive leakage, 
or other conflicts were eliminated. Also, the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation 
requested that two of the 11 potential reservoir sites located on their reservation not be further 
evaluated at this time.25 

The BOR and Ecology evaluated the four remaining sites, all to be filled by pumping Columbia 
River water, in a 2007 appraisal study in preparation for a more comprehensive feasibility study 
and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). Those sites include: 

Hawk Creek - A site in northern Lincoln County tributary to Lake Roosevelt with potential active 
reservoir capacity of 1,000,000 - 3,000,000 acre-feet, approaching the 5.2 million acre-feet 
active capacity of Grand Coulee Dam,26 with a capital cost of up to $8.1 billion. 

Foster Coulee - A site in northern Douglas County tributary to Lake Pateros with potential active 
reservoir capacity of 1,210,000 acre-feet. Foster Creek was eliminated from consideration 
because of significant geotechnical concerns in combination with a high downstream hazard 
condition. 

institute.org/hawkcreek/dam/media center/Entries/2006/10/2 New dams would rival Grand Coulee.ht 
ml 
25jbid., p. 3-10. 
26 http://www.usbr.gov/pro jects/Facility.jsp?fac Name=Grand%20Coulee%20Dam 
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Sand Hollow - A site in western Grant County tributary to Lake Wanapum with potential active 
storage capacity of 1,000,000 acre-feet, with a capital cost of up to $3.5 billion 

Crab Creek - A site in western Grant County tributary to Priest Rapids Lake with potential active 
storage capacity of 1,000,000 - 3,000,000 acre-feet, with a capital cost of up to $2.4 pillion 27 

The BOR and Ecology's 2007 appraisal study failed to disclose that the section of Hawk Creek 
between the Lake Roosevelt area and the potential dam site contains threatened bull trout,28 or 
that a Lower Crab Creek dam would flood tens of thousands of acres of wetlands, streams, 
lakes and shrub steppe habitat, much of which is owned and managed by the Columbia 
National Wildlife Refuge and Washington State Columbia Wildlife Area. In addition, the new 
dam would flood between 5,000 and 8,600 acres of existing irrigated farmland.29 

Prior to conducting a feasibility study on any of the above projects, the Bureau must receive a 
Congressional study authorization. In addition, expenditures from the Columbia River Basin 
Water Supply Development Account (Account) needed for the state share of the feasibility study 
and EIS requires Legislative authorization.~0 

By the end of 2007, OCR reported to the State Legislature that is was considering five new 
large storage facilities: 
• Columbia River Mainstem Off-Channel storage (Crab Creek, Hawk Creek, Sand Hollow) 
• Yakima River Water Basin water storage (Black Rock) 
~ Similkameen River storage (Shanker's Berd)31 

and one "small" storage facility: 
• Wymer Dam in the Yakima Basin.32 

As of December 2007, OCR had not awarded funding for construction of storage (or 
conservation) projects, although many projects were being evaluated at different levels of study 
(e.g. pre-appraisal, appraisal, feasibility).33 

The 2007 report also identified the following water storage projects: 
• Little Klickitat Basin Surface Water Storage - Potential surface storage projects in Dry Creek 
and ldlewild Creek are described in section 4.3.3 of Appendix B Multipurpose Water Storage 
Screening Assessment Report of the WRIA 30 Watershed Plan. Dry Creek and ldlewild Creek 
are headwater tributaries of the Little Klickitat River. Dry Creek has an extensive drainage area 
and appears to convey considerable winter/spring flows from snowmelt, with little groundwater 
base flow to sustain flows past June. The initial estimate of winter/spring discharge is 3,900 acre 
feet. 

27 Ibid., p. 3-11. See also: http://www.csria.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/es-rp-590/CRMSO Exec-
Summary reduced.pdf 
28 http://columbia-institute.org/hawkcreek/dam/Fisheries.html 
29 http://www.waterplanet.ws/crabcreek/ccrhome/Home.html 
30 https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711022.pdf, p. 3-11. 
31 "SfriiHl<ameen Appraisal Study. The-Okanogan-PCiblic Uliffty-Olsfrfcf(PUD) ls studying the potential for a storage 
facility/dam at Shanker's Bend on the Similkameen River, a site that has been considered for construction of a dam 
since the 1940s. The proposed site is located a short distance upstream from the existing Enloe Dam. The largest 

------cility-option-tEleV4289)-wot1kf-int1n-date-eartatllan-Jam:ls.ra-wel'laS"lam:IScJdjacer11 to 13almt!rl:akmlrW,.,.as,..-1,h.;.,irr=g"""to""r1'""". ------
In 2007, Ecology provided $300,000 for the PUD to conduct an appraisal level review of the site, due in 2008. Ibid, p. 
3-12. 
32 https:/ffortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711022.pdf , p. 4-3 . 
33 httgs://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711022.pdf , p. 3-2 . 
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• ldlewild Creek, in its lower reach, is incised into a relatively deep, narrow bedrock valley that 
would be amenable to construction of an in-channel storage reservoir. The valley is east-west 
oriented, with a steep southern wall that may help shade and maintain lower water 
temperatures. The estimated winter/spring discharge from the creek is approximately 1,600 acre 
feet. 
• Horse Heaven Hills Water Storage34 

- Concepts for large-scale (3,000 to 9,000 acre-foot) 
surface and ASR water storage projects with planning-level cost estimates are provided in the 
report/memorandum Preliminary Water Storage Assessment Glade-Fourmile Subbasin, WRIA 
31, which was produced for the WRIA 31 Planning Unit. The projects would involve diverting 
water from the Columbia River with conveyance to ASR wells or surface impoundments located 
north of the River in areas currently supported by groundwater supply from the Wanapum Basalt 
Aquifers.35 

To date, none of the above "new water storage projects" have been constructed. 

In addition, OCR has also issued temporary "term" water right permits in the Walla Walla River 
Basin; authorized withdrawals from Sullivan Lake in NE Washington, 36 and has funded studies 
and projects in the Methow River Basin.37 

Ypkima River Basin 
In December 20(i)4, the BOR released its Appraisal Assessment of the Black Rock Alternative. 
This report sumri,arized and added to numerous technical reports on the potential to build a new 
large storage facility called Black Rock Reservoir in eastern Yakima County. Black Rock could 
hold between 800,000 acre-feet to 1,300,000 acre-feet ofwater. This volume is greater than all 
five of the existing Yakima River Basin storage reservoirs combined. The proposed reservoir 
would be filled with water pumped from Priest Rapids Lake on the Columbia River when water is 
available in excess of current Columbia River flow targets. Participating Yakima basin irrigation 
districts would use water from the Black Rock Reservoir in exchange for water they currently 
divert from the Yakima River. The 2004 report estimated the cost of building Black Rock at 
approximately $4 billion. 

In the 2006 appraisal study, BQR considered three other Yakima River basin storage 
alternatives: a new Bumping Lake Dam and enlarged reservoir, Wymer dam and reservoir, and 
Keechelus-to-Kachess pipeline. In the 2006 appraisal, the BOR concluded that while the 
Bumping Lake enlargement and Keechelus-to-Kachess pipelines did not meet study objectives, 
the Wymer reservoir should be investigated further. In December 2006, the BOR published a 
Notice of Intent to prepare a combined planning report and EIS for the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study. At the same time, Ecology published a corresponding SEPA 
Determination of Significance (DS), requesting comments on the scope of the proposed EIS. 
The scope of the EIS and feasibility study includes the following state & federally funded 
projects: 
• Black Rock Reservoir with a capacity of 800,000 to 1.3 million acre-feet 
• Wymer Reservoir with a capacity of 174,000 acre-feet 
• Wymer Plus Pump Exchange 9 with a capacity of 574,000 acre-feet38 

34 http://www.aspectconsulting.com/water-resources-proiects/201 4/7/9/horse-heaven-hills-water-storage-apPraisal-

35 https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711 022.pdf p. 4-4. 
36 http://www.ecy.wa .gov/programs/wr/cwp/cr sullivan.html 
37 https://fortress. wa .gov/ecy/publications/documents/1512006 .pdf 
38 https/ /fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711 022.pdf p. 3-14 
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Through June 30, 2007, Ecology spent approximately $5.35 million in State cost share to 
study the feasibility of Yakima River Basin storage. Of that $1.35 million came from the 
Columbia River Account.39 

The BOR released its Final Planning Report/EIS on December 29, 2008. It explained why a 
new Bumping Lake dam did not warrant further study because of environmental impacts on 
endangered species, flooding 1,900 acres of ancient forests ("old growth") adjacent to the 
William 0. Douglas Wilderness, and because a larger-capacity reservoir would not fill on a 

41regular basis and would not be a reliable source of water.40, 

In addition, the BOR report calculated a benefit/cost ratio of 0.13 for a new Black Rock 
Reservoir; a benefiUcost ratio of 0.31 for a Wymer Dam and Reservoir; and a benefiUcost ratio 
of 0.07 of a Wymer Dam plus Yakima River Pump Exchange.42 

Subsequently, through the Yakima Workgroup, OCR and BOR reviewed and rejected 30 
additional new Yakima Basin storage projects: 

Bakeoven. Tieton River, South Fork Mile Four, Rattlesnake Creek 
Casland, Teanaway River, North Fork Minnie Meadows, Tieton River, South Fork 
Cle Elum Lake Enlargement Naneum, Naneum Creek 
Cooper Lake, Cooper River Pleasant Valley, American River 
Cowiche, Cowiche Creek, South Fork Rattlesnake, Naches River 
Dog Lake, Clear Creek Rimrock Lake Enlargement, Tieton River 
East Selah, Yakima River Satus, Satus Creek 
Forks, Teanaway River Simcoe, Simcoe Creek-Toppenish Creek 
Hole in the Wall, Dry Creek Soda Springs, Bumping River 
Horseshoe Bend, Naches River Swauk, Swauk Creek 
Hyas Lake, Cle Elum River Tampico, Ahtanum Creek 
Little Rattler, Rattlesnake Creek Toppenish, Toppenish Creek 
Lost Meadow, Little Naches River Upper Canyon, Yakima River 
Lower Canyon, Yakima River Wapatox, Naches River 
Manastash, Manastash Creek Waptus Lake, Waptus River43 

Despite eight years of Yakima Workgroup search for new storage sites (see above), in October 
2016 the Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District announced a proposal for a new dam west of Tieton, 
at a cost of over $100 million. OCR had provided the irrigation district $117,000 in December 
2015 to further study options.44 After ten years of Ecology/OCR efforts, the Department of 
Ecology's 2015 Implementation Status Report on the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water, 
Resource Management Plan (July 2016) does not list any delivered new water from any Yakima 
Plan surface storage project element.45 

39 https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0711022.pdf , p . 3-15 
40 Bureau of Reclamation, Final Planning Report/EIS, Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility study, p. 2-128 
to 2~ 131..http://www.usbr.gov/pn/studies/yakimastoragest_yg_yJrnPQ.IJ§/eis/final/volume1 .Q_qf_ 
41 The Department of Ecology withdrew from this report and propared a SEPA Supplemental Draft and Final El S in 
order to resurrect storage projects, such as a new Bumping Lake dam that the BOR refused to evaluate. 
42 Ibid., pp. 2-125 to 2-127. 

