
AGENDA for the August 6, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 

at the Swauk-Teanaway Grange, 1361 Ballard Rd, Cle Elum 
 
8:40 a.m. Anyone who would like to carpool from Yakima should meet at the YBFWRB office 

10 a.m. Gather for tour at the Swauk-Teanaway Grange Hall 
 

10:15- 1:30 p.m.  Tour of the Yakima Delta Teanaway Community Forest 
 

    Box lunches to be provided on tour (please RSVP with lunch selection) 
 
 

2:00 – 4:00 p.m.  Business Meeting  *Indicates Decision Item 
 

1) Welcome, Introductions, Agenda and Review of Minutes*          5 min 
 

2) Board Correspondence and Announcements      10 min 
 

3) Discussion of Future Work and Board role in the Teanaway    10 min 
 

4) Lead Entity Program        40 min 
• Review and approve or remand 2015 Ranked Project List* 
• Klickitat Allocation* 
• Funded Projects Update 

 

5) Outreach Program         15 min 
• Review the Communications Consultant’s Scope of Work* 

    

6) Recovery Program         15 min  

• Bull Trout Recovery Plan comments & BTAP updates 
• Gold Creek Working Group Proposal * 
• Fish Passage Board information request* 

 

7) State and Federal Policy Updates          10 min 
• Federal budget update & YRBWEP Legislation 
• State Budget outcomes 
• State Salmon Recovery Funding Network 

 

8) Board Logistics & Finances            10 min 
a. Membership update  
b. Quarterly Report review 
c. Annual staff evaluations and compensation adjustments  
d. Revisions to Lead Entity Coordinator Job Description* 
d. Closing of fiscal year & annual audit and 990 tax report 
e. Future Meetings 
 

  9) Public Comment              5 min  



MEETING OVERVIEW 

for August 6, 2015 YBFWRB Board of Directors Meeting 

Numbers refer to agenda items. 

1. We’ll start the meeting with introductions, review and approval of the agenda, and review and 

approval of the minutes from our annual meeting in May. The agenda and minutes are 

attached. 

 

2. Bring any announcements you want to make. We’ll highlight: 

 

a. The Salvelineus Confluentus Curiousity Society meeting at Clear Lake Sept 15-17. This is 

the annual get together of bull trout folks, and we’re hosting it at Camp Dudley in the 

Yakima Basin this year. 

 

b. Fall Lead Entity Tour of Cle Elum area projects (help us set the date!) 

 

c. Fall Kittitas Forum proposal 

 

We’ll also review recent Board correspondence, including: 

 

d. Staff comments on proposed SRFB WAC changes; 

 

e. Council of Regions correspondence on statewide issues 

 

 

3. We’ll briefly summarize our tour and how the Board can help support habitat restoration work 

on the Teanaway Community Forest in the future. DNR and WDFW are working to develop a 

tributary restoration plan by next spring, and a mainstem floodplain restoration plan by the year 

after that. Both these plans will implement key priorities in our Steelhead and Bull Trout Plans, 

and SRFB funding is likely to be used to support implementation of these plans. 

 

 

4. This is our annual chance to celebrate the Lead Entity Program and review and approve a 

ranked project funding list for submission to the SRFB. Darcy will present this year’s proposals 

and the results of the Lead Entity review. The ranked project list is attached, along with notes 

from the technical advisory group and citizen committee deliberations. 

 

We’ll also discuss how we will manage the annual negotiations with Klickitat County. Last spring 

we gave tentative agreement to letting the Klickitat Lead Entity use funds from the Mid-

Columbia allocation in the White Salmon Basin (which is part of the Lower Columbia Region, but 

which has Mid-C steelhead in it). This year all their proposals are in the White Salmon, and we’ll 

need to work with the Klickitat Lead Entity and the Lower Columbia Region to make our fudning 

available to those projects. 

 



Finally, we’ll discuss funded projects and several potential projects staff are helping develop. 

 

 

5. At our last meeting we reviewed proposals consultant proposals for communications planning. 

Since then we have secured the promised funding from RCO, and selected a consultant. Their 

draft scope of work is attached. Please review it as this is our chance to edit it! 

 

 

6. We’ll talk about bull trout recovery planning and the comment letters we recently submitted 

(attached). We’ll also discuss our plans to update the Bull Trout Action Plan Actions database to 

track and coordinate efforts to implement the work we prioritized in 2012. This will be an 

important tool for showing how we are implementing the USFWFS Recovery Plan. 

 

We’ll talk the proposed Gold Creek Working Group, and possible roles for the Board as 

participant and perhaps a co-organizer. A draft MOU proposed by the Kittitas Conservation Trust 

is attached. 

 

We’ll review the state Fish Passage Board’s information request on fish passage priorities in 

our area (attached). Staff are soliciting email input from partners in the basin, and will discuss 

the process of finalizing proposed recommendations before the August 14 deadline. 

 

 

7. We’ll review the status of FY2016 and 2017 Pacific Coast Salmon Recovery Fund requests, the 

YBIP authorizing legislation, and the outcomes of the state budget process for this biennium. 

 

We’ll also discuss staff and Board participation in the statewide Salmon Recovery Network. The 

proposed SRNet Charter is attached. The SRNet goals are described on the first page. 

 

 

8. We’ll end with Board Logistics. We’ll discuss fiscal year end reporting, contract status, staff and 

evaluations, and we’ll consider approving an updated job description for Darcy (attached).  

 



 

 

1200 Chesterly Drive, Suite 280, Yakima, WA 98902 

Phone (509) 453-4104    Email: info@ybfwrb.org    Web: www.ybfwrb.org 

 

Minutes of the 5/21/15 Board of Directors Annual Meeting 

As approved at the 8/6/2015 board meeting 

Members Present:  Nancy Lillquist (City of Ellensburg), Adam Fyall (Benton County), Terry Keenhan 

(Yakima County), Obie O’Brien (Kittitas County), Dan Olson (City of Union Gap), Scott Nicolai (Yakama 

Nation) 

Staff Present:  Alex Conley (Executive Director), Darcy Batura (Lead Entity Coordinator), and Heather 

Hadsel (Operations & Outreach Manager) 

 

1) Approval of Agenda and Minutes 

After introductions, the Board reviewed the meeting agenda, the minutes from the March 12 

meeting, and the April 27 Executive Committee notes. Nancy Lillquist made a motion to approve the 

meeting minutes as presented.  Terry Keenhan seconded the motion, which carried with the support 

of all present. 

 

2) Board Correspondence and Announcements 

 The 2015 Yakima Science and Management Conference is to be held at Central Washington 

University on June 17 and 18 in the Science building. 

 Alex wrote a support letter for a WDFW proposal to develop a Steelhead Life Cycle model to the 

Great Northern Landscape Conservation Cooperative. 

 Alex provided comments on the US Forest Service’s Scoping for the Little Crow Restoration 

Project. 

 An MOA was signed between the Board and the Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group 

for use of their staff for bull trout recovery planning and coordination work. 

 

3) Review and Approve Board of Directors Membership 

The current membership of the Board of Directors was reviewed and some changes were noted.  

