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October 10, 2008 
 
Randall Shepard, District Ranger 
Naches Ranger District 
10237 Highway 12 
Naches, WA  98937 
 
Dear Ranger Shepard: 
 
 
Thank you for providing the Yakima Office several copies of the Deep Creek Flood 
Repair Environmental Assessment in a timely manner.  Staff from our office, including 
professional Fish, Wildlife, and Habitat biologists; and a Professional Engineer, had a 
chance to review it.  We have the following comments: 
 
Purely from flood hazard and fish and wildlife resource perspectives, Alternatives 2, 3, & 
4 are in a decreasing order of desirability.  The District's more comprehensive finding, 
which includes recreational aspects, differs from that.  However, we do vary with several 
conclusions in the alternatives comparisons from Table II-1.   We also have concern as to 
the total adequacy of the provided criteria themselves.  Accordingly, our preferred 
alternative would be for FR1800 and FR1808 to be converted to trails for only non-
motorized access before crossing Deep Creek.  Our next preferred alternative would be to 
replace only the upper FR1808 bridge for motorized access.  And lastly, while we would 
strongly prefer that the lower FR1800 bridge not be replaced, if it is; an alternative bridge 
site should be sought within a less dynamic stream reach of Deep Creek than the current 
site. 
 
Comparison of Alternatives: 
 
The proposed bridges (in Alternatives 3 & 4) do not necessarily conform to Design 
Criteria in the EA, which state: "The structure width (between bridge footings) should be 
equal or greater than bankfull channel width...  Unconfined channel types ... may require 
structures wider than bankfull...".  The FR1800 crossing is dynamic enough that the 
entire CMZ (i.e. the entire bottomland) really should be spanned.  In fact, both crossings 
demand a better evaluation of bankfull width prior to identifying the respective span 
lengths.  "Riprap may only be placed below bankfull height when necessary for 
protection of abutments and pilings for bridges.  However, the amount and placement of 
riprap ... should not constrict the bankfull flow".  That simply cannot be done without 
thoroughly assessing the actual bankfull widths.  We must disagree that Alternatives 3 & 
4 do "Restore floodplain function and natural hydrologic processes in Deep Creek", since  
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the likelihood of adequately spanning the creek within the existing sites is in question.  
That comparison criterion also infers an "Action", which really disqualifies it.  A more 
applicable criterion is "Allows historic floodplain functions and natural hydrological 
process in Deep Creek".  We believe that criterion should be weighed heavily during 
alternatives selection.  Alternative 1 meets the criterion, as does Alternative 2.  
Alternatives 3 & 4 do not meet this criterion without strict adherences to the stated design 
criteria.  This is because restoring the floodplain (functions) should encompass 
facilitating the passage or removal of stored sediments and wood that have resulted over 
decades from inadequately sized crossings, particularly for FR1800.  At the FR1808 site, 
it is only true the new bridge would cause an "Increase in open cross sectional area to 
pass flood flows, wood and channel bedload..." if it is referring to the pre-flood condition.  
It is not true relative to existing condition.  That comparison rating is inaccurate for Alt. 
1, because short-term geomorphic processes will largely redistribute the floodplain over 
time, including the existing road prisms, to provide a more equilibrated conveyance.  The 
rating is also inaccurate for Alt. 4, because locking a stream in a location that is not 
respectful of the upstream channel alignment (i.e. for the existing FR1800 crossing) 
cannot provide the benefits of the cross-sectional area provided. 
 
We are not sure there is value in constructing in-stream and floodplain grade controls as 
part of removing the existing FR1800 crossing culverts.  That site is highly dynamic in 
nature, particularly due to a significant sediment source a short distance upstream.  That 
sediment source, in addition to the out-of-whack crossing, is causing the stream to try to 
avulse across the roadway.  The upstream/downstream vertical disconnect at the crossing 
is not severe.  The effects on habitat of an upstream re-grade (head cut) following culvert 
removal should be assessed prior to deciding on grade control.  A natural re-grade would 
delay the developing avulsion, reduce passage/stranding risks, and it probably wouldn't 
be severe enough to disconnect the upstream floodplain (which is exceedingly well 
connected right now, due to in-channel aggradation).  Installing grade control will 
preserve an artificially steep channel segment, upstream of which there will be an 
unnaturally flat, aggrading, and increasingly dynamic segment.  
 