~Rlv'er81:rSTl'll""n1""'e""gr""at""ed"\Mner Resource Management P1anFPf::1S (March 2012}, Iable 2-1, pp_ 2-43 to 2-
44. 
44 Living on borrowed time: Canal is more than 100 years old, but replacement won't be cheap, by Kate Prengaman, 
Yakima Herald, Oct. 26, 2016 
45 https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1612002.pdf , pp. 15-17. 
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II. OCR's Projected Future Water Supply Development: 
Yakima and Wenatchee River Basin Projects 

A. Focusing on the Largest and Most Costly of the OCR Proposed Future Projects 

The OCR projects proposed, with projected completion dates between 2016 and 2019, tend to 
be dominated by projects in the Yakima River Basin. OCR's 2015 Columbia River Basin Water 
Supply Inventory Report to the Washington Legislature estimates that "near-term development 
(2015-2019)" is expected to produce 320,132 acre-feet of water from eleven different projects. 
"Long-Term Development (2019+)" projects were projected to be servect·by at least ten different 
projects. Those long-term projects far enough along in the planning process to have estimated 
water development targets are projected to produce about 477,000 acre-feet of water. 

Ninety-six percent of the water to be developed in the near-term projects (2015-2019) would 
develop water in the Yakima Basin and close to half (47 percent) of the long-term water 
development projects (beyond 2019) would be developed in the Yakima Basin.46 For that 
reason, it is important to understand the status, costs, and benefits associated with t~e various 
projects included in the Yakima Plan. 

B. The Yakima River Basin 

In the Yakima River Basin, a total of 464,000 acres of farmland are irrigated using 2.5 million 
acre-feet of irrigation water rights.47 Only 30 percent of the average annual runoff is stored in the 
storage system.48 · 

In the 1900s, privately-constructed crib dams on the four natural glacial lakes (Cle Elum, 
Kachess, Keechelus, and Bumping) contributed to the extirpation of sockeye salmon. 
Construction of the BOR's five major storage dams, the previously four named dams plus 
Rimrock (Tieton Dam), eliminated access to previously productive spawning and rearing habitat 
for sockeye, spring Chinook, coho, and steelhead salmon above the new reservoirs.49 Because 
the BOR dams flooded natural lakes, this report will refer to Cle Elum Lake, Kachess Lake 
{which consisted of upper and lower lakes), Keechelus Lake, and Bumping Lake, rather than 
"reservoirs." These five major dams have a total capacity of about 1,065,400 acre-feet. Clear 
Lake, is located above Rimrock Lake and has a capacity of 5,300 acre-feet, and is used 
primarily for recreational purposes. The five major dams -Bumping, Kachess, Keechelus, 
Rimrock (Tieton Dam), and Cle Elum store and release water to meet irrigation demands, flood 
control needs, and instream flow requirements. 50 Occasional droughts over the last several 
decades have led to curtailments in water delivery. The Roza Irrigation District and Kittitas 
Reclamation District "are proratable districts with water rights that are subject to curtailment 
during droughts. A small portion of the Kennewick Irrigation District and Sunnyside Division are 

---- - ------ --also-sabjecHo-c1:1rt-ailment. ''Seniof'Lwater-right-holders-are-entitled-to-their-ftill-vvcJt-er-aHatment----- - - - -----

46 Op. cit. OCR 2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report to the Washington Legislature, page 12. 
41 "8enef1t-CostAnalys1s of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan ProJects," Jonathan Yoder et al. Report to the 
Washington State Legislature by the Washington Water Research Center, December 15, 2014, p . 5. 
48See: http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf , p. 1-11, 
49 http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf, p. 1-2. 
50 http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf , pp. 1-16 and 1-17. 
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during a drought. Irrigation districts with a majority of "senior" water rights include approximately 
75 percent of the Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District, approximately 65 percent of the Sunnyside 
Division, and approximately half the Wapato Irrigation Project.51 For irrigation districts with 
mostly "senior" water rights, there is little incentive to embark on water conservation, water 
banking, or water efficiency measures. 

C. The Yakima Plan 

The Yakima Plan began as a BOR WaterSMART program authorized by the SECURE Water 
Act in Public Law 111-11, which in Fiscal Year 2009 also funded basin studies in the Colorado 
River Basin and the St. Mary and Milk River Basins in Montana and Canada. Under the 
WaterSMART program, BOR now has 12 studies of major river basins underway in the west. 
All of these major Basin Studies include structural (i.e., dams) and non-structural options to 
supply adequate water in the future, as well as consideration of potential new surface storage 
needs, as directed in the Act at Section 9503(b)(4)(e).52 

In 2009, OCR and BOR convened a select Yakima Workgroup, which included five irrigation 
districts, federal and state agency representatives, the Yakama Indian Nation, city and county 
representatives, one conservation group representative (American Rivers), as well as a local 
organization advocating for surface storage structures (Yakima Basin Storage Alliance).53 The 
Yakima Workgroup included both OCR and BOR as voting members and was not chartered 
under the Federal Advisory Committee Act.54 The main objective of the Yakima Plan is to 
provide proratable irrigation districts with 70 percent of their water allotment during drought 
years by increasing the amount of surface water stored in the Yakima Basin. That Yakima Plan 
proposes to add about another half-million acre-feet of surface water storage, increasing the 
total surface water storage by about 50 percent to 1.5 million acre-feet.55 This would have the 
effect of turning the proratable irrigation districts into near-Senior districts without modifying 
water rights in the basin. 

The BOR and OCR commissioned a group of economic consulting firms to carry out a benefit
cost analysis of the Yakima Plan that became the BOR's "Framework for Implementation 
Report" for the Yakima Plan (i.e., the Four-Accounts Analysis).56 

That SOR-sponsored economic analysis of the Yakima Plan focused on the entire complex set 
of projects included in the Plan. That Plan divided projects into seven categories or "elements": 

i. Fish Passage (six projects). 
ii. Structural and Operational Changes. (six projects) 
iii. Surface Water Storage. (five projects) 

51 http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf, Table 3-1. 
52 http://www.doi.gov/ocl/hearings/112/WaterSurfaceStorage 020712.cfm 
53 A list of the Yakima Workgroup members (not updated) is located at: 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/YBI P.html Several of the Yakima Workgroup members are also members 
of the OCR Policy Advisory Group. Compare: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programslwr/cwp/cr paq.html 
54 See:__http://www.usbr.gov/pn/pJ:Qgrams/yrbwepJremo,:ts/FPEIS/fQeis.pdf and 
httQ://ucrsierraclub.org/pdf/Yakima Water-Report Response %202-15-2013.pdf 
55 Op. cit, Benefit-Cost Analysis of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects, p. 6. 
56 "Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan: Four Accounts Analysis of the Integrated 

_____..,,.,lan,''-lJ:S. Bureau of Reclamaf1on Contracrl'ilo.U8C"ICTCT677A7DiIQ, prepared by ECONoi'thwest, Natural Resources 
Economics and ESA, October 2012. The BOR "Framework for Implementation Report has the same date and 
contract number but lists the authors beginning with HOR Engineering instead of ECONorthwest. The author list of 
the Implementation Report was HOR Engineering, Anchor QEA, ECONorthwest, Natural Resource Economics, and 
ESA. 

......... . .. . .. ... . .. ... ... ........ ... . ........ . . . ......... ............................. .................. . 

OCR: Last Ten Years Power Consulting Inc. December 3, 2016 171 Page 

March 2019 SDEIS-CR-406

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/pJ:Qgrams/yrbwepJremo,:ts/FPEIS/fQeis.pdf
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programslwr/cwp/cr
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/YBI
http://www.doi.gov/ocl/hearings/112/WaterSurfaceStorage
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf
http:Analysis).56
http:acre-feet.55
http:Alliance).53
http:9503(b)(4)(e).52
http:Project.51


iv. Groundwater Storage. (Multiple projects) 
v. Habitat/Watershed Protection and Enhancement. (Multiple projects) 
vi. Enhanced Water Conservation. (Multiple projects) 
vii. Market Driven Reallocation (Multiple projects).57 

In each of the categories or elements listed above there are a half-dozen to dozens of separate 
projects, including projects that do not meet the goal of providing proratable irrigation districts 
with additional water supplies. The BOR-OCR sponsored benefit-cost study combined a// of 
these individual projects into a single conceptual aggregation, namely the whole of the Yakima 
Plan. The economic analysis then proceeded to estimate the benefits and cost of each and 
every individual project and summed those benefits and costs up, trying to take into account 
interactions among the individual projects and avoid double-counting or under-counting. The No 
Action Alternative was simply that none of the Yakima Plan projects would be pursued, even 
though the Yakima Plan FPEIS listed dozens of on-going programs in the Yakima Basin. This 
allowed the comparison of the total costs and total benefits, appropriately discounted, to 
determine the net benefits or net costs associated with the whole of the Yakima Plan. 

The conclusion from this OCR-SOR-commissioned benefit-cost analysis was that even under 
the worst-case scenario considered, economic benefits were 40 percent higher than the 
economic costs, resulting in discounted net benefits over the next hundred years of $1.8 
billion.58 

From an economic point of view, this is not a productive way to use benefit-cost analysis 
because it does not test the economic rationality of individual projects within the Yakima Plan. It 
is possible that a few elements of the Plan that are relatively inexpensive are the source of most 
of the benefits while other, much more costly projects with almost no benefits, offset many of the 
benefits flowing from the more economically productive projects, reducing the net benefits from 
the Yakima Plan. Uneconomic projects could be added as long as the whole set of projects still 
had positive net benefits suggesting that a// of projects included in the aggregate were 
economically rational when they were not. From an economic point of view, the economic 
rationality of each project within the larger "plan" should be analyzed and rejected if its costs are 
higher than its benefits. What is needed for an overall plan with many individual projects is just 
what the Washington Legislature called for in 2013: "separate benefit-cost analyses for each of 
the projects proposed in the 2012 Yakima River basin water resource plan (IP)."59 

The Washington State Legislature recognized the inadequacy of combining many different 
projects into just one big project and only calculating the benefits and costs for that artificial 
aggregate project rather than also analyzing the incremental benefits and costs of each 
individual project. 

