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June 28, 2001



        e-mailed June 28, 2001 to: kphillips@nwppc.org
Northwest Power Planning Council

Attention: Kendra Phillips

Response to ISRP

851 SW 6th Avenue, Suite 1100

Portland, OR 97204

RE:  Proposal 25026 - Yakima Tributary Access and Habitat Program
Ms. Phillips:

The Kittitas County Water Purveyors (KCWP) and other proponents appreciate the opportunity to respond to the comments from the Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) about Proposal 25026, Yakima Tributary Access and Habitat Program (YTAHP). This response is on behalf of all proposal proponents, namely, the KCWP, US Bureau of Reclamation, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Kittitas County Conservation District, North Yakima Conservation District and Ahtanum Irrigation District.

We understand that some clarification is desired on the following elements, as described in the ISRP Preliminary Review of FY 2002 Project Proposal for the Columbia Plateau Province (June 15, 2001):  

1. Magnitude of the potential fish benefits,

2. Relative priority of this proposal in the basin, 

3. Importance of the Phase III effort, given the Phase I and II programs, and

4. Cost share.

A response to each element is given in the attachment, Response to ISRP Comments. Cost share, while not specifically questioned, is mentioned in the ISRP comments, and is also addressed in the response. 

Overall, we feel the magnitude of the fish benefits to be significant, reconnecting habitat and providing for substantial increase in the amount and quality of available habitat, especially rearing habitat. Fish passage, screening and habitat enhancement have been identified as priority issues in several planning documents for this basin and others. The Phase III effort will complement the work of Phase I and II fish passage activities to provide safer habitat for basin fish, including listed species. And finally, cost share is an element of this program and is described in the response.

Please feel free to contact me if you have questions or would like to contact another project proponent. I can be reached at 509-925-6158, office; or 509-929-7323, cellular. 

Cordially,

Carol A. Ready, M.S.

Water Quality Specialist

cc: KCWP BOD, Phase III Team


           Attachment: Response to ISRP Comments

Response to ISRP Comments

For Proposal 25026

Yakima Tributary Access and Habitat Program
1. What is the magnitude of the potential fish benefits:

It is assumed that historically the Yakima River tributaries this proposal will likely address provided several hundred miles of habitat suitable for anadromous species, including Ahtanum, Cowiche, lower Wilson/Naneum and Manastash, and possibly others. Overall, these watersheds represent about 700 square miles of the Yakima Basin, which has an area of about 6,000 square miles, much of which is arid and without perennial streams. Based on watershed area alone, these streams may represent a significant portion of the production potential of the Yakima Basin for anadromous salmonids. Also, the upper reaches of these tributaries may still constitute excellent habitat. Impassable barriers and unscreened diversions are considered principal factors limiting anadromous fish production in these streams, although other habitat issues are also important (Berg and Fast, et al. 2001, Draft Yakima Subbasin Summary. Prepared for: Northwest Power Planning Council). By removing barriers to access, screening diversions and improving habitat, this proposal seeks to reconnect the upper and lower reaches of the creeks and re-establish beneficial habitat characteristics of these creeks. 

This proposal should benefit listed and non-listed fish species by providing habitat for all fresh-water life stages. In addition to spawning habitat, these tributaries have significant potential to provide rearing habitat, in contrast to the mainstem Yakima.

2. What is the relative priority of this proposal in the basin:

Early in the NPPC’s Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, Columbia River tributaries with considerable production potential were targeted for fish enhancement. These tributaries were chosen for enhancement as a means to mitigate for the loss of fish production in the mainstem Columbia River due to the hydropower development. The Yakima Basin was identified in the CBFW Program as one of the primary tributaries for fish production enhancement and remains one of the program’s high priorities. 

With the priority of the basin established, the draft YSS lists fish passage and screens as necessary to protect the fisheries resources and identifies it as a priority (Berg and Fast, et al, 2001). The restoration of migratory access in combination with screens and on-farm systems will allow safer access to productive spawning and rearing habitats in tributaries. The YSS places a priority on screens within stream reaches presently accessible to anadromous fish and for screening to proceed upstream in advance of passage projects. Ongoing coordination with the natural resource managers, through the existing Phase II technical workgroup or other means, will assist in setting priorities.

The draft YSS identifies habitat accessibility, habitat structure, channel condition and water quality as limiting factors. A limiting factor must be addressed to support fish resources. These limiting factors will be addressed in the YTAHP habitat objective, such that cumulative benefits could accrue, leading to access to numerous additional miles of habitat, water of improved quality, and habitat characteristics more suitable to fish. Step-by-step, this proposal removes barriers, screens diversions and offers the prospect of improved habitat and water quality through voluntary actions. Collectively, this has the potential to render significant portions of the Yakima Basin more fish friendly.  

The Yakima Basin is currently the location of a combination of experimental hatchery, supplementation and habitat improvement program. These efforts should increase fish numbers in the watershed, especially the upper basin in Kittitas County. For these fisheries projects to gain their greatest potential however, it is necessary to provide suitable habitat for both rearing and returning fish, that is free from entrainment into surface water diversions, and that provides access to that habitat.