Kirk Holmes was removed as an alternate to Obie O’Brien and Marvin Ward will replace Don Aubrey 

as the City of Prosser’s representative.  Nancy Lillquist made a motion to approve the board list with 

those adjustments, and Adam Fyall seconded; the motion carried. 

 



 

 

 

 

4) Officer Elections 

The current officer elections are Obie O’Brien, Chair; Dan Olson, Vice Chair/Treasurer; Nancy 

Lillquist, Secretary.  Adam Fyall made a motion to approve the officer list as it stands and Dan Olson 

seconded; motion carried. 

 

5) Approve Registered Agent 

Dan Olson made a motion to approve Alex Conley as the organization’s registered agent; Nancy 

Lillquist seconded. Motion carried. 

 

6) Review and Approve FY16 Work Plan and Budget 

Nancy Lillquist made a motion to approve the work plan and budget with an amendment to B5 and 

Adam Fyall seconded.  Motion carried. 

 

7) Review Current Committee Memberships 

Adam Fyall and Paul Ward are the current at-large executive committee members.  Nancy Lillquist 

made a motion to reassign them both to the executive committee; Obie seconded. Motion carried. 

The board reviewed the Citizens Committee and Technical Advisory Group members.  No approval 

by the board was required. 

 

8) Set Board Meeting Schedule 

The board reviewed the proposed board meeting schedule.  Nancy Lillquist made a motion to 

approve the board meeting dates as presented and Dan Olson seconded; motion carried. 

 

9) Review any Proposed Changes the Bylaws and Policy Manuals 

No changes were proposed to the bylaws.  The board reviewed suggested changes to the policy 

manual regarding open public meetings.  Nancy Lillquist made a motion to add the proposed 

language to the policy manual and Terry Keenhan seconded; motion carried. 

 

10) Communications Planning Proposal and Contract 

Staff and any interested board members will select the contractor for communications planning.  

Alex will get the Chair’s approval before awarding the contract. 

 

11) Program Updates 

Darcy organized an active project tour for TAG/CC members this spring.  They had mentioned 

wanting to see the progress on projects that had been approved in previous years.  Similar tours will 

be planned for other areas in the Yakima Basin.  The SRFB grant round is underway and the Board 

will review the proposed list for funding at the August board meeting.  The board members were 

provided with updated project booklets, which are printed biennially. 

 



 

 

The board has contracted with MCFEG for 18 days of Cassandra Anderson’s time for bull trout 

planning through August 2015.  She is working on pulling together the next meeting of the Yakima 

Bull Trout Working Group, organizing our Bull Trout Action Plan’s electronic files to allow for 

updating  and analyzing how our BTAP actions fit into the USFWS’s proposed recovery plan.  Alex 

has been promoting use of the Bull Trout Action Plan in the Integrated Plan rocess. 

 

Alex submitted a staff-level report to NOAA for the five-year review.  The report prompted a 

discussion about monitoring habitat quality, and whether the Board should hire someone who can 

perform that task within their job scope, contract with an individual, or work with another 

organization or agency with a staffing agreement.  Alex will provide a recovery program job 

description at the June executive committee meeting or the August board meeting. 

 

12) Financial Reports 

The quarterly financial reports were included in the packet for review.  

 

13) Call for Submission of Board Member Certification Forms 

Board members were instructed to forward signed certification forms to Heather.  She will follow up 

for forms from any board members not in attendance. 

 

14) Public Comment 

There were no public comments. The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 
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2015 TAG Notes 

TAG 
RANK Project Name S Score H Score T Score WF1 WF2 WF3 WF4 Total 

SRFB 
Request 

Altered 
Cumulative 

1 SF Cowiche Floodplain Restoration (YN/MCFEG) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47.5 115000 $115,000  

2 Gold Creek Instream Habitat Design (KCT) 4 11.5 15.5 1.6 0.8 1.1 1.3 28.4 $185,705  $300,705  

3 Naneum, Wilson & Cherry Creek Assessment (Kittitas County) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34.0 $100,000  $400,705  

4 Yakima RM153 Side Channel Conn. Enhancement (MCFEG) 7 14.5 21.5 1.8 1 1.3 0.9 45.3 $116,000  $516,705  

5 Naneum-Coleman Fish Passage Projects (KCCD) 5 19 24 1.2 1 1 1.3 37.4 $185,312  $702,017  

6 Yakima River Floodplain Assessment & Final Design (TU) 7.5 19 26.5 1.4 0.9 1 1 33.4 $123,701  $825,718  

7 Teanaway Floodplain & Side Channel Protection (WDFW/TPL) 8 20.5 28.5 1.4 0.7 1 1.3 36.3 $700,000  $1,525,718  

8 William's Creek Aquatic Habitat Restoration (KCT) 4 14.5 18.5 1.8 0.8 1 1.2 32.0 $214,920  $1,740,638  

9 NF Manastash Floodplain Restoration (YN/MCFEG) 0 12 12 1.6 0.8 1.1 1.5 25.3 $164,000  $1,904,638  

10 Ahtanum Creek Riparian Enhancement 2015 (NYCD) 7 16 23 1.2 1 1 0.9 24.8 $200,668  $2,105,306  

11 Parke Creek - Caribou Creek Fish Passage (KCCD) 4 11 15 1.2 1 1 1.2 21.6 $280,339  $2,385,645  

12 Swauk Floodplain Reconnection (MCFEG) 4 19.5 23.5 1.6 0.7 0.7 1 18.4 $385,000  $2,770,645  

13 Ensign Ranch - Big Creek Flow Enhancement (WWT) 4 8 12 1.4 0.7 1 1.3 15.3 $146,500  $2,917,145  

14 Whiskey Creek Fish Passage @ EWC (KCCD) 0 3 3 1 0.7 1 1.2 2.5 $59,191  $2,976,336  

15 Yakima & Naches Side Channel Enhancement Design (MCFEG) 3.5 2 5.5 1 0.5 0.5 1 1.4 $100,000  $3,076,336  

 
Notes: 
#2 (Gold Creek) was moved up because the TAG recognized that the Gold Creek Action was removed from the TAG Focus list prematurely. 
#3 (Assessment Increase) was moved up to assure full funding in the approved cost increase. 
#7 (Teanaway) was moved down one spot to assure full funding for #6, while still providing funding to the Teanaway proposal. 
#14 (Whiskey) was deferred until there is an assessment and strategy to getting fish to upper Naneum, and the downstream barriers are addressed. 
#15 (Side Channel Enhancement Design) was designated as do not fund due to risks and constraints at each work site. 
 