In 2013 Washington State Legislature mandated that the State of Washington Water Research 
Center (WRC) at Washington State University "prepare separate benefit-cost analyses for each 

-------·----·--·-·------
57 Ibid. Table 1. 
58 This was the conclusion of the "national accounts" that focus on the benefits and costs as seen from the 
perspective of the nation as a whole, regardless of where, geographically, the economic costs and benefits are 

-----e=x=pe=r=1e=nc=ecr.other analyses lool<ecfaf local or regional impacts outside of a benefit-cost framework. Op. cit. 
ECONorthwest et al. October 2012, Table 2, page 7. 
59 Section 5057 ofthe State of Washington Capital Budget for 2013, cited in WRC "Benefit-Cost Analysis of the 
Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects," Jonathan Yoder et al. Report to the Washington State Legislature, 
December 15, 2014, p. 2. 
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of the projects proposed in the 2012 Yakima River Basin Water Resource Management Plan."60 

In response to that mandate, the WRC issued a report at the end of 2014 to the Washington 
State Legislature.61 RCW 90.38.110. 

That report pointed out that, as calculated by WRC, about 90 percent of the estimated benefits 
of the overall Yakima Plan were associated with the enhanced fisheries, not irrigated agriculture 
or municipal water. Benefits to irrigated agriculture represented only 5 to 10 percent of the total 
benefits. Improved municipal water supplies were the source of 2 to 3 percent of the benefits. 
Just the fish passage projects alone on Yakima Basin dams provided 75 to 80 percent of the 
estimated benefits of the Yakima Plan even though they were responsible for only a small 
percentage of the aggregate costs of the Yakima Plan. On the other hand, 66 percent of the 
costs were associated with out-of-stream and instream uses that produced only a small fraction 
of the overall benefits.62 This clearly indicates that some of the costliest proposed projects 
generate very few benefits to justify the costs. The net losses associated with those uneconomic 
proposed projects are "covered" by the fish-produotion benefits associated with building fish 
passages at existing Yakima dams. In that sense {he fish passage projects were being used to 
"indirectly fund" economically indefensible surface water storage projects even though the fish 
passage projects were largely unrelated to the surf~ce water storage projects. 

In addition, the "Four-Accounts Analysis" fish-prodyction benefits were calculated using the 
"contingent valuation" methodology by estimating 1/\fhat economic value all of the households in 
the entire states of Washington and Oregon would place on increased salmon returns in the 
Yakima Basin.63 Salmon production benefits are also based on artificial, untried, and highly 
engineered projects such as a giant "helix" downstream fish passage project at the existing Cle 
Elum dam and a "Whooshh" tube to shoot returning salmon over existing Yakima dams.64 

Projected fish-production benefits are also suspect because they fail to factor in the dire impacts 
of hot summer temperatures in the Lower Columbia River. n 2015, of the hundreds of 
thousands of sockeye returning to the Columbia Basin, only 300 made it up the Yakima River 
due to unprecedented warm water.65 

D. The Cost of the Yakima Plan 

The Yakima Plan is a 30-year plan that would be implemented in three 10-year stages. The 
Initial Development Phase is to run from 2013 to 2023. In the 2013-2015 biennium Washington 
State funding amounted to a $143 million share of the $234 million total project costs.66 For the 
2015 to 2017 biennium the Washington Legislature has appropriated an additional $30 million 
for continued implementation of the Yakima Plan. OCR projects that to fully fund the State's 
share of the Initial Development Phase, the state will have to invest $100 to $110 million in each 

60 Ibid. Quote from page ii. 
61 Ibid. 
62 Ibid. pp. iii-v. 
63 Ttie qnci)','.sis considered usirig orily Wasli[r19tqn ho1,1seJ10l~_s. The reE?1,1Lt wa_~ Rs.11 va_h,ie_s 9pQLJt 40 percent.below 
what was obtained using both Washington and Oregon households. Stated slightly differently, by combining the two 
states, fish values were boosted over 60 percent. See page 8 of 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011 inteqratedplan/2012meetings/2012-09-26/4presentation.pdf 
4 See: hffp:/7www.usl5r.govJpn7programs.Je1si'cle=elITfi'il1n ex. m 

65 See: http://www.yakimaherald.com/news/local/drought-was-rough-on-sockeye-and-future-could-be
an/ar!icle c3574d1 e-68cf-11e5-92de-8f6fa08e7611.html 
66 The state's share was so high because of the state's purchase of the Teanaway Community Forest at a cost of 
almost $100 million. 
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of the next three biennia, ending in 2023.67 The total cost of the ten-year Initial Development 
Phase of the Yakima Plan (2013-2023) is projected by OCR to be about $882 million of which 
the State would be responsible for about $407 million.68 

This Initial Development Phase of the Yakima Plan on which the State of Washington is 
currently working is the least expensive of the three 10-year phases. The 2023-2033 
Intermediate Phase is projected to cost 75 percent more than the Initial Phase, a decade total of 
almost $1.6 billion. The Final Development Phase (2000-2043) would be slightly less costly: 
about an additional $1.5 billion. The "Full Development Costs" over the three decades would be 
just over $4 billion.69 The Washington Legislature has mandated that the State of Washington is 
to pay, at most, half of the total costs of the Yakima Plan (not specific elements). Federal, 
private, and other non-state sources, including a significant contribution of funding from local 
project beneficiaries of the Yakima Plan (e.g. proratable irrigation districts that would receive 
additional water) are expected to pay at least half of the plan costs.70 

Below we review the ecoromic rationality of the major surface water supply projects included in 
the OCR's future development plans, all of which are part of the Yakima Plan. 

E. OCR Near-Term Water Supply Developments: The Kachess Drought Relief 
Pumping Plant and the Keechelus~to-Kachess Conveyance 

OCR lists one major surface water storage project among its "near-term (2016-2020)" water 
developments: The Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant that during drought years would 
access the water that lies below that lake's current gravity flow outlet facilities, i.e. the "inactive" 
storage, in Kachess Lake. That single project would provide almost two-thirds, 200,000 acre
feet, of OCR's 2015 estimated total near-term water development of 320,000 acre-feet.71 This 
Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant (KDRPP)s also listed as part of the Initial Development 
decade of the Yakima Plan and was scheduled in December 2014 to be completed by 2018.72 

A closely related project, the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC), that is also part of the 
"Initial Development" decade of the Yakima Plan would allow the movement of Keechelus Lake 
water via a tunnel to Kachess Lake to facilitate the refilling of that lake after its inactive storage 
has been drawn down during drought periods by the drought relief pumping plant. ln a 
December 2014 report to the Legislature on the projected costs of pursuing the Yakima Plan, 
OCR stated that "subsequent evaluations determined that the Kachess Reservoir Drought Relief 
Pumping Plant Project is unlikely to be viable without the inclusion of the [Keechelus to 

67 Implementation Status Report: Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan, July 2016, 
Ecology Publication Number 16-12-002, p. 2. 
68 Ibid. p. 25. The total cost of the Initial Development Phase was estimated as $896.9 million in the December 2014 
"Cost Estimate and Financing Plan-Legislative Report," Department of Ecology and Office of the Treasurer," Figure 4. 
69 Ibid. Cost Estimate and Financing Plant, December 2014, Figure 4. 

------·-rn 28S8 5367, Sec. 11(1)(a}; RCW 38.120(1 )(a). The State's obligation is to pay for at least half of the entire Yakima 
Plan, but could fund 100 percent of any specific element of the Yakima Plan, as it did when the State paid $97 million 
for the Teanaway Community Forest. See: http://www.dnr.wa.gov/news/teanaway-land-purchase-clears-way-

-----~waShrngtono/c>E2t>rotffi~ty=for 
71 The OCR 2016 "Water Supply Development" (Rev. 08.19.16) also lists this facility as part of the Near-Term 
Development. 
72 "Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan-Cost Estimate and Financing Plan-Legislative 
Report," OCR and the Office of State Treasurer, December 15, 2014, Figure 5 
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Kachess] conveyance system as a project component."73 This significantly increased the cost 
associated with a feasible Kachess Drought Relief Pumping plant since now the costs 
associated with the water conveyance facilities have to be considered costs of the drought relief 
pumping project. The KDRPP and KKC Draft EIS published in January 2015 provided 
estimates of the total costs of each project. Adding the costs of the KKC to the KDRPP would 
increase the cost of the drought relief pumping project by 58 percent.74 

Three months later in March 2015 the BOR released the "Feasibility Design Reports-Draft" for 
the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and, separately, for the Keechelus-to-Kachess 
Conveyance.75 Those documents provided another estimate of the field costs of each of these 
components of the Kachess drought relief pumping project. As the earlier Kachess DEIS made 
clear, to such field costs must be added a variety of other very real costs to obtain the total cost 
of these projects. In the Kachess DEIS this led to estimated total project costs that were 53 
percent higher than the field costs for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant element and 
46 percent for the Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance element. When these additional costs 
are included, the BOR feasibility design report costs for the overall Kachess Drought Relief 
project increases by $205 million or about a third to $850 million compared to the January 2015 
DEIS estimated total costs. See Table 3 below. 

Table 3. 

Total Costs of the Kachess-Related Projects* 

........ ~9.':'!~~-<>!_~<>~!§~t~~-1:'te ..... ... ·~··- ·-····.!?.~~.~L...... Type of Estimate,.··--· ··----·· - ...."Middle".or "Average'"_Cost.... - --···--- ..... 
BORIOCR Documents Estimate KDRPP KKC Total: KDRPP&KKC 

Includes Non-

Costs ofYIP HDR .Engin. &Anchor QEA (1L... March 2011. Contract and O&M. ....$226A06,(!0O ·- _J192,950;000 ..., ...., _ $419,356,000 ····"· 

. KDRPP_and KKC. Draft_EIS (2L_____·--·-·· ·--··· __.,_ _January 2015 .. - --·-- Full Cost ................$407,550,000 .... __$237,8801000 ___ ........$645,430,000..... 

KDRPP & KKC Feasibility Design Reports 13 March 2015 Full Cost $509,207,350 $340,994,364 $850,201,714 

.*Average.or middle..value .used.when..multip1e altemative estimates.were ~rovided...• ·········- ·- · . _ . ........ ·-·-·-· ...• .!...... ... ··-···---- ···-·-··! 
!(1}.Table 1,_p. 3, _non-c~>nt!act.costs were 30% ofconstruction,costs,,annual O&M were capitaliz~dusing a 4% discoun~ rate.._ _ ____ 

i(2)Tables..2.13.and2.14..on par,es.2.54and .2.55.................. .............................,................... ········· ········ . ... .... . .. ·.............................. .... ........... ... i ..................•..... ......•..•...•.. •...•.......... J ..................... ...... 
i(3) These.."Field..Cost".estimates were adjusted _to.total.costs using the.markups_developed. lnthe _KDRPP.and KKC. Draft _EIS. SeeJ2)_above. J 

A little more than a year later, in June 2016, OCR reported to the legislature that it could not 
provide a cost estimate for the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant because the plans for 
that facility were in flux.76 After issuing a Draft EIS for the Kachess pumping and conveyance 
projects in January 2015 and receiving public comments on these projects, OCR and BOR 
decided that they needed to collect additional scientific data to reevaluate these projects in a 
Supplemental Draft EIS scheduled to be released in late 2016 or early 2017. 77 Clearly the basic 

73 "Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan-Cost Estimate and Financing Plan-legislative 
R~por.t," OCR an9t~e Ofti~ of $Jate Trec1s1:1rer, De.c:E1rnl;l~r _1[?, 4{)14,Jl.;>iq. F=igur~ 4, fn *, !19.pagirn:i_t[qri. . 
74 Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant and Keechelus Reservoir-to Kachess Reservoir Conveyance, Draft EIS, 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and WA Department of Ecology, January 2015, Tables 2-13 and 2-14, pp. 2-54 and 2-
55. 

lJ-:S:--Sureau of Reclamauon, Contract 1'Jo.R'r3FC1UU67U1IQ, prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc. 
76 "Unit Costs tor Proposed Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance and Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant," 
Washington Department of Ecology. Ecology Publication Number 16-12-003, June 2016, p. 8. 
77 "Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant," U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, last updated 7/21/2016, 
b.!1.P.://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/k.9.liill!'. . 
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design and costs of this large "near-term" OCR project remain uncertain although the costs 
show a steep upward trend. 