The CBFW Program also identifies irrigation screens and passage as consistent with its High Priority Projects. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 2000 biological opinion (BiOp) and reasonable and prudent alternatives (RPAs) lists specific tributary habitat objectives, including passage and diversion improvements. At least two RPAs specifically address passage, screening and riparian areas.

The diversions and barriers anticipated to be addressed under the Phase III program include some of the oldest in the Yakima Basin. Many of the diversions have water rights prior to 1905, some in the 1800s, and thus predate the development of the hydropower program on the Columbia River, and may also predate fish screening and passage laws. Grant support of this proposal will bring many of the diversions associated with these long-standing water rights up to current fish protection standards. 

3. How important is the Phase III effort, given the Phase I and II programs:

Phase III puts the finishing touches on the entire passage effort. Funding for this proposal can be considered as a positive follow up to the fish and wildlife dollars spent on Phases I and II. The mainstem screening and passage efforts provide for safer spawning and migration; Phase III will provide for a significant area of safer rearing habitat. Also, as reconnecting tributary habitats has been identified as a priority, then this project is essential to realizing that connection. The success of the supplementation efforts in the Yakima River will be supported by this proposal by providing fish habitat.

4. Cost share

Historically, cost share on BPA funded Phase I/II programs was very limited to none, with agencies reimbursed for all time and expenses. Individuals and entities with diversions received Phase I/II assistance, including permitting, engineering, installation and in many cases, much of the operations and maintenance activities at low or no cost.

The Phase III local proponents* KCWP, KCCD, NYCD and AID, each offer staff time and resources (vehicles, office equipment, etc) as cost share, totaling more than $50,000 annually. They are each individually and in some cases cooperatively, working on water quality and habitat issues, and see value in further pursuing screening and passage projects. However, these entities are funded primarily through small grants and landowner assessments for on-farm or irrigation delivery assistance, and traditionally have only limited funding for fish enhancement activities. Phase III grant funding would allow a concerted effort toward enhancement of the fisheries resource. If various programs (such as Conservation Reserve and Enhancement Program, CREP; Environmental Quality Incentive Program, EQIP) can be considered as cost share, then the amount to Conservation Districts’ cost share could increase. In addition, the US BOR and WDFW offer 1.0 FTE and 0.6 FTE respectively, plus associated resources as cost share, totaling more than $120,000 annually. Overall, it is anticipated that there will be a cost share equal to or greater than $170,000 annually from the project proponents.

For Phase III, cost share was considered from participating landowners, irrigation entities and municipalities, if any. The level of cost share was not set at the time the proposal was submitted, but could be a percentage of individual project cost and reimbursed in cash or in-kind services (the value of labor, equipment, on-farm water use efficiency improvements, habitat enhancements, etc). Operations and maintenance of smaller diversion structures by individual landowner participants is expected and could be considered as cost share. However, from the precedent set during Phase I/II, the historic nature of many of the tributary diversions and the general public benefit anticipated, cost share levels should remain low (~0-20%). Cost share for Phase III on-farm improvements will likely have more landowner support than cost share for in-stream enhancements, which may be considered more of a societal benefit whose costs should be borne broadly.

Notes:

* Proposal Proponents:

KCWP – Kittitas County Water Purveyors
AID – Ahtanum Irrigation District

KCCD – Kittitas County Conservation District
WDFW – Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

NYCD – North Yakima Conservation District
US BOR – US Bureau of Reclamation

From the ISRP Preliminary Review:

Project ID: 25026  Yakima Tributary Access and Habitat Program (YTAHP)

Sponsor: Kittitas County Water Purveyors 

Subbasin: Yakima

2002 Request: $2,022,760

2002-04 Estimate: $6,935,260

Short Description: Implement fish enhancements (fish passage, screens and riparian habitat) on Yakima tributaries based on prioritized schedule developed through a collaborative approach of local, state, federal and tribal interests. Conduct early actions in 2002.

Response Needed: Yes

ISRP Preliminary Comments: 

Fundable if adequate responses are given to ISRP concerns. This project would clearly contribute to the goal of salmonid (especially steelhead and bull trout) recovery in the Yakima basin. Its primary strength is the day-to-day contact of KCWP staff with landowners of Kittitas and Yakima counties, as well as its established track record of cooperation with federal agencies and the Yakama Nation. However, its priority is difficult to assess in the absence of supporting information on existing fish resources and gains that might be realized if the diversion screening program were to be initiated. 

What is the magnitude of potential fish benefits? What is the relative priority of this in the basin? How important is the Phase III screens, since the Phase I and II screens have been and are currently being addressed.

While there is no doubt that restoration of tributary habitats and flow in these counties, this project will be very expensive (over 2 million per year, each of 5 years) and has little cost sharing. BPA and the Council should consider creating a cost share requirement for this type of restoration that addresses an obvious agricultural impact source. (emphasis added)
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