An abundance of riprap is controlling the alignment and elevation of the stream within 
the FR1808 crossing site.  Riprap in the bed is holding an overly-steep segment through 
the cut in the road fill.  This should be removed to allow the stream to equilibrate prior to 
any bridge construction.  It would improve fish passage and otherwise avoid a future 
situation where the FS would be fighting to control scour at a bridge. 
 
Potential trampling of bull trout redds at stream fords is a mitigatable, unnecessary risk to 
put much weight on under any of the alternatives.  Inexpensive footbridges, or in some 
cases, naturally fallen logs are usually used by non-stock foot traffic to cross for larger  
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streams.  Ford crossing locations could also be placed to avoid predominant spawning 
areas, based on the many years of Deep Creek survey experience and data WDFW staff 
have collected.  Fording a larger stream, like Deep Creek, is usually avoided and 
footbridge construction can be added to Alternatives 1, 2, &3.  The trampling criterion 
should be eliminated, mitigated, or otherwise receive very little weight because the risks 
are relatively easy to contain. 
 
Similarly, the "Increased recreation use near bull trout spawning habitat (increased risk of 
poaching)" is mitigatable by seasonally restricting camping within a quarter-mile buffer 
from the creek.  If that were implemented, there would likely be very little difference in 
the amount of poaching exposure across all the alternatives.  Even as a standalone rule 
outside this process, it would be an action of stewardship.  We’d like to see the seasonal 
implementation of Deep Creek campsite restrictions added to at least the non-bridge 
actions to nullify bull trout poaching from weighing in the criteria mix.  
 
The WDFW believes there is an important comparison criterion that must be added for 
deliberation of a preferred action.  It is, "Compatible with the recovery of gray wolves 
under the ESA and incidental protections of other sensitive terrestrial species on the 
Naches District".  The baseline (pre-2006 flood) levels of human influence, which were 
largely determined by road densities in the drainage ("low" may they be), do significantly 
hamper likely progresses toward the recovery of wolves in the Bumping drainage.  
Limiting wildlife movement affects the ability of wide-ranging carnivores (including 
grizzly bear) by hampering their ability to access widely separated habitats or pursue 
patchily distributed prey.  Wolves also require substantial isolation from human 
disturbances for denning.  Snowmobile traffic across stream crossings during wolf 
denning in March and April probably facilitates serious limitations on their recovery.  
The currently restricted access and correspondingly reduced human influences may help 
to explain the sightings of putative wolves near Bumping Lake in 2008.  Exactly because 
there are not documented den or rendezvous sites on the Naches District: The good-faith 
consideration of potentials to improve wolf den and/or rendezvous sites as part of the 
alternatives comparison criteria seems a necessary part of stewardship. 
 
To summarize our major concerns: Any new bridge structure built as part of this project 
should fully span the CMZ and allow actual restorations of historic functions and natural 
maintenance of the floodplain.  That cannot be reasonably done at the current FR1800 
crossing site, so the current road alignment would need relocation for its implementation.  
For any new bridges, we also request that the damaged structures, rip-rap, and fills are 
removed from the CMZ as a first phase of any project proposal.  Lastly, due 
considerations of ESA species recovery plans require accepting sacrifices of existing 
recreational opportunities where, and when, choice opportunities to recover sensitive 
species become more obvious.  The WDFW finds erring here, on the side of ecosystem 
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connectivity and important species recoveries, is probably the right thing to do. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Eric Bartrand      
Area Habitat Biologist 
 
 
CC: Jeff Krupka, USFWS 
 Judy Delavergne, USFWS 
 John Easterbrooks 
 Jeff Tayer 