The 2014 Washington Water Research Center benefit-cost study of the individual elements of 
the Yakima Plan commissioned by the Legislature estimated that the economic costs would 
exceed the economic benefits for each of the Kachess Lake projects. The economic loss 
associated with the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant was estimated to be $107 million 
and the economic loss associated with the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance was estimated at 
$110 million for a total loss of $217 million.78 The ratio of benefits to costs was estimated to be 
0.46 for the Drought Relief Pumping Plant and 0.20 for the Keechelus to Kachess 
Conveyance.79 With the higher more recent cost estimates associated with the Keechelus to 
Kachess Conveyance discussed above, the economic losses associated with these proposed 
projects would be even greater given that OCR has now concluded that the Keechelus to 
Kachess water conveyance project is necessary to the successful operation of the Drought 
Relief Pumping project, the costs and benefits of these different parts of a joint project should l;)e 
combined. That will increase the cost of the project by 71 percent while adding only about 30 
percent to the benefits, increasing the net loss associated with the combined project. While the. 
drought relief pumping plant by itself has a benefit-cost ratio of 0.46, having to combine it with 
the water conveyance component reduces the benefit-cost ratio by about 40 percent to 0.29. 
The net loss associated with the combined project more than doubles. 80, 81 

As OCR and BOR have indicated by delaying the Final EIS and planning to produce a 
Supplemental Draft EIS,82 there are many unanswered questions about the practicality and 
economic rationality of the Kachess surface water supply project. The actual costs of these two 
related projects appear to be unknown at this time, but on a steep upward trend line. In addition, 
it seems highly unlikely that this project should be classified as a near-term development that 
will be constructed in the 2015-2019 period.83 OCR has had to repeatedly "go back to the 
drawing board" with these projects, redesigning them, and re-estimating their cost. This makes it 
nearly impossible for the Legislature and public to evaluate the likely "success" of the OCR's 

78 Ibid. page 63 (Table 7) and page iii. The WRC net costs reported here are the "middle" estimates among a range of 
net benefit estimates associated with different WRC scenarios that varied the intensity of the impact of climate 
change on the hydrology of the Yakima Basin and the effectiveness of water markets within the state of Washington 
to move water from lower valued used to higher valued uses. In addition, these "middle" estimates assume that the 
individual projects are analyzed on a "stand alone" basis rather than as part of the Yakima Plan. This boosts the 
benefits associated with the projects. Finally, only out-of-stream benefits are included, The fish benefits associated 
with fish passages at dams and improved instream flows are assumed to be pursued separately without the 
additional surface storage projects, These are the net-benefits or net-losses WRC reported in the Executive 
Summary of their report. 
79 Op, cit. WRC 2014, pp. iii and iv. The WRC adds that "Under the most adverse climate considered [in the scenarios 
run], these two projects together would have net benefits of $6 million and a 8/C ratio of 1.02." p. iv. 
80 Ibid. Taqfe 20, p. 87, least adverse future climate scenario. 
81 OCR, in its June 2016 report to the Legislature on the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance, stated that the water 
supply benefits of this project "would be minimal" because there was already "unutilized storage capacity in Kachess 
Reservoir and limitations on when water could be transferred between these two reservoirs. For that reason, OCR 
noted that" the o,..u.anlit,\!...!of water] transferred doos..not mean thaiJ:1.u.an.til,\LW_ou.ld.JIBcJltlle...a-'lailable for water sup.pl.y~---
As noted above, the water supply benefits from KKC are minimal and Ecology and Reclamation have concluded the 
water supply benefits do not provide a basis for project construction." The Conveyance between the two fakes, 
however, would provide water benefits during drought periods by accelerating the refilling of the inactive storage in 
Kachess Lake that would be drawn down by drought relief pumping. However, over its hfe time, those benefits would 
not justify the costs. 
82 http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/Vrbwep/2011integratedplan/2016rneetings/06-08-2016/02mtgnotes.pdf 
83 That was its status in the "2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report" submitted to the Washington 
State Legislature, Ecology Publication Number 15-12-006, January 6, 2016, p. 12. 
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primary "near-term" water supply project, namely the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant. 
Furthermore, the benefit-cost analysis of the individual components of the Yakima Plan that the 
Legislature asked WRC to carry out documented the sizeable economic loss associated with 
these Ka chess projects that would likely block the use of federal funds to help finance them. 

A further concern is that although the Yakima Plan has been characterized as one in which 
"farmers themselves have agreed to pay for investments that promise to enable their water 
needs to be met "84 when given an opportunity to make a major investment to secure additional 
water during drought conditions, the irrigators balked at the cost: In October, 2015, as a result 
of significantly low projected snowpack in the Yakima Basin, the Roza Irrigation District (RID) 
voted to pursue a Kachess Emergency Temporary Floating Pumping Plant Project (KETFPP).85 

The proposed KETFPP would have consisted of a temporary floating pump facility with the 
ability to access up to 50,000 acre-feet of water from Kachess Lake that otherwise would be 
inaccessible due to low water elevations. This water cou.ld then be pumped into the Yakima 
River system to supply RID with temporary emergency drought relief in 2016. Because this 
would have impacted the BOR existing Yakima Project, the BOR scheduled public workshops 
on December 7 and 8, 2015. 86 But when the cost of the project reached $58 million plus, many 
farmers in the irrigation district said that extra water was not worth the extra $85 per acre they 
would likely have to pay for 10 years and a full page newspaper ad by concerned Roza 
Growers, urged farmers to voice their opinions on the pumping plant.87 By mid-December, the 
RID had withdrawn its support of the project and SOR cancelled review of the proposed 
project.88 · 

F. The Large Yakima Basin Storage Reservoirs in OCR's Long-Term Development 
(2020+) 

OCR's list of "Long-Term Development" projects that are part of the 2015 Report to the 
Legislature on Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory includes 226,000 acre-feet of 
water development within the Yakima Basin that would be developed after2019.89 This is part 
of the.450,000 acre-feet of additional surface storage that the Yakima Plan proposes to develop 
over 30 years.90 As discussed above, the "near-term" Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant 
project would involve extracting up to 200,000 acre-feet of water from the inactive storage pool 
of Kachess Lake and accelerating its replacement with the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance. 
This leaves another 250,000 acre-feet of surface storage associated with the Yakima Plan to be 
identified. The 226,000 acre-feet that the OCR lists for the Yakima Plan in its "long-term" 
projects (meaning developed after 2019) would provide most of that remaining planned surface 
storage development. Although the Yakima Plan calls for constructing both a new Bumping 
Lake dam and a Wymer Dam,91 OCR now claims that this additional surface storage would 

84 http://www.yakimaforever.org/2016/10/26/innovalive-water-solutions/#more-1775 
85 See: http:/fwww.dailysunnews.com/news/2015/dec/08/fruslrations-aired-kachess-pump-workshop/see: · · - · · · · -· --· - · · · -· · -· -· · · -· · · - · · · --· a5 

http://www.roza.org/images/Public%20Meetinq%20Notice%20Kachess%20Emergency%20Temporary%2 
0Floatiing%20Pumping%20Plant.pdf 
iii http://www.dailysunnews.com/news/2015/dec/08/frustrations-ai red-kachess-pump-workshop/ 
88 http://www.usbr.gov/newsroom/newsrelease/detail .cfm? Record I0=51808 
89 Op. cit. OCR June 2016 report to the Legislature on the Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance. p. 12. 
9°Final Programmatic EIS, Yakima River Basins Integrated Water Resource Management Plan, March 2012, p 2-20. 
91 http://vvww.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2011 inteq ratedplan/2016meetinq s/06-08-2016/03s!ideupdate. pdf 
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come from one large storage reservoir that would be built in the second or third decade of the 
Yakima Plan, either the Wymer Dam and Reservoir (162,500 acre-feet) or a new Bumping Lake 
dam (156,300 acre-feet net increase).92 The remainder of the envisioned water development 
would come from smaller projects. 

OCR's projection of the costs of pursuing this additional surface water storage increases 
substantially as one moves from the first decade of the Yakima Plan to the second decade. In 
the first decade (2013-2023), the projected surface water storage costs are about $414 million. 
In the second decade, the surface water storage investment costs will rise to just over a billion 
dollars, a 140 percent increase. In the third decade, the capital investments in surface water 
storage will be approximated one billion dollars more. Over the three decades $2.4 billion will be 
spent on surface water storage by the Yakima Plan. If, as ORC projects, the state will cover 
about half of the costs of these projects,93 this represents a very substantial future financial 

. obligation for the State of Washington of at least $1.2 billion, just for surface water storage in the 
Yakima Basin and does not account for likely cost overruns. 

Of course, surface storage of water is just one of the elements of the Yakima Plan. In the Initial 
Development Phase, the cost of surface water storage was about $414 million, the total cost of a// of 
the elements of the Yakima Plan in that decade was projected to be $897 million, over twice as high. 
For the second and third decades, the total costs are 50 to 60 percent higher than the surface water 
storage investment costs alone. The whole of the "Initial Development Phase" of the Yakima Plan, the 
first decade, 2013-2023, on which ORC is currently working, is projected to cost almost $900 million, 
while the cost over thirty years would be $4 billion, up to half of which may be a state obligation.94 See 
Table 4 below. 

Table 4 . 

Estimated Costs of Implementing the Yakima Integrated Plan 

Integrated_Plan. l::lement Initial.Development 

Phase 2013~2023 

._Intermediate Development . 

Phase 2023·2033 

...Final Development_ 

Phase 2033·2043 

.._Full Development_. 