Green = High Priority Fund 

Yellow = Priority Fund 

Orange = Fund 

Pink = Defer 

Red = Do Not Fund 
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Bookmarks 

1. Swauk RM 17.3 to 18.8 Floodplain Reconnection 

2. NF Manastash/SF Cowiche Floodplain Restoration 

3. Yakima & Naches Side Channel Enhancement Design 

4. Yakima RM153 Side Channel Connection Enhancement 

5. Whiskey Creek Fish Passage at EWC 

6. Parke Creek - Caribou Creek Fish Passage 

7. Ahtanum Creek Riparian Enhancement 2015 

8. Naneum-Coleman Fish Passage (Cost Increase) 

9. Naneum, Wilson & Cherry Creek Assessment (Cost Increase) 

10. Williams Creek Aquatic Habitat Restoration 

11. Gold Creek Instream Habitat Design 

12. Teanaway Floodplain and Side Channel Protection 

13. Yakima River Floodplain Assessment & Final Design 

14. Ensign Ranch - Big Creek Flow Enhancement Project 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Swauk RM 17.3 to 18.8 Floodplain Reconnection 

Applicant: Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group 

Date: July 7, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include Riparian/Floodplain/LWD, Max  
Temperature and Confinement. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Upper Yakima Action #14: Restore instream and floodplain habitat complexity in Swauk and Taneum 
creeks and Teanaway and lower Cle Elum rivers. 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

A support letter from the USFS and DOT would help convey landowner commitment. It is not clear if 
WSDOT is onboard with the lower portion of this project, which may affect their road prism. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

High confidence that the MCFEG will successfully complete this project. MCFEG has demonstrated their 
ability to manage and implement a wide variety of instream and riparian restoration projects, including 
design and permitting.  

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Benefits should accrue immediately after the next channel maintaining (i.e. high flow) event that will 
allow Swauk Creek to take advantage of the new DOT culverts, levee removal, etc. Project success 
partially depends on WSDOT removal of undersized culverts. BDAs and LWD should result in immediate 
hydrological benefits. Other project elements may take years to benefit project area. Also, proper 
livestock management will be critical to ensure planting success. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

Yes, the project aligns well with the WSDOT culvert/passage work planned at US-97, especially for the 
major fish passage barrier upstream of the project. Some stream and floodplain restoration work was 
completed under an Ecology grant much further downstream (SM 6-7) by Yakama Nation. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    
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The sponsor is encouraged to scale back project elements for significant cost savings. For example, the 
survey, design, and full removal of the berm will be very expensive, and nearly as much benefit could be 
achieved much more cheaply by simply breaching the berm in a few spots and leaving the native soils on 
site. The cost of placing LWD seems very high, particularly because there are likely opportunities to 
source the wood directly from the project vicinity or partner with USFS work in the area to acquire the 
wood. The LWM trap is expensive and may not be necessary.  The planting budget seems excessive. TAG 
encourages a very low-tech “design” for LWD in the upper half of the project because there is little risk 
of the creek transporting LWD down to the culvert if full length logs are used.   
 
The budget for the interpretive sign seems high and uncertain what “construction observation” entails. 
Unclear why 120 hours of bookkeeping time (on top of contracting, grant reporting, and coordination) 
are budgeted for a project that appears to be mainly reimbursement of WSDOT contracting. Unclear 
why WSDOT’s mitigation requirement to replant disturbed areas of their construction project are being 
proposed as match for this project. 

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

Project design is currently conceptual. A 100% design is part of the budget. Sponsor is encouraged to 
look for opportunities to take a lighter touch on the design. 

 

Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

Project applicant does not adequately discuss long term vegetation and BDA maintenance after the 
grant period, or how it will be funded. BDAs need regular maintenance or they will blow out like an 
abandoned beaver dam. Does the applicant expect beaver to move in, or will they relocate beaver here, 
to replace the BDAs? The proposal mentions that sheep should not be lingering in the project area but 
does not state explicitly that they will be excluded and says plant damage from grazing will be 
monitored. Will applicant find alternative funds to maintain plants and control weeds after 3 years? 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Applicant is probably underestimating the constraints associated with working along a highway prism. 
Adding LWD adjacent to SR97 at the downstream end of project could very easily cause real problems 
with WSDOT engineers/managers and this issue has not yet been adequately vetted. It may not be 
worth the effort and expense to design and construct.  Also, if WSDOT will be the contract implementer 
(as proposed) there is significant uncertainty with their proper oversight of construction. This type of 
project is not WSDOT's expertise, so potential benefits of the project could be lost through imprecise 
implementation. No commitment from the USFS that their sheep grazing plan will be modified and 
enforced to prevent damage to $69,000 worth of plantings. Overgrazing in the project area would nullify 
the floodplain reconnection benefits of the project. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

Yes, if grazing damage is prevented, then short term and long term benefits should occur. 

 

Assessment Only 
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Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

N/A 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

N/A 

 

Appraisal (Acquisitions) 

Has there been an appraisal? If there is no appraisal, is the TAG comfortable with how the cost estimate 
for the acquisition was calculated? Has the project sponsor indicated that the landowner is willing to 
consider the appraised value?  

N/A 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

Swauk Creek is a priority stream for steelhead. Conceptual design project is completed. There is strong 
partnership involvement and coordination, along with contributed funds for design.  

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

High cost for elements of the project without high benefits and unknowns such as source of wood, 
engineering and project impacts to road. The grazing concern was not addressed. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 

Consider reducing the overall costs and increase the percentage of SRFB funding that goes to on-the-
ground construction (berm removal, LWD placement). Consider scaling back the work in the 
downstream area of the project. More thoroughly vet the project with WSDOT decision makers. 
Reconsider need to engineer the LWD in the upper half of the project. Work with land managers to get 
local wood cheaply. Consider how well WSDOT will be able to implement the project. 

 
 
  



6 
 

2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: NF Manastash/SF Cowiche Floodplain Restoration 

Applicant: Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group 

Date: July 7, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include confinement, floodplain 
connectivity, and LWD deficiency. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Upper Yakima Action #15: Restore tributary riparian areas 
Naches #22: Improve riparian, floodplain, and temperature conditions in Cowiche Creek. 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Projects are on WDFW wildlife areas (Oak Creek and L.T. Murray). WDFW is fully supportive of these two 
projects and is providing wood to put into the two creeks. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

YN Habitat Program has completed similar projects (Taneum Cr.) and is currently working on several 
more (lower Oak Cr., Indian Cr., etc.). MCFEG has demonstrated staff knowledge and experience and 
organization capacity on numerous projects. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

NF Manastash: Moderate because fish do not have access until the Reed Diversion is removed, though 
high likelihood that barrier will be removed in the next few years. 
SF Cowiche: High because the project proposal reflects a good next step for creek restoration in an area 
currently used by adult and juvenile steelhead. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

NF Manastash: Downstream efforts to address downstream barriers will potentially increase use of the 
areas by fish. But that project has not been completed. 
SF Cowiche: Yes, the project complements previous habitat improvement projects in the area. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes – The project budget for logging operations and amount of LWD seems reasonable. 
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Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

N/A 

 

Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

The project(s) are for wood replenishment. The sponsor and the TAG  believe that long-term 
maintenance is not required 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Risk analysis completed to assure no impacts on downstream landowners by placing wood in the creeks 
upstream (placed above channel constrictions). 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

Yes, improvements to habitat quality are expected to to be similar to what has occurred on Taneum 
Creek. 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

N/A 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

N/A 

 

Appraisal (Acquisitions) 

Has there been an appraisal? If there is no appraisal, is the TAG comfortable with how the cost estimate 
for the acquisition was calculated? Has the project sponsor indicated that the landowner is willing to 
consider the appraised value?  