Costs 2013-2043 

Surface Water Storage $413,900,000 $1,003,600,000 $999,000,000 $2,416,500,000 

Total for All Elements $896,900,000 $1,572,050,000 $1,542,250,000 $4,011,200,000 

' Source: 'The Yakim§l. RiverBa~in.lntegrated_WaterResource Management Plan-Cost~s~mate and FtnancjngPlan-_ • 
' ' L. ___ Legislative Repor1,'~. Qff[~e_(?f_fCJ!l!f!l!?.La..Blver:i,_~!.1~.gtfLc.e..oJjll~_§,Ja.~~ Ir~_?~_ur~r,P~.£~!!1.~~L1.~,...?,.Q_1.~.i....E!.9!:!.~..1.,................ ............J 

G. The Economic Evaluation of the Yakima Plan's Large Surface Storage Projects 

A high priced element of the Yakima Plan is the addition of a large surface water storage facility 
_____..._,ur.ir:i.g_tJ1ELs.e..c.or:1d--0.r_tb.i!'.d....c!.ecade-0Ltbe....E!an~"'Cw.o...altero.ati:1.Le.s_ar..e.....cJJr.tent!y--9.etting_tb.e-!'.P.ost.._______ 

scrutiny: A new Bumping Lake Dam and the building of the Wymer Dam. 

92 Op. cit. Implementation Status Report: Yakima River Basin IP, pp. 16-17 and Op. cit, Benefit-Cost Analysis of the 
Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects, p. 10. 
93 Op. cit. Implementation Status Report: Yakima River Basin IP, p. 25 and 26. 
94 Ibid. Figures 4 and 5 (not paginated). 
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New Bumping Lake Dam 
Unsuccessful efforts to construct a new Bumping Lake dam downstream of and flooding the 
existing dam on the Bumping river, upstream from Goose Prairie, WA, date back over half a 
century. Bills to construct a new Bumping Lake dam were introduced in Congress in 1979, 
1981, and 1985. All failed.95 As described above, opposition to a new Bumping Lake dam and 
adverse environmental impacts caused the BOR to exclude this project from its 2008 Final 
Planning Report/EIS.96 Only through the support of Washington Governor Christine Gregoire, 
who had been a major backer of a new Black Rock dam,97 was a new Bumping Lake dam 
project brought back for consideration.98 

Wymer Dam 
Also, as described above, in its 2008 Final Planning Report/EIS the BOR evaluated two 
versions of a Wymer Dam in Lmuma Creek (an·intermittent stream), approximately 8 miles 
upstream of Roza Diversion Dam,99 off-channel of the Yakima River, between Ellensburg and 
Yakima. The BOR's report calculated that either project ver$ion had a benefit-cost ratio well 
below 1.0: For the Wymer Dam and Reservoir it was 0.31; and for the Wymer Dam plus Yakima 
River Pump Exchange it was 0.07.100 Again, the Gregoire administration brought back the 
Wymer dam project.101 

OCR plans to finance studies of these two proposals and possibly others that might be 
proposed during the end of the first decade and the beginni~g of the second decade of the Plan 
and make a decision on what surface water storage alternatives should be pursued. 

In 2015, Senators Cantwell and Murray introduced S. 1694 in Congress, which authorizes 
continued federal funding for studies of water projects in the Yakima Basin, including 
presumably the new Bumping and Wymer dams. Reps. Reichert and Newhouse introduced a 
companion House bill. This legislation did not passed the 2016 session of Congress. 

As discussed above, the Washington Legislature mandated that the Washington Water 
Resource Center (WRC) carry out benefit-cost analysis of each major project that was part of 
the Yakima Plan. That report was delivered to the Legislature in December 2014.102 That WRC 
report concluded that a new Bumping Lake Dam would cost $371 million more than the benefits 
it provided over the next 100 years. The benefit-cost ratio would be 0.18. Five out of six of the 
dollars invested in it would not be justified by the benefits. For the Wymer Dam and Reservoir, 
the costs would exceed the benefits by $1.2 billion. The benefit-cost ratio would be 0.09. Ten 
out of eleven of the dollars invested in it would not be justified by the benefits.103 The WRC 
confirmed the 2008 benefit/cost failure of the Wymer Dam calculated by the BOR. 

As the WRC discussed at length in its report to the Legislature, the WRC estimated benefits do 
not include the value of the planned increase in-stream flows that these reservoirs are projected 

95 http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/reports/FPEIS/fpeis.pdf, pp. 1-23 and 1-24. 
96 Bureau of Reclamation, Final Planning ReporVEIS, Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, p. 2-128 
to 2~ 131. htto:t/wWw.lfsbr.gov/pnlstudiesNa1<rmastoraciestudV/reporfsJersmnalN01umeTpaf · · · · · 
97 http://wVvW.ucrsierraclub.org/ucr/yakima/media 2005-03-18.html 
98 https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/pub!ications/documents/0912009.pdf 

-----\j1mp:7/www.usi5r.gov/pni'sITlcl1es/yak1mas1oragestudy/reports/e1s/hnal/volume1 .pat , p. 2-66. 
100 Ibid., pp. 2-125 to 2-127. 
101 https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/0912009.pdf 
102 Op. cit. Benefit-Cost Analysis of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects, Jonathan Yoder et al. 
103 Ibid. pp. iii and iv. 
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to provide. Because these enhanced in-stream flows are intended to increase the population of 
salmon in the Yakima basin rivers and streams, the benefits of these proposed increased in
stream flows will depend on both the effectiveness of in-stream flow in boosting fish production 
and the value that is placed on the increased salmon populations. 

The benefit-cost analysis commissioned by the OCR and BOR in support of the Yakima Plan 
calculated very high economic benefits from the in-stream flows. As a result, the OCR-BOR 
economic analysis found that fish benefits would be worth $5 to $7.4 billion while the agricultural 
benefits were only $0.8 billion, only one-sixth to one-ninth of the extremely high estimated fish
production benefits. 

Municipal water benefits were only $0.4 billion. Put slightly differently, the OCR-BOR analysis 
finds that 80 to 90 percent of the benefits of the Yakima Plan are fish-production benefits 
derived primarily from proposed fish passage projects at exist ing dams. Agriculture, apparently, 
is a relatively minor beneficiary of the Yakima Plan, providing only about 10 percent of the 
benefits of the Plan.104 The Yakima Plan is, according to the OCR-BOR economic analysis, 
primarily a multi-billion-dollar plan to increase salmon populations in the Yakima Basin. 

There is no doubt that improving 1a1mon habitat and river and stream ecosystems has 
economic value. Over the last half-century economists have developed the tools to estimate 
such non-market economic value~. The question raised by the Washington Water Research 
Center was whether the ORC-BOR economic analysis accurately estimated those values. 

For example, using the same Four-Accounts methodology, the WRC report estimates that the 
loss of 1,000 acres ofancient forest due to flooding from a new Bumping Lake dam would 
exceed $1.85 billion.105 These costs were not incorporated in the OCR and BOR estimates of 
costs and benefits. 

It is important to understand that the reliability of those fish economic values associated with in
stream flows was different than the reliability of the agricultural and municipal water benefits for 
several reasons: 

i. It is difficult, if not impossible, to separate out the beneficial impacts. on fish populations 
of investments in fish passages at Yakima Basin dams from fish-production impacts of 
habitat rehabilitation along streams and rivers and/or increased in-stream flows. Some of 
these are activities that complement other activities, boosting the overall impact on fish 
populations. But it is also likely that there are declining marginal benefits as additional 
improvements in salmon habitat and survival are made. 

ii. The effectiveness of in-stream flows on fish survival is difficult to measure. 
iii. The economic value of improved native fisheries is difficult to measure, especially in a 

setting where the number and mix of fish are uncertain and varying over time. 
iv. The opportunity cost of providing instream flows by purchasing out-of-stream water 

rights (e.g. irrigation water rights) is only a fraction of what it costs to provide for instream 
-------~f=lo=w=s_h_)".._C0-11Siru.cting____addj1iwatfil.filo_rag_e._1°_6 

_______________._____ 

104 Ibid. p. iv. 
105 W RC "Benefit-Cost Analysis of the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Projects," Jonathan Yoder et al. Report to the 
Washington State Legislature , December 15, 2014, p. 108. 
106 Ibid. Table 24, p. 91. 
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On the other hand, the value of water committed to agriculture or municipal water supplies can 
be more easily measured because: 

i. There are market-based water transfers that take place in the region that can be 
analyzed, 

ii. the alternative costs of obtaining the water from groundwater pumping, surface water 
treatment, or conservation measures is known, and 

iii. because irrigation water is used to raise crops that are sold into commercial agricultural 
markets. 

Because of this large difference in the precision of and confidence in the impacts of additional 
in-stream water flows on fish-production economic values versus agricultural and municipal 
water values, the WRC analyzed the out-of-stream (agricultural and municipal) benefits 
separately from the in-stream (fish-production) benefits. In order to objectively narrow the 
plausible range of values associated with in-stream flows the WRC established two reference 
points.107 

The first reference point was tied solely to the irrigation and municipal (out-of-stream) water 
benefits. By calculating those accurately and comparing them to the cost of the storage projects, 
one can calculate how valuable the fish-production values would have to be in order to bring the 
total benefits (irrigation and municipal, as well as fish-production) up to the level of the surface 
water storage costs. That tells us how high the value of fish-passage, fish habitat rehabilitation, 
and in-stream flows for fish production taken together would have to be for the surface water 
storage project to produce net benefits that are positive or a benefit-cost ratio that is 1.0 or 
above. One can then ask if there is any evidence that fish-production benefits, especially those 
that are not directly associated with investing in fish passage at the Yakima Basin reservoirs, 
could be that high. 

The second reference point for valuing in stream flows is to ask what irrigation and municipal 
water benefits are lost if the instream flows are provided by reducing agricultural and municipal 
surface water uses. This, arguably, would be the lowest price that irrigators or municipal water 
users would accept in return for voluntarily reducing their surface water use. In that sense this 
would be the opportunity cost of providing in-stream flows by foregoing agricultural and 
municipal surface water benefits. This tells us what economic value is lost if in-stream flows are 
pursued by reducing irrigation and municipal uses. That cost can be compared with the cost of 
providing the instream flow by building surface water storage facilities to see if shifting water 
from irrigation and municipal use is a less costly way of providing in-stream flow fish-production 
benefits than building large surface water storage. 

Pursuing enhanced in-stream flows and their associated benefits in terms of fish production by 
purchasing water rights from irrigators is already part of the Yakima Plan. That Plan had seven 
"elements" which included a "Market Driven Reallocation Element" that would "[c]reate 
conditions within which water banks can facilitate the sale or lease of water between willing 
parties on a temporary or permanent basis, to improve water suppiy and insfream fiow 
conditions in the Yakima basin."108 Such transfers of water rights were projected to [i]ncrease 

107 The following two paragraphs are a paraphrasing of the WRC's explanation of how they approached the valuation 
of in-stream flow. Ibid. p. 20. 
108 Op. cit. OCR and Office of the State Treasurer, "Cost Estimate and Financing Plan-Legislative Report," December 
15, 2014, un-paginated, PDF page 8 . . 
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the overall value of goods and services derived from the [Yakima] basin's water resources, by 
reallocating water from lower-value to higher-value uses."109 

The WRC's report to the legislature on the benefits and costs of the individual projects within the 
Yakima Plan explored the implicit cost of providing instream flows by such market-based 
transfers of existing water. To do that, the WRC estimated the agricultural value of surface 
water being used for irrigation in the Yakima basin (the agricultural benefits gained or lost by 
increasing or decreasing the irrigation water available). WRC recognized that the cost of 
diverting water from irrigated agriculture to instream flows would be higher than the lost market 
value of the reduced agricultural production because of the use of less water. WRC therefor 
increased that agricultural market value by a third to cover transaction costs, other values farms 
might attach to that water and the agricultural activity it supported, risk and uncertainty, etc.110 

WRC estimated that the annual agricultural benefit of an acre-foot of water would be about $84 
a year if it were to be leased. Assuming a discount rate of 4 percent, the cost to purchase in
stream flows in perpetuity from an irrigator was estimated to be about $2,750 per acre foot. This 
assumed that only intra-irrigation-district water trading was possible and that historical cl imate 
conditions persisted. If full water rights trading were possible, the cost of purchasing the water 
for instream flows from irrigators would be lower. If climate change was much more adverse 
than historical climate conditions, the cost of purchasing the in-stream flows would be higher. 

The WRC study commissioned by the legislature concluded that under moderately adverse 
climate change and intra-district water trading only, the cost of providing the in-stream flows by 
constructing additional surface water storage would be 16 times as high as purchasing water 
rights to protect instream flows. If full water trading within the region were possible, providing for 
those instream flows by constructing addition surface water storage would be 25 times what it 
would cost to purchase the water rights from irrigators. On the other hand, if no increase in 
water trading was possible and there was moderately adverse climate change, the construction 
of additional surface water storage would cost nine times what purchasing water rights to 
supplement instream flows would cost. 111 

The unavoidable conclusion is that the agricultural benefits associated with having more 
irrigation water due to the construction of additional surface water storage would justify only a 
tiny fraction of dam and reservoir construction costs, 4 to 1Opercent of those costs. That is a 
serious problem for OCR and BOR since to get federal funding (and possibly state funding, too), 
the proposed water projects need to pass a benefit-cost test: showing positive net values when 
costs are subtracted from benefits or a benefit-cost ratio greater than 1.0. 

The WRC economic analysis that was mandated by the Legislature also studied directly the 
value of the in-stream flow enhancements for fish-production values to see if those projected 
fish-production values could turn around the results of the economic analysis and show that the 
separate projects of the Yakima Plan water development projects made economic sense. The 
Yakima Plan investments for surface storage to support both in-stream and out-of-stream uses 

109 Op. cit. OCR and BOR, Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan, Final Programmatic 
EIS, March 2012, p. 2-39. 
110 Op. cit. WRC Benefit-Costs of Yakima Integrated Project, December 2014, pp. 90-91. 
111 Ibid. p. 91. The text on p. 21 says that with intra-district water trade and the CGCM climate regime, the cost of 
pursuing in-stream flows via the Yakima Plan would be 25 times the cost of pursuing enhance in-stream flows by 
using water markets. That is incorrect. As pointed out here, the 25-fold increase in cost is associated with full water 
trading. 
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account for about 66 percent of the costs of the Yakima Plan.112 We have already discussed the 
agricultural and municipal water benefits, the out-of-stream benefits. We now turn to the WRC's 
estimates of the benefits of the in-stream flows. 

The WRC economic analysis estimates that the in-stream flows combined with fish habitat 
restoration would generate $48 to $294 million in fish-production benefits. Just the mainstem 
river habitat restoration of the Yakima Plan would cost $338 million. 113 Thus, even if the 
enhanced instream flows could be provided from new storage at no cost, the costs of improving 
fish habitat would exceed the benefits, generating net losses rather than net benefits. But, of 
course, the cost of creating the surface water storage reservoirs to support the proposed in
stream flows would not be zero. The capital costs of the Wymer Reservoir were estimated by 
the OCR and BOR in 2012 as $1.14 billion and the capital cost of a new Bumping Lake Dam 
was $517 million.114 The Yakima Plan, as adopted, includes building both of these two large 
surface storage projects, but more recently OCR has backed away from that part of the Plan, 
stating, instead, that only one of the be built, at least in the near term. One of the primary stated 
purposes of these surface water storage reservoirs is to enhance in-stream flows and enhance 
fish populations. For instance, it is projected that "on average, around half of the storage 
~pacity [of the Wymer Reservoir] would be used annually to improve instream flows upstream 
and downstream of the reservoir."115 Clearly a substantial part of the costs associated with these 
surface water storage projects would have to be allocated to in-stream flows. That would make 
these efforts to improve fish habitat appear even more uneconomic, increasing the net losses 
associated with the projects. The estimated fish-production values associated with enhanced 
instream flows when added to the agricultural and municipal water values cannot not provide 
sufficient benefits to justify the costs of the proposed surface water storage projects of the 
Yakima Plan. 

H. Proposed Water Development Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness 

Despite the fact that all of the major proposed water storage projects in the Yakima Basin have 
costs that grossly exceed benefits, Yakima Plan supporters have called the Yakima Plan a 
"National Model."116 OCR has applied that same "model" of "aggressive development of new 
water storage" to Washington's Alpine Lakes Wilderness. OCR's 2015 Columbia River Basin 
Water Supply Inventory Report discusses this set of projects immediately after discussing the 
Yakima River Basin Plan.117 

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness straddles the central Cascade Mountains crest and is one of the 
most popular National Wilderness Areas in the nation. The Wenatchee National Forest part of 
that wilderness contains the Enchantment Lakes that are part of the headwaters of the 
Wenatchee River. A tributary, Icicle Creek, is fed by some of those wilderness lakes. Given 

112 Ibid. p. iv-v. 
113 Ibid. p. 100. 
114 "Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan: Framework for Implementation Report, " 
prepared by HDR Engineering et al., October 2012, p. 17, Table 2. 
115 Washington Department of Ecology, ' Building a Future for Water, Wildlife and Working Lands," 
http://www.ecy.wa.qov/programs/wr/cwplimages/pdf/8-YBIP-Wymer.10.03.13.pdf . 
116 http://krdistrict.org/EnergyBillNR.pdf 
117 Op. cit. WA Department of Ecology Publication Number 15-12-006. 
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current demands on Icicle Creek's water, that watershed has faced chronic water supply 
issues.118 

In December 2012, OCR and Chelan County co-convened a small workgroup, the Icicle Work 
Group (IWG), to resolve water rights litigation, fish hatchery concerns, and water supply issues 
facing the Wenatchee River and its tributary Icicle Creek. The lcicle-Peshastin Irrigation District 
(IPID) had historic water rights and easements that allowed it to store and divert water from the 
Enchantment Lakes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Potential IWG water supply enhancement 
projects include increases in the water diversions from seven lakes in the Enchantment Lakes 
region.119 These proposals include the rebuilding of a collapsed dam on Eightmile Lake so that 
the lake level can be raised to store more water and, during drawdown, can be lowered below 
current levels. Another proposal would install a siphon or pump or blast a tunnel to allow the 
draining of Upper Klonaqua Lake into Lower Klonaqua Lake so that additional water could be 
stored and delivered to the IPID. The IWG is also considering installing remotely controlled 
equipment so that the levels of all seven of these wilderness lakes can be controlled by IPID 
from its offices, adjusting the quantities of water removed from the lakes to meet both 
consumptive use and instream flow requirements. 

These and other possible manipulations of the level of these wilderness lakes are currently part 
of a State Environmental Policy Act EIS process.120 Presumably there will also be a NEPA 
process, since the lakes are within a National Forest managed by the U.S. Forest Service. OCR 
is funding the work of the IWG through a $700,000 contract with the Chelan County Natural 
Resources Department. OCR also sought another $3.5 million to continue the IWG work into the 
2015-2017 biennium.121 

These proposals to actively manipulate the level of many lakes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
through the construction of new dams, modification of other dams, and installation of 
mechanical and motorized equipment within a well-known and spectacular National Wilderness 
Area are certain to be controversial. It is not clear that the 2006 Washington legislation that 
established the OCR envisioned that a Washington state government agency would support this 
type of intrusion into one of the state's most valued natural areas. At the very least, the 
legislature should require a clear and convincing showing that each of these proposed activities 
within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness has benefits exceeding costs and, given the unavoidable 
environmental costs, that the problems of water supply in the Wenatchee River Basin cannot be 
solved by aggressive water conservation plans throughout that water basin and the expansion 
of regional water markets that encourage the selling and trading of water rights so that existing 
water can voluntarily move from lower to higher valued uses. New commercial intrusions into 
the Alpine Lakes Wilderness and the commercial manipulation of the water levels in these 
wilderness lakes are unlikely to be economically justifiable. 

118 Ibid, p.11. 
------'"'~Cotctmcr,E"igti1.rr1ile, Upper a11d1..7JwerSnow, Namr,ttppm7<1011aqaa, and Square Lakes. 

120 https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1512006.pdf , p. 11. 
121 More information is posted at the Icicle Work Group website: 

http://www.co.chelan.wa.us/natural-resources/pages/icicle-work-group 
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Ill. The Effectiveness of Water Conservation in Meeting Water Needs 

In the first few pages of the 2015 "Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report" to the 
Washington Legislature, OCR presents water conservation as though it has no clear beneficial 
use. Although the report goes on to detail that there are clear, large, and real benefits from 
water conservation,122 water conservation is initially presented as~ lesson to which OCR has 
learned not to pay attention. 

OCR begins its discussion of "lessons learned" "since OCR's inception" that now "shape the 
way [OCR] allocate[s] funds and prioritize[s] our efforts" with the assertion that "certain project 
types, such as water acquisition and storage...more efficiently and reliably provide additional 
water supply than conservation and efficiency improvements." 

This is an important, if disturbing, assertion of bias in favor of those approaches to improving 
water supply that are the most expensive and pose the greatest likelihood of significant and 
permanent environmental damage: large reservoirs that capture an~ store water from natural 
waterways. Since OCR's 2015 report to the legislature on its success at developing water 
supply over the last decade and its projections of water supply it expects to develop in the near 
future heavily depends on reservoir storage, it is important to understand the misleading 
character of OCR's asserted "lesson learned" that water conservatiop is largely ineffective in 
improving the delivery of the services of water to agriculture, cities, and businesses. 

Page 2 of the "2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report'' presents the 
following figure. 

•Water'8U~tAflllrCott$erva1ion, .. . . ·· ··· . . . . .: __ . ·, ._.·. · .. .·_ ,_ ,·_ . ; ,. , ·;. ,_. _ . . ·• . 