N/A 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

Implements a proven and low cost in-stream habitat and floodplain restoration technique on public 
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lands owned by WDFW. Opportunity to replicate the successful pilot project on Taneum Creek (L.T. 
Murray WLA) on another L.T. Murray stream (NF Manastash) and SF Cowiche (Oak Creek WLA) 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

NF Manastash: Fish do not have access until the Reed Diversion is removed, although it is likely that the 
diversion will be removed in the future. 
SF Cowiche: Benefits of project will be high immediately, but to get VERY high benefits, flood flows will 
be needed to re-work some floodplain areas. We may need to wait for some years to get those 
additional benefits, depending on when the next big floods hit these creeks. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 

Consider splitting this into two separate projects. They are both good projects, but the Cowiche Creek 
worksite is a higher priority because anadromous fish can already access it. The Cowiche project has an 
even better cost-benefit ratio than the Manastash because it will not require helicopter construction.  
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Yakima & Naches Side Channel Enhancement Design 

Applicant: Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group 

Date: July 7, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include max temperature, fine sediment, 
and confinement. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Lower Mainstem Action #7: Protect and restore mainstem and floodplain habitats below Sunnyside Dam 
Naches Action #31: Restore side channels and floodplain of Upper Naches River. 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Unclear. There are multiple landowners and it does not appear that all of them are on board yet 
(depending on the proposed work site). 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Based on application and presentations, it appears the project sponsor was unable to adequately 
prepare for all of these site applications at once. Concern that funding these at once would strain 
organizational capacity to manage these multiple projects. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Pines: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 
Naches: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 
Songbird: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 
Mast: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Feasibility level designs on the Yakima River sites seemed well sequenced. Concern about moving 
forward on final designs at the Naches site due to concerns about flood risks to landowners. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

Expands the scope of the Ecology funding for Mast Farms.  

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

While the cost proposed are low for the work described, there are concerns that the sponsor is 
underestimating many constraints at some of the sites, and therefore has not adequately budgeted for 
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them. The groundwater investigation at the MP 10 site is unnecessary.  

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

Design goals are not clear enough to have confidence that a design will yield a project with high benefits 
to fish. 

 

Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

N/A 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

There are major constraints at these worksites. At site #1, the existing parking area and driveway cause 
a constraint that will take money and/or stakeholder (public site users) to overcome, even if there is an 
otherwise viable project here. At site #2, there are unrealistic expectations that a high flow channel can 
be opened and that it will not increase flood risk. The physical challenges and the challenge of getting 
multiple private landowners to agree to this project do not appear to be well understood. If all 
landowners can agree, it will probably only be after project goals have been significantly compromised 
to protect the landowners, and at that point the benefits of such a project may not justify the cost. At 
site #3, having to get landowner support is a constraint, especially because landowners have not been 
contacted. Implementing a project in a river of this size may also be beyond the experience of applicant. 
It is unclear what the objectives of a project at this site would be, which adds additional uncertainty.  At 
site #4, there is uncertainty regarding the persistence of a project that appears in part to be based on a 
possibly unrealistic expectation that natural processes can be reversed by the project. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

N/A 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

Unknown. At site #2, there is probably not a feasible project with meaningful benefits at a reasonable 
cost. At site #3, perhaps there is potential, but the proposal does not articulate specific goals, so it is 
really unclear what the SRFB investment would result in. 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

(Sites 1 & 4) The design goals are not sufficient to result in feasible & fundable project 

 

Appraisal (Acquisitions) 

Has there been an appraisal? If there is no appraisal, is the TAG comfortable with how the cost estimate 
for the acquisition was calculated? Has the project sponsor indicated that the landowner is willing to 
consider the appraised value?  

N/A 
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Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

The proposal begins the process of outreach to landowners that could help addresses lack of side 
channel habitat in the main stem Yakima and Naches. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

Reviewers found it very difficult to score multiple projects bundled together. Most of these sites have 
real constraints that the proposal does not mention and the objectives for each site are not well 
articulated. Need to focus on restoring historical and naturally occurring side channels rather than 
creating new ones (e.g. MP 10 project). Concern that placement of wood in the lower mainstem Yakima 
River may create smallmouth bass habitat. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 

Yakima river pond - If elevations are appropriate, consider connecting the pond via excavating an outlet 
to the river without spending lots of money on design/study. Or walk away from project. 
Naches N Loop - Abandon the concept of opening the inlet to side channel, if landowner support is 
needed. Consider changing project focus to making the lower end of the channel a more functional off-
channel habitat for fish moving up from the bottom. Consider if the driveway culverts are a fish barrier, 
if riparian work is needed, and look at fish access from bottom end.  
Mast - Focus a little more on what is going on with the springwater and what realistic ecosystem-
process goals would be. Work with technical staff in basin to consider if there is a solution worth 
pursuing.  
Songbird - Figure out what is limiting salmonids at site and goals for addressing the problems.  
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Yakima RM153 Side Channel Connection Enhancement 

Applicant: Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group 

Date: July 7, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include riparian/floodplain/LWD, 
confinement and dewatering. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Upper Yakima Action #13:  Protect and restore floodplain, riparian, and in-channel habitats in the Upper  
Yakima, Kittitas, and Easton/Cle Elum Reaches (page 197) 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Jeff Brunson of the Bull Ditch Canal Company attended the site tour and is supportive of fixing the rock 
weir structure. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

MCFEG and Al Potter will be able to successfully complete this project. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

This is an urgent issue to address. Completion will immediately prevent dewatering of the Bull Ditch side 
channel and allow the irrigators to access Yakima R. water, thus increasing the flow in lower Wilson 
Creek for salmonid rearing. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

Yes, the project will repairs and restore the side channel rearing enhancement project completed by 
WDFW in 1998-99. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes 

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

Yes, Al Potter preliminary design drawings are complete and look good. 
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Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

No specific plan in place but a stated commitment to work with project partners to monitor the 
structures performance. This structure has persisted for 17 years and only requires significant work to 
repair/relocate the boat notch. It may need periodic maintenance every 15 - 25 years, although it could 
be much more or much less based on the size and frequency of future flood events. 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

There was only one uncertainty mentioned in the application- that rivers change. Applicant addressed 
that by saying the structure will be built to be adaptable. Rivers do change and sometimes radically with 
one flood event. Risk that the structure could be compromised at some point in the future. However, 
this is a truism for all instream projects and this particular project and site does not appear to have any 
more risk than a typical project. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

Yes, Will restore perennial flow to the Bull Ditch Side Channel and in lower Wilson Creek. 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

N/A 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

N/A 

 

Appraisal (Acquisitions) 

Has there been an appraisal? If there is no appraisal, is the TAG comfortable with how the cost estimate 
for the acquisition was calculated? Has the project sponsor indicated that the landowner is willing to 
consider the appraised value?  