122 Page 8 shows 10,000 AF of conservation savings from the Odessa Subarea Groundwater Replacement Program 
and page 12 shows 3,476 AF of Irrigation Efficiency conservation that has already taken place. 
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The figure above is presented by OCR to show that there are only very small benefits from 
water conservation when that conservation is associated with the more efficient application of 
water to crops. This figure is described by OCR in the following manner: 

Conservation projects, which are abundant on our project inventory lists, are 
often suggested as a way to make more water available for instream flow and 
other uses. Despite the presumed benefits, increasing irrigation efficiency does 
not readily translate to water supply made available for new allocation. While 
these projects can provide valuable benefits to streamflows supporting aquatic 
species and habitat, implementation of these projects generally does not yield 
enough benefits to achieve out-of-stream goals. The amount of water used 
consumptively by crops remains essentially constant throughout a range of 
application efficiencie_s. In some instances, enhanced water use efficiency results 
in higher consumptive use by crops and less water being available in stream. 

As depicted in the [illustration above], water conserved through increased 
efficiency generally would have returned to the water body as "return flow", and 
would not have been used consumptively by the crops. However, as OCR 
attempts to allocate new sources Qf water, we cannot use these return flow 
portions, because it will actually reduce streamflow in areas downstream from the 
historic return flow location. (Page 2.) 

There are two very important pieces to this ORC argument about the ineffectiveness of water 
conservation in enhancing water supply that have to be critically analyzed: 

i. A distinction must be made about different types of water conservation efforts. In this 
OCR description of the lessons it has learned, ORC used the phrase "water 
conservation" only to refer to applying the appropriate amount of water to crops. But, as 
OCR knows, this is just one type of water conservation. ORC's own water conservation 
projects have indeed been among the most important means by which the Columbia 
Basin has been able to allocate more water to new/current users. Water conservation 
includes, and has been highly effective in, lining irrigation ditches or replacing them with 
piping in the Columbia Basin.123 Because of these projects that discourage seepage 
from the different canals and conduits, the Columbia Basin as a whole has far more 
water than otherwise would be available to irrigate crops. This is important because the 
OCR quote presented above seems to dismiss a// forms water conservation using an 
example of one type of water conservation. Clearly OCR cannot mean a// conservation 
projects are ineffective since conservation projects that reduce the loss of water in the 
transportation of water from large bodies of water (like the Columbia or numerous 
reservoirs) have been shown to be highly effective in providing additional supplies of 
water to the farmers who use the water.124 OCR's "lesson learned" and its accompanying 
"teaching aid" are not about water conservation generally but about the efficiency with 

htch water is appited to crops, avoidtrrgwastefutOWT-waiertng---ofu-ops. 

123 Columbia Basin ProJect Coordinated Waler Conservation Plan-Fmal Draft. Prepared by Anchor QEA, LLC. March 
2010. P. 3. 
124 Both the volume of water conserved and the cost per acre foot make this clear in the Columbia Basin Project 
Coordinated WaterConseNation Plan-Final Draft (2010). This is also made clear in the Columbia River Basin Water 
Supply Inventory Report where conservation is responsible for saving thousands of AF. 
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ii. OCR's discussion of the impact of improved irrigation efficiency is misleading. It ignores 
the instream benefit that is shown in the OCR figure, a benefit that should not be 
dismissed. Although keeping instream flows at levels sufficient to maintain healthy rivers 
and fish population may not directly provide more water for irrigation and other off
stream uses, in the situation depicted in the OCR figure, the instream benefits are clearly 
obtained without any loss in crop production. Assuming that the crops receive enough 
water, as they do in this figure, then the enhanced instream benefits at the point of 
diversion would certainly provide some justification for the water conservation measures 
as it is applied to the crops. Since the damage to riverine ecosystems caused by low 
stream flows due to the diversion of river water to irrigate crops often leads to the search 
for additional water sources to enhance instream flows, improved crop watering 
efficiency that reduces the decline in stream flows at diversion points can indirectly 
reduce the need to find other water sources to supplement the low stream flows. Efforts 
to supplement instream flows can reduce the water flows available for out-of-stream 
uses. 

However, the OCR's figure depicting the impact of improved efficiency in applying water to 
crops is inaccurate. In the "Columbia Basin Project Coordinated Water Conservation Plan-Final 
Draft," 17 percent of the water not used by the plants that seeps into the ground is lost to "deep 
groundwater systems, evaporation, and evapotranspiration".125 This loss of water due to over
watering that seeps into the ground or is absorbed into the air clearly shows that the OCR figure 
that is presented above ls not representative of the actual hydrology. The right-hand figure (after 
conservation) would remain the same. But the left-hand figure (before conservation) would have 
17 percent of the 20 percent return flow (3.4 percent) lost to deep groundwater systems, 
evaporation, and evapotranspiration. It is possible that some of the water that makes it into the 
deep groundwater systems could, at a cost, be returned through groundwater pumping, but the 
portion lost to evaporation and evapotranspiration would be gone forever. Even if the water can 
be pumped from the deep groundwater system, it is unclear who would benefit from this water. 
A careful understanding of where the water goes before it is in the deep groundwater system 
would need to be better understood. In addition, OCR has not used updated crop water 
requirements. The Washington Irrigation Guide (WIG) is the standard in Washington State for 
estimating crop water needs, but the guide has not been revised since 1997.126 

Water conservation is a very real and reliable strategy that has been proven to provide more 
water to the Columbia Basin Water Inventory. Conservation should not be dismissed as 
ineffective. Discouraging water conservation, as the above figure and quoted language does, 
can only harm efforts to cost-effectively provide more water to the farmers of the Columbia 
Basin. Providing a simplistic figure and language that discourages conservation will lead to less 
water available for other farmers to use and less water available in the streams that are 
adjacent to each farm. Indeed, conservation, including improved application of water to plants, 
is important in developing water supply. 

n 5 Columbia Basin Project Coordinated Water Conservation Plan-Final Draft. Prepared by Anchor QEA, LLC. March 
2010. P. 7. 
126 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/wig/wig.html 
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OCR has also supported the "Columbia Basin Project Coordinated Water Conservation Plan" 
which was developed by the three Columbia Basin Project irrigation districts. The goal of this 
project was to identify water conservation projects that would allow additional acreage to be 
served without disrupting the water supply of existing acreage while also not increasing the 
withdrawals of water from the Columbia River. The water saved by this coordinated water 
conservation effort "would be available as a replacement water supply for groundwater 
deliveries in the Odessa Subarea, environmental uses, and municipal and industrial water 
supply."127 

Note ORC's direct assertions that these conservation efforts would make water supply available 
for out-of-stream uses such as crop irrigation and water supplies to municipalities and industrial 
operations. Also, note the recognition that low stream flows can require the diversion of water 
from out-of-stream use to instream flows. 

OCR estimates that 18,267 acre-feet of water savings were generated by the Coordinated 
Water Conservation efforts between 2009 and 2012, "freeing up enough water to irrigate almost 
6,100 acres of land." "The project allows OCR to begin replacing some groundwater water rights 
with surface water rights in the Odessa Subarea, immediately... " 128 The OCR list of developed 
water projects between 2006 and 2016, lists the Columbia Basin Irrigation District Piping of 
open water canals as resulting in the saving of 33,822 acre-feet of water for other uses.129 That 
was the third largest of the OCR's list of developed water supply projects. Only the Odessa 
Subarea Groundwater Replacement Project (164,000 acre feet) and the Lake Roosevelt 
Incremental Storage Releases Project (132,500 acr'e feet) provided larger developed water 
supplies. 

Given these OCR-documented water conservation programs' support for out-of-stream water 
uses, the OCR's report of the negative "lessons learned" about the effectiveness of water 
conservation in its 2015 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report to the Legislature 
is incomprehensible. 

IV. Conclusions on OCR's Last Ten Years 

The above analysis of OCR provides a critical overview of OCR's expenditures since its 
creation. That critical overview raises serious concerns about the actual 
accomplishments of OCR and the economic rationality of the projects that OCR has 
supported with its expenditures. The overall conclusion from the above analysis is: I!:!,g 
Washington State Legislature should provide no additional funding to OCR until a 
performance audit on OCR is prepared for the Legislature. 

The more detailed conclusions drawn from the above analysis include the following : 

127 "Columbia Basin Project Coordinated Water Conservation Plan-Final Draft," prepared by Anchor QEA for the 
East, Quincy, and South Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts and the Washington State Department of Ecology, March 
2010, page 1. 
128 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/cwp/CBID.html 
129 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/prograrns/wr/cwp/images/pdf/waterdev.pdf 
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a. A significant amount of the approximately 400,000 acre-feet of water that the 
Office of Columbia River (OCR) reports as having been udeveloped" during the 
first decade of OCR's operations is not from "new" water supply production. For 
example, as explained in OCR's 2008 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory 
Report, "On March 20, 2008, Governor Chris Gregoire signed legislation that will provide 
for the release the largest delivery (132,500 acre-feet) of new water to towns and farms 
in the Columbia Basin, and for endangered salmon, in three decades. New withdrawals 
from Lake Roosevelt, behind Grand Coulee Dam, are expected to begin in 2009."130 In 
other words, OCR merely arranged to withdraw more water from the existing Lake 
Roosevelt reservoir. 

b. The approximately 400,000 acre-feet of water that the Office of Columbia River 
(OCR) reports as having been "developed" during the first decade of OCR's 
operations is, for the most part, not water that currently has been put to 
productive use. For instance, 194,000 acre feet of "developed" water currently stored in 
Lake Roosevelt behind Grand Coulee Dam has been authorized to be delivered to the 
Odessa Subarea to replace failing groundwater sources currently being used for 
irrigation. However, that Columbia River surface water cannot be delivered to those 
croplands until major additional investments are made in expanding the capacity of the 
East Low Canal and its associated facilities and to fund and build the delivery systems to 
carry the water from the canal to the cropla¥1c::ls. As a result, as of mid-July, 2016, over 
95 percent of the "developed" water that is supposed to be replacing groundwater 
pumping in the Odessa Subarea has not been delivered to those lands. According to the 
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), the original Columbia Basin Project authorized delivery of 
Lake Roosevelt water to the Odessa Subarea in 1943. For much of that land, the cost of 
delivering that water has continued to prevent the use of Columbia River surface water 
to irrigate those lands. Of the 90,000 acres of Odessa Subarea land where Columbia 
River surface water is supposed to displace deep groundwater pumping, such 
displacement has taken place on only 2,000 to 3,000 acres of land as of mid-July 2016. 

And, despite OCR spending nearly $200 million of state funds, no new major storage 
projects have been constructed within the Yakima Basin to provide new water supplies. 

c. There are hundreds of millions of additional taxpayers' investment dollars that will 
have to be made over the next decade or more before all of that OCR udeveloped" 
water is actually put to productive use. Some combination of funding from 
Washington State taxpayers, the irrigated farms and municipalities that are beneficiaries, 
and the federal government will have to be put together before this water is actually 
"developed" in the sense of being put to productive use. A funding plan for completing 
this first decade of OCR water "development" has not yet been developed. 