N/A 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

Low cost action with significant improvements to side-channel of Yakima River and several miles of 
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Wilson Creek due to flow benefits. This proposal addresses an urgent problem that kills juvenile fish 
every year, and in 2015 has killed fish more than once. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

As with all projects reliant on an instream structure, may need recurring investment to keep the 
mainstem structure functioning. Unclear if the pilot channel in middle of the river will be needed or is 
worth the environmental impacts. It is possible there is a more efficient approach relating to regrading 
side channel and/or adjusting head gates, though it appears applicant will consider this before 
implementing the proposed approach. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Whiskey Creek Fish Passage at EWC 

Applicant: Kittitas County Conservation District 

Date: July 7, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal are screening & passage. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Upper Yakima Action # 7: Provide fish passage into Upper Naneum Creek. 
Upper Yakima Action #11: Restore passage, separate irrigation conveyance, and screen diversions in  
Ellensburg-area tributaries (page 195). 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

The landowner commitment of the actual property owner and the Ellensburg Water Company are high. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

KCCD has a proven track record on projects like this. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Out of sequence with the Naneum-Wilson-Cherry Assessment and the four (partial & complete) passage 
barriers downstream yet to be fixed. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

No. There are multiple upstream and downstream barriers. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes, the budget is reasonable for the work proposed. 

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

N/A 

 

Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  
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N/A 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Major uncertainty is if Whiskey will be used as the main route for adult salmon/steelhead migration into 
the upper watershed. If not, this project will not be a high enough priority to justify the cost. A 
secondary uncertainty is if downstream barriers (such as that at the BNSF crossing) will be remedied. If 
not, this project will have no value. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

N/A 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

N/A 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

Uncertain. Depends on how the downstream issues are resolved. 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

Straight-forward, relatively uncomplicated passage project. KCCD has experience planning and 
implementing projects just like this. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

Difficult to judge benefit of project without more certainty on long term plan for Whiskey Creek. Out of 
sequence with larger study (Assessment) and there are several barriers downstream.  Without those 
barriers being corrected, this project will have no value. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 

Wait until the assessment on Naneum, Wilson and Cherry Creeks is completed and there is a plan for 
repairing downstream barriers before re-submitting the proposal. 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Parke Creek - Caribou Creek Fish Passage 

Applicant: Kittitas County Conservation District 

Date: July 7, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include fine sediment, screening and 
passage. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Upper Yakima Action #11: Restore passage, separate irrigation conveyance, and screen diversions in  
Ellensburg-area tributaries (page 195). 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

The KCCD works well with private landowners. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

KCCD experienced with fish passage and irrigation reconfiguration projects. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

These are the lowest barriers/diversions on Parke and Caribou Creeks, which may serve as rearing 
habitat, but probably will not support spawning of anadromous fish other than coho. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

Yes, this project is part of a larger effort to reestablish fish passage in the Cherry Creek tributaries. 
Several screening and passage projects have been completed in Cherry/Parke/Caribou.  

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes, the budget seems reasonable for the work proposed. 

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

N/A 

 

Future Stewardship 
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Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

Yes, landowners will be responsible for their pump stations and fish screens and will maintain them. 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Some uncertainty about the timing of the conversion to pump diversion/sprinklers. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

Yes, this project should provide benefits to fish that will last. 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

N/A 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

N/A 

 

Appraisal (Acquisitions) 

Has there been an appraisal? If there is no appraisal, is the TAG comfortable with how the cost estimate 
for the acquisition was calculated? Has the project sponsor indicated that the landowner is willing to 
consider the appraised value?  

N/A 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

The project works to address the fish passage and fish screening needs within the East Ellensburg 
tributaries. The proposal is well laid out and clear. They have addressed all the questions well. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

The streams aren't the highest priority for Upper Yakima Action #11, and there does not appear to be 
landowner interest to reestablish native riparian vegetation to improve value for rearing salmonids.  

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Ahtanum Creek Riparian Enhancement 2015 

Applicant: North Yakima Conservation District 

Date: July 8, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include max temperature, 
riparian/floodplain/LWD, and confinement. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Naches Action #27:  Ahtanum Creek floodplain side channel restoration. 
Naches Action #29:  Reduce livestock impacts on Ahtanum Creek riparian areas. 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Three out of four landowner acknowledgement forms have been submitted.  The Yakama Nation 
landowner form is not included. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

NYCD has successfully completed similar riparian restoration projects on several local creeks, including 
on lower Ahtanum near LaSalle H.S. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

This proposal is in coordination with an in-stream restoration project. Some benefits, such as reduced 
bank erosion, should be immediate in places. Riparian restoration benefits will be longer term. Project 
benefits do not directly depend on other projects downstream. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

Yes, the proposal corresponds well with the 2014 assessment project. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes, the budget seems reasonable for the work proposed. 

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

N/A 
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Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

Yes, three year plant maintenance by NYCD until plants are established, and ten years of maintenance 
on fencing and off channel livestock watering by landowners/operators. 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

The applicant did not thoughtfully discuss any possible challenges that may come up, and therefore did 
not discuss how they could be addressed. Challenges might be continued landowner willingness, weed 
management after the grant period, fencing maintenance, channel migration, etc. However, the 
applicant has successfully completed similar projects. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

Yes, measurable improvements in vegetation should be achieved at the project site. 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

N/A 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

Addresses limiting factors. Scale of project sufficient to result in meaningful change. Doing the 
vegetation while implementing construction of physical habitat restoration will increase success and 
probably reduce costs. Experience level of the NYCD and project lead, Brian Schmidt, in designing and 
implementing this type of project. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

Long-term landowner/operator commitment to riparian habitat restoration when there is little 
[perceived] direct benefit to them. Longer-term assurance of maintenance would strengthen proposal. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 

Longer-term assurance of maintenance and protection of riparian vegetation from future management 
actions by landowners would strengthen proposal. 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Naneum-Coleman Fish Passage (Cost Increase) 

Applicant: Kittitas County Conservation District 

Date: July 8, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include fine sediment, screening and 
passage. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Upper Yakima Action # 7: Provide fish passage into Upper Naneum Creek. 
Upper Yakima Action #11: Restore passage, separate irrigation conveyance, and screen diversions in  
Ellensburg-area tributaries (page 195). 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Landowner is committed to the changing the sprinkler system provided the SRFB grant is approved to 
fund the more expensive gravity fish screens required at these two sites. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

KCCD has demonstrated ability to implement these types of projects. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

These are the next fish passage and screening projects in the Naneum and Coleman Cr. systems and 
provide immediate benefits for fish. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

Yes, the proposed projects complement many upstream restoration efforts. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes, the budget is reasonable for the work proposed. 

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

N/A 
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Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

Yes, landowners will be responsible for their fish screens and will maintain them. 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Some uncertainty on how effective the fish screen cleaning system will be. Unclear if the "automatic 
spray bar" cleaning system is a proven design currently being used successfully elsewhere on Ellensburg 
area creek diversions.  

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

Yes, this project should provide benefits to fish that will last. 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

N/A 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

N/A 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

Priority actions on priority streams to allow access to the Wilson Naneum systems. Ranked #2 in matrix 
scoring in 2014 (49.1 points). Nothing from a fish perspective has changed. The cost has gone up 
because the screen type has changed. Water quality will be improved by converting from gated pipe to 
sprinkler irrigation. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

Cost and incremental nature of this type of activity. Unclear if this will contribute to long term passage 
into upper Naneum or not, and if not, benefits are less. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 

Work with EWC to reduce EWC deliveries in the creek due to reduced need by the landowner because of 
the sprinkler conversion. Lower flow will create better rearing habitat during the irrigation season. 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Naneum, Wilson & Cherry Creek Assessment (Cost Increase) 

Applicant: Kittitas County Public Works/Flood Control Zone District 

Date: July 8, 2015 

 
Note: These are the comments collected in 2013 
 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include max temperature, confinement, 
riparian/floodplain/LWD, screening and passage. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Upper Yakima Action # 7, Provide fish passage into Upper Naneum (Page 193). 
Upper Yakima Action #11 Restore passage, separate irrigation conveyance, and screen diversions in 
Ellensburg-area tributaries (page 195). 
Upper Yakima Action #15, Restore tributary riparian areas (page 199). 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH    UNKNOWN 

With so many land owners in this area, and project at the assessment stage, it is difficult to rate this. 
Presumed to be low based on landowner resistance to passage assessment completed years earlier, 
although with reduced apprehension regarding ESA, landowner resistance may be lower. Given recent 
flood damage in the area, the project’s inclusion of understanding and reducing flood risk as a goal, and 
leadership by the Flood Control Zone District, there is hope that there will be high interest and 
engagement from landowners (as happened with the recent Manastash assessment). 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

This assessment would be completed by a coalition of entities with high organizational capacity and a 
new SRFB project proponent (Kittitas County FCZD). This is a large, multi-year project but will have 
support from many entities. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

HIGH; This project is timely in that it will synthesize all previous work that has been completed, and will 
also provide new data that is critical to moving forward with any restoration in this area. One goal of the 
project is to help prioritize money that is spent in the watershed. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes, budget seems reasonable for an assessment of this scope and scale. 
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Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

N/A 

 

Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

N/A 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

This is a very complex and potentially politically sensitive project, with many land owners and stake 
holders to work with. Land owners could increase uncertainty of success with completing the 
assessment if surveyors are not allowed access to large portions of private land. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

N/A 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

Yes, addresses Upper Yakima Action # 7, Provide fish passage into Upper Naneum (Page 193), and  
Upper Yakima Action #11 Restore passage, separate irrigation conveyance, and screen diversions  in 
Ellensburg-area tributaries (page 195). 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

N/A 

 

Appraisal (Acquisitions) 

Has there been an appraisal? If there is no appraisal, is the TAG comfortable with how the cost estimate 
for the acquisition was calculated? Has the project sponsor indicated that the landowner is willing to 
consider the appraised value?  

N/A 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 
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The principal partners, KCCD and KCPW/FCZD, have credibility and are respected in the lower Kittitas 
Valley. Together, with the help of other partners, they have the best chance of being successful. The 
approach laid out is comprehensive. Also, applicants understand the challenges involved and are 
prepared to face these challenges. A comprehensive assessment and restoration strategy in this 
important watershed has been needed for years. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

Difficulty of working in this area with a large number of landowners and complex hydrology creates 
uncertainty. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 

 

 

TAG response to the 2015 cost increase request 

The TAG reviewed and discussed the request in detail. The items leading to increased costs were 
recommended and supported by the technical advisory group working on the assessment project. They 
decided to support the cost increase & to use the ranking scores from 2013 to determine the project’s 
placement on the 2015 TAG ranked list. 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Williams Creek Aquatic Habitat Restoration 

Applicant: Kittitas Conservation Trust 

Date: July 8, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include fine sediment, riparian/LWD, and  
Passage. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Upper Yakima Action #14: Restore instream and floodplain habitat complexity in Swauk and Taneum 
creeks and Teanaway and lower Cle Elum rivers 
Upper Yakima Action #15: Restore tributary riparian areas 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

USFS is a project partner and is very interested in the outcome. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

KCT has been successful with large complicated projects in the past and they have the capacity to be 
successful in cooperation with the Cle Elum Ranger District. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Project has been reworked to address watershed health, fish access and habitat in Williams Cr. and 
lower Cougar and Lion Gulch. Road closures and culvert replacements will have immediate benefits, 
along with LWD placement. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

This is the first SRBD project in the Williams Creek watershed, but is coordinated with the USFS Swauk 
Pines Watershed Restoration Project. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes, the SRFB request seems reasonable with most funding going to construction rather than AA&E. 
Linkage to Swauk Pines project is providing LWD at no cost for the trees because of the thinning project. 

 

Design 
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If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

Standard specs are adequate for road decommissioning & design of fish passage is part of project scope. 

 

Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

USFS will need to continuously evaluate the effectiveness of road closures and management of off road 
use. Other project elements will not need significant maintenance. 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Uncertain if the NEPA will be complete in 2016. KCT and USFS have not explained how they are going to 
control ORV use to prevent watershed and creek damage after road decommissioning. This area suffers 
from pervasive environmental impacts by recreational users. It is unclear how that behavior is going to 
be changed. However, the benefits of culvert upgrades and in-stream wood placement are unlikely to be 
affected by any future non-compliance of recreational users. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

Yes, fish use and reductions in off road vehicle use can be measured immediately. 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

N/A 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

N/A 

 

Appraisal (Acquisitions) 

Has there been an appraisal? If there is no appraisal, is the TAG comfortable with how the cost estimate 
for the acquisition was calculated? Has the project sponsor indicated that the landowner is willing to 
consider the appraised value?  

N/A 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

This project is part of a larger effort to address the Williams drainage and addresses several limiting 
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factors and impacts. Addresses ecosystem processes that are the main limiting factors. Fixes barriers. 
Landowner support. Swauk system is important for steelhead. KCT's experience managing projects 
combined with a good partner (USFS - Cle Elum RD) that is highly motivated to cooperate because of the 
linkage to their Swauk Pines Watershed Restoration project. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

It will be challenging to get public acceptance of road decommissioning and restoration that will limit 
traditional recreational use in some ways; particularly ORV use. It is not clear how illegal activities will be 
managed in the future. Not clear if proposed LWD loading will be sufficient, though it will be an 
improvement 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Gold Creek Instream Habitat Design 

Applicant: Kittitas Conservation Trust 

Date: July 8, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include LWD deficiency, minimum width, 
and seasonal dewatering. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

BTAP Gold Action #2: Gold Creek Floodplain Restoration. 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

SOW contains budget for continued landowner engagement 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

KCT has worked on large complex projects successfully and has demonstrated the ability to complete 
this in-stream habitat preliminary design project. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

One of two major projects that could address the major and urgent limiting factor of dewatering. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

Yes, this project compliments the previous I-90 bridge construction project, land purchases, and the 
Gold Creek Assessment. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

The budget appears somewhat high to produce final designs on improvements that have already been 
conceptualized, but doesn't seem unreasonable for a project this large and complex.  

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

N/A 

 

Future Stewardship 
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Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

N/A 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Uncertainty about the level of landowner commitment (both private & USFS) for the proposed project, 
which is probably to be expected at this point in project development. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

N/A 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

Yes, this is for a preliminary design. Final design will still be needed. 

 

Appraisal (Acquisitions) 

Has there been an appraisal? If there is no appraisal, is the TAG comfortable with how the cost estimate 
for the acquisition was calculated? Has the project sponsor indicated that the landowner is willing to 
consider the appraised value?  