130 2008 Columbia River Basin Water Supply Inventory Report, Office of Columbia River, p. 3. 
http://www, ecy. wa .govlprogra ms/wr/cwp/images/pdf/081egsrpt/expand-rot.pdf 
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d. Listing water as "developed" when financing has not been arranged to put that 
water to use exaggerates OCR's accomplishments and understates the costly 
taxpayer investments that will be required to put that water to use. 

e. The OCR and BOR funded Yakima Plan is based on speculative fish production 
benefits to justify funding large and expensive surface water storage facilities. 
Ninety-six percent of the water to be developed in the OCR "near-term" (2015-2019) 
water projects are located in the Yakima River Basin and 47 percent of the water from 
"long-term" development projects (2019+) are also located there. The Yakima Plan lays 
out a thirty-year vision to develop approximately 500,000 acre-feet of water. As the OCR 
and BOR calculate the benefits of this 30-year water development project, about 85-90 
percent of the benefits of the Yakima Plan are dependent on projected enhanced salmon 
populations. Only 5 to 1Opercent of the benefits are associated with irrigated agriculture. 
Improved municipal water supplies would be the source of 2 to 3 percent of the benefits. 

f. Doing an aggregate benefit-cost analysis on the Yakima Plan as the OCR and BOR 
chose to do hides projects that generate major net costs among those that 
generate net benefits. The benefit-cost analysis paid for by OCR-BOR found that even 
under the worst-case scenario the benefits of all of the projects associated with the 
Yakima Plan generate net benefits of $1.8 billion with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.4. The 
Washington Legislature in 2013 was not satisfied with the OCR-BOR aggregate benefit
cost analysis and ordered the Washington State Water Research Center (WRC) to do a 
benefit-cost analysis of each of the component projects within the Yakima Plan. That is a 
more appropriate use of benefit-cost analysis since it prevents economically very 
productive projects with very high benefits and very low costs from being used to justify 
economically irrational projects that have low benefits and high costs. 

g. To economically justify large Yakima Basin surface storage projects, the 
enhanced instream flows facilitated by those surface water storage projects would 
have to be implausibly effective at increasing salmon production and/or the 
incremental salmon production would have to be assigned indefensibly high 
economic values. The WRC benefit-cost analysis mandated by the Washington 
Legislature concluded that none of the OCR larger surface water storage projects in the 
Yakima Basin could be justified on the basis of the irrigated agriculture and municipal 
water supply benefits. This includes the combined Kachess Drought Relief Pumping 
Plant and the related Keechelus-to-Kachess Conveyance. That water conveyance 
project is needed to make the drought relief pumping from the Kachess Lake's inactive 
storage viable. The WRC benefit-cost analysis also concluded that neither the Wymer 
Dam and Reservoir nor a new Bumping Lake Dam could be economically justified on the 
basis of irrigation and municipal water benefits. 

ne WRC estimatedlfie f1sn-product1on value of those enhanced in-stream flows to be 
far too small when combined with irrigation and municipal water benefits to justify the 

_________,c.,.,o,,,..,st-0tb.u.ilding....o.Uhosas.w:face-water storage.1acil.iti,=~-----------------

h. In addition, within the Yakima Basin, it would be far less costly to provide the 
planned enhanced in-stream flows by the buying water rights to divert water flows 
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to out-of-stream uses and leaving the water in the rivers rather than building new 
or expanded large surface water storage facilities. Diverting water from out-of-stream 
uses to in-stream uses would cost a fraction, 4 to 33 percent, of the in-stream-flows' 
share of the costs of building the surface water storage facilities. Stated differently, in 
order to economically justify the overall Yakima Project, OCR-BOR had to assume the 
fish-production value of the water was so much higher than the agricultural and 
municipal water values (at least 3 to 25 times higher) that it does not make economic 
sense to use that water for agricultural and municipal uses. It should be devoted instead 
to fish production via in-stream flows. If that assumption is abandoned, then the Yakima 
Plan no longer is economically rational nor are most of its component parts. 

i. The proposed surface water storage projects OCR envisions being carried out in 
the Yakima Basin over the next three decades would be very expensive to 
Washington State and its citizens, costing Washington taxpayers as much as $2 
billion. OCR's projection of the costs of pursuing this additional surface water storage 
increases substantially as one moves from the first decade of the Yakima Plan to the 
second decade. In the first decade (2013-2023), the projected surface water storage 
costs are about $414 million. In the second decade, the surface water storage 
investment costs will rise to just over a billion dollars, a 140 percent increase. In the third 
decade the capital investments in surface water storage will be approximated one billion 
dollars more. Over the three decades $2.4 billion will be spent on surface water storage 
by the Yakima Plan. If, as the 2006 ORC legislation requires, the state will cover about 
half of the costs of the total plan, this represent very substantial future financial 
obligation for the State of Washington, including at least $1.2 billion, just for surface 
water storage. 

In addition, as the Yakima Plan is implemented, BOR and OCR intend to conduct 
appraisals and, potentially, feasibility-level studies on other water supply enhancements, 
including the potential for an inter-basin transfers from the Columbia River. 131 Pumping 
from the Columbia River into a new Wymer dam has been proposed.132 A presentat ion . 
was made to the Yakima Workgroup on November 8, 2009, on pumping Columbia River 
water into a new Selah Creek dam.133 None of these proposals are included in the costs 
of the Yakima Plan. 

Of course, surface storage of water is just one of the elements of the Yakima Plan. In the 
Initial Development Phase, the cost of surface water storage was about $414 million. 
The total cost of all of the elements of the Yakima Plan in that decade was projected to 
be $897 million, over twice as high. For the second and third decades, the total costs are 
50 to 60 percent higher than the surface water storage investment costs alone. The 
whole of the "Initial Development Phase" of the Yakima Plan, the first decade, 2013-
2023, on which ORC is currently working, is projected to cost almost $900 million, while 
t!1e cost over thirty years \f✓Ould be $4 billion, up to ha!f cf \Vhich may be a state 
obligation. See Table 5 below. 

131 Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan, Final Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement, Benton, Kittitas, Klickitat, and Yakima Counties, p, 2-25 
132 http://www.usbr.qov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2009workgroup/meetings/2009-11-23/14wymertlex.pdf 
133 http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/yrbwep/2009workgroup/meetings/2009-1i -09/10se!ahcreekpresentation .pdf 
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Table 5. 

Estimated Costs of Implementing the Yakima Integrated Plan 

__ lntegrated,f~}an Ele~~l,'lt_...Initial.. Develo~ment 

Phase 2013-2023 

.lntermed.iate Development_. 

Phase 2023-2033 

.....Final_Development __ 

Phase 2033-2043 

_Jull Deve1opment . 

Costs 2013-2043 

Surface Water Storage $413,900,000 $1,003,600,000 $999,000,000 $2,416,500,000 

Total for All Elements $896,900,000 $1,572,050,000 $1,542,250,000 $4,011,200,000 
I 

LS..().l:1IC?.~.~.'.'.Th~.Y~.~i.ma River Ba?.i!J.lr:it~grated Water Resource Manag.~rrien!__l:!an-Cost Estimate and Financing Plan- --------
' r Le islative Re ort II Office of Columbia River and Office ofthe State Treasurer December 15 2014 Fi ure4. ,........ ....... .. Jl.... ................" P ::i. •• ••·---•-·-··--···---- ... ... ....-----'-···---- ..----···-.... .........................................- . . .....----··-·····--:.,,..;.. ..... , . ... 9 . ............·-

j. The proposals to actively manipulate the level of many lakes in the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness through the construction of new dams, modification of other dams, 
and installation of mechanical and motorized equipment within a well-known and 
spectacular National Wilderness Area need critical economic scrutiny. At the very 
least, the legislature should require a clear and convincing showing that each of these 
proposed activities within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness has benefits exceeding costs 
and, given the unavoidable environmental costs, that the problems of water supply in the 
Wenatchee River Basin cannot be solved by aggressive water conservation plans 
throughoutthat water basin and the expansion of regional water markets that encourage 
the selling and trading of water rights so that existing water can voluntarily move from 
lower to higher valued uses. New commercial intrusions into the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness and the commercial manipulation of the water levels in these wilderness 
lakes are unlikely to be economically justifiable. 

k. OCR's 2105 Columbia Basin Water Supply Inventory Report begins with an 
explicit criticism of the efficacy of water conservation efforts and an argument in 
support of giving priority to investments in surface water storage, the most 
expensive elements oUhe OCR's plans. OCR's critique of the efficacy of water 
conservation compared fo building surface water storage facilities is misleading 
in several ways. 

i. OCR's critique equates water conservation with improvements in the efficiency 
with which water is applied to crops. There are many other important types of 
water conservation besides improving the efficiency of irrigating crops. 

ii. Even in the context of efficiency in the amount of water applied to crops, that 
improved efficiency can moderate the impact of irrigation on in-stream flows at 
the points of diversion. It can also reduce the loss of water to evaporation, 
evapotranspiration, and deep water aquifers. 

iii. Low in-stream flows due to irrigation withdrawals often lead to efforts to enhance 
-----------,tft-e-in--stre-am-fl-ovv-s-b-'y~bti-i-ld-iflg--more-sttff-aee-st-cir-age-m--be-ti·sed-to-rnafn-tatn-ifi•~-------

stream flows. For instance, about half of the planned surface water stored by the 
proposed Wymer Dam and Reservoir would be used to enhance in-stream flows 
rather than delivering water to out-of-stream uses like irrigation. 
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iv. OCR's own analysis of a broad range of water conservation projects 
demonstrates that water conservation can provide water of out-of-stream uses in 
a cost-effective manner. 

I.. Over the past 10 years, the OCR has wasted millions of dollars on new dam 
studies that are uneconomical · with adverse environmental impacts. 
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1 message 

<roniaspamonia@gmail.com> Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 4:01 PM 
To: kkbt@usbr.gov 
Cc: Christine Johnson <christine@wreservices.com>, Terry Montoya <terry.montoya@comcast.net>, 
chris@friendsofbumpinglake.org, ncccinfo@northcascades.org, alpinelakes.info@gmail.com, 
trolfe@celp.org, bpowers@snoqualmiepassfirerescue.org, roniaspamonia@gmail.com, "Campbell, 
William H" <bill_campbell@unc.edu> 

Candance McKinley 

Environmental Program Manager 

Bureau of Reclamation 

1917 Marsh Road, 

Yakima, WA  98901-2058 

Dear Ms. McKinley, 

Please find attached our comments concerning the Kachess Drought Relief Pumping Plant 
(KDRPP) and Keechelus to Kachess Conveyance (KKC) Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS).   Accompanying that letter and considered a part of our 2018 comments are 
attached five additional letters of comment and concern from 2015. 

We look forward to working with you to protect Lake Kachess--a wonderful, natural lake in our State 
of Washington. 

Sincerely, 

Ann Lewis 
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