N/A 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

Addresses one of the highest priority issues for Yakima basin bull trout. Builds upon previously funded 
assessment. Can be implemented sooner than the Gold Greek Pond element, but continues stakeholder 
outreach for that project. The proposal is based on two years of research by a very qualified 
organization. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

Landowner concerns need to be addressed. Part of addressing such concerns will be educating 
landowners about current flood risk that they face and how the project will or will not affect that risk. It 
appears that applicant will do this as part of the proposed project. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Teanaway Floodplain and Side Channel Protection 

Applicant: Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife & Trust for Public Land 

Date: July 8, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include Riparian/Floodplain/LWD. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Upper Yakima Action #14: Restore instream and floodplain habitat complexity in Swauk and Taneum 
creeks and Teanaway and lower Cle Elum rivers. 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

The landowners are motivated sellers; and would prefer to sell to TPL and WDFW to assure public 
ownership. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Acquisition of lands for public uses is what TPL does and the collaboration with WDFW seems positive. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

This proposal is well sequenced with the Teanaway Community Forest purchase. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

Synergy with the Teanaway Community Forest and the proposal connects with the Community Forest on 
both sides of the river. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes, the budget is reasonable, but prefer to focus on the 25% that has a direct nexus with salmon. 

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

N/A 

 

Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  
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Yes, WDFW will maintain the property. 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Not certain if the project sponsor will successfully obtain matching funds. Uncertainty about the water 
component that is associated, but not funded by this project. Assume that 35 new wells could be 
created. Not clear about the degree of risk to fish habitat associated with the property. If it was sold for 
development, most of the riparian features would likely remain intact. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

N/A 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

N/A 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

N/A 

 

Appraisal (Acquisitions) 

Has there been an appraisal? If there is no appraisal, is the TAG comfortable with how the cost estimate 
for the acquisition was calculated? Has the project sponsor indicated that the landowner is willing to 
consider the appraised value?  

Yes, the project descriptions states that an appraisal was completed in 2014. 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

Yes, 25% of the property in riparian/floodplain habitat are high quality. Teanaway river habitat is also 
high quality in this reach. 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

Property will be split up and sold for development if the TPL option is not exercised by Feb. 2016. This 
land is prime for development if it is not acquired and preserved. Seems pretty likely that the site will be 
developed at some point if not acquired for conservation. However, the degree to which development 
on this property would significantly degrade fish habitat is far less certain. Therefore, it is not clear how 
much threat to existing habitat functions we will avert through purchase. 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

The mature, wide riparian forest buffer that separates the agricultural land from the river. The 0.6 miles 
of mainstem Teanaway R. that would be protected from development. Complements other acquisition 
and protection efforts in the Teanaway. Having the full footprint of the riparian are in conservation 
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would allow us to increase the footprint riparian habitat. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

It is expensive and many parts of property have low direct impact on habitat quality for anadromous 
fish. Unclear whether changes in Critical Area ordinances and other regulations would protect the 
majority of functions this lot provides despite potential subdivision. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 

Consider using SRFB funding on the Teanaway River adjacent parcels. Use the RCO contract to explicitly 
state that the SRFB funding should clearly fund the protection of floodplain values. Suggest TPL place an 
easement or deed restriction on the property so that it will not be used for grazing in the riparian areas 
after being conveyed to the state. 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Yakima River Floodplain Assessment & Final Design 

Applicant: Trout Unlimited 

Date: July 8, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include riparian/floodplain/LWD, 
confinement, and high summer flow. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Upper Yakima Action #13:  Protect and restore floodplain, riparian, and in-channel habitats in the Upper  
Yakima, Kittitas, and Easton/Cle Elum Reaches (page 197). 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Excellent support letter from Mark Anderson, landowner, showing high commitment to improving his 
property for ecosystem health and fish. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Trout Unlimited is a new sponsor in this area, but they have implemented phased projects across a large 
region. They have access to a lot of resources and experienced staff.  

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

It is appropriate to first work through assessment and planning for designs. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

Yes, this proposal complements the BOR's Shaake work and the SRFB Yakima River Hansen Pit to Ringer 
Loop Assessment, plus the Bull Canal work proposal just upstream.  

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes, the budget appears reasonable for the work proposed. 

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

N/A 
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Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  

N/A 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Main uncertainties are the landowner cooperation with preferred alternative and funding for 
implementation. Both addressed and not unusual for this type of project. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

N/A 

 

Assessment Only 

Will the assessment produce projects that address recovery actions? 

Yes. There are clearly beneficial actions to be taken on the downstream half of property and high 
certainty these will get done. Less clear is how much benefit can be achieved further upstream with 
levee removal. 

 

Design Only 

Will the design result in a feasible/fundable project that has habitat benefits?   

Yes. 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

N/A 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

Landowner seems genuinely interested, and took initiative to contact TU. Large property with lots of 
potential for restoration. Fish access for high-functioning side channels can be achieved fairly simply. 
Applicant can take advantage of hydraulic modelling work already completed in reach by both 
Reclamation and Kittitas County. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 

Ensure that work builds upon and utilizes existing modelling from complementary projects adjacent to 
this property. 
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2015 YBFWRB TAG Evaluation Form 

Project Title: Ensign Ranch - Big Creek Flow Enhancement Project 

Applicant: Washington Water Trust 

Date: July 8, 2015 

 

Limiting Factors 

What are the major limiting factors and/or threats in this reach, and does the project address these 
factors?    

The limiting factors that may be addressed by this proposal include max temperature, flow, and 
screening. 

 

Recovery Actions 

What Recovery Actions are addressed by this project?  

Basinwide Action #5: Utilize Trust Water Rights Program to improve instream flows. 

 

Landowner Commitment 

Does it appear that the landowner(s) are supportive and committed to the project?     
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

Yes, the landowner participated in 2014 with the Yakama Nation's Big Creek Fish Passage Project and 
remains interested in completing this work. 

 

Organizational Capacity 

Does the project applicant demonstrate the ability to develop, design and implement this type of project 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

WWT staff specialize in water trust and conservation projects. 

 

Project Sequence  

Will the benefits of this project be realized immediately or do those benefits depend upon the 
completion of other projects (e.g. downstream)? 
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

It may be premature to fund this work before the PHABSIM study is completed. 

 

Project Synergy  

Does the project complement previous habitat improvement projects in the area? 

Yes, after completion of the Big Creek fish passage project, this is the next step to address the fish 
screening needs. 

 

Budget  

Does the project budget appear reasonable?  If not, why?    

Yes, the budget is reasonable. 

 

Design 

If the project includes a design, does it appear to be adequate?    

N/A 

 

Future Stewardship 

Does the proposal include a plan for site maintenance to assure project longevity?  
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Endowed fund to cover O&M costs. It is in the landowner's interests to carry out needed maintenance. 

 

Uncertainties and Constraints 

Has the applicant adequately identified and addressed any constraints and uncertainties associated with 
this project?  
Rating: LOW   MODERATE   HIGH 

The biological importance of this water savings is somewhat unclear. It seems premature to proceed 
with this project while a PHABSIM study is underway that will identify how important this water will be 
in lower Big Creek. 

 

Habitat Restoration Only 

Is the project likely to result in measureable and persistent improvements in habitat quality and/or 
quantity in the project area? 

Uncertain – possible rearing benefits 

 

Appraisal (Acquisitions) 

Has there been an appraisal? If there is no appraisal, is the TAG comfortable with how the cost estimate 
for the acquisition was calculated? Has the project sponsor indicated that the landowner is willing to 
consider the appraised value?  

N/A 

 

Habitat Quality (Acquisition) 

Does the proposed acquisition involve a piece of property that already has high quality habitat?  
If not, what action(s) will be required post-acquisition to make it high quality? 

NA 

 

Urgency (Acquisitions) 

Why is it important that this property be acquired as soon as possible? 

N/A 

 

What are the strengths of this proposal? 

Coincides with complementary efforts upstream to address flow issues. Tributary steelhead production 
is a high priority for the Upper Yakima population. It's sequencing with the completed (2014) fish 
passage project and the match funding are also strengths. 

 

What are the weaknesses of this proposal? 

Given flows and time of year, this will probably help rearing fish only. Project seems out of sequence 
with PHABSIM study. The new screen placed in the Yakima will be better designed to be safer, but it will 
encounter far more juvenile fish due to location, so unclear if the screening/entrainment risk is a net 
benefit of project.  It is unclear what current diversion rates are, and thus how significant the benefits of 
the downstream transfer would be. 

 

TAG recommended actions for improvement of proposal before official submission to SRFB 

Re-assess the need for the project once the PHABSIM data is available. 

 
 
 



2015 Yakima Basin Lead Entity Ranked Project List 
as presented to the Board for approval on August 6, 2015 

Note. Click project name links to access complete project proposal information 

Rank Project Name Sponsor PRISM # 
SRFB 
Request 

Cumulative 
Total 

BLM 
Funding 

1 SF Cowiche Floodplain Restoration Mid-Columbia FEG / Yakama Nation 15-1144 $115,000  $88,000  $27,000 

2 Gold Creek Instream Habitat Design Kittitas Conservation Trust 15-1153 $185,705  $273,705   

3 Naneum, Wilson, and Cherry Creek Assessment (Cost 
Increase) 

Kittitas County Public Works 13-1315  $100,000  $373,705   

4 Yakima RM153 Side Channel Connection Enhancement Mid-Columbia FEG 15-1350  $116,000  $489,705   

5 Naneum-Coleman Fish Passage Projects (Cost Increase) Kittitas County Conservation District 14-1215  $185,312  $675,017   

6 Yakima River Floodplain Assessment & Final Design Trout Unlimited 15-1147  $123,701  $798,718   

7 Williams Creek Aquatic Habitat Restoration Kittitas Conservation Trust 15-1247  $214,920  $1,013,638   

8 Ahtanum Creek Riparian Enhancement 2015 North Yakima Conservation District 15-1141  $200,668  $1,214,306   

9 Parke Creek - Caribou Creek Fish Passage Kittitas County Conservation District 15-1151  $280,339  $1,494,645   

10 Swauk RM 17.3 to 18.8 Floodplain Reconnection  Mid-Columbia FEG 15-1143  $385,000  $1,879,645   

11 NF Manastash Floodplain Restoration Mid-Columbia FEG / Yakama Nation 15-1144  $164,000  $2,043,645   

12 Teanaway Floodplain and Side Channel Protection WDFW/Nature Conservancy 15-1148  $350,000  $2,393,645   

13 Ensign Ranch - Big Creek Flow Enhancement Project WA Water Trust 15-1146  $146,500  $2,540,145   

14 Whiskey Creek Fish Passage at EWC Kittitas County Conservation District 15-1149  $59,191  $2,599,336   

15 Yakima & Naches Side Channel Enhancement Design Mid-Columbia FEG 15-1142  $100,000  $2,699,336   

 

Full Funding Partial Funding Alternate Project Do Not Fund 

 
Notes: 

A. Committee members wish to split the NF Manastash/SF Cowiche project into two district projects (#1 and #11, respectively) because the 
Cowiche worksite is a higher priority and has a better cost-benefit ratio.  

B. The Teanaway Floodplain and Side Channel Protection project was moved down from #7 to #12 because reviewers felt the proposal had 
limited benefit to salmon relative to the cost, and questioned the degree of risk to the riparian habitat if the property if it is not in 
conservation. Specifically, they wondered if the landowner could apply deed restrictions to the riparian area before selling. CC members 
questioned if SRFB was the best funding source for this project and were unable to justify allocating a large percent of funding to a 
project that they perceived to provide limited benefit for the dollars invested. 

C. The Yakima & Naches Side Channel Enhancement Design proposal was designated as do not fund due to risks and constraints at each 
work site. 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1144
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1153
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1315
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1315
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1350
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1215
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1147
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1247
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1141
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1151
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1143
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1144
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1148
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1146
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1149
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=15-1142
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NF Manastash/SF Cowiche Floodplain Restoration 

  

   

Cultural & Social Considerations   

 Manastash Cowiche 
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its 
members? 

1 1 

Both projects received a positive point (+1) because they have the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural 
community? 

0 0 

   
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA 
liabilities for community members? 

0 0 

   How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational 
opportunities? 

0 0 

   Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach 
component? 

0 0 

   Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 0 

   
Economic Considerations   

   
At the current stage of the proposed project 
(assessment/design/implementation), what is the potential short-term impact 
on the Yakima Basin economy? 

1 1 

Both projects were awarded a positive score (+1) due to the potential to create jobs and other 
opportunities for local contractors and businesses during the construction phase. 

At the current stage of the proposed project 
(assessment/design/implementation), what is the potential long-term impact 
on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 0 

   Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of 
the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

1 1 

Both projects were awarded a positive score (+1) because it is clear how the sponsor plans to spend 
SRFB grant funding and the budget is clear and reasonable for the work proposed. 

At the current stage of the proposed project 
(assessment/design/implementation), how much benefit does the project 
create for the dollars invested? 

0 0 

   
Project Context & Organization Considerations   

   If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal 
premature? 

0 0 

   Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 0 

   How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon 
recovery actions? 

0 1 
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The SF Cowiche Creek worksite received a positive score (+1) because it complements multiple 
previous and ongoing projects on Cowiche creek and should result in immediate benefits to fish. 

Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as 
anticipated or are there uncertainties? 

1 1 

Both projects were awarded a positive score (+1) because they are likely to provide significant 
benefits for fish and habitat and the parties involved are experienced. 

Partnerships & Community Support Considerations   
   
Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of 
community/citizen involvement in the project?  

0 0 

   Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 1 

Both projects were awarded a positive point (+1) because the proposal demonstrates strong support 
from multiple stakeholders that have a good track record on previous projects. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in 
strong support of this proposal? 

1 1 

Both projects were awarded a positive point (+1) because they are located on WDFW wildlife areas 
(Oak Creek and L.T. Murray). WDFW is fully supportive of these two projects and is providing wood to 
put into the two creeks. 

At the current stage of the proposed project 
(assessment/design/implementation), is the project sponsor using SRFB 
funding to leverage other funding sources? 

0 0 

   
Total: 6 7 

 

Committee members wish to split the NF Manastash/SF Cowiche project into two district projects (#1 

and #11, respectively) because the Cowiche worksite is a higher priority and has a better cost-benefit 

ratio.   
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Gold Creek Instream Habitat Design 

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 
Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 0 
  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

0 

  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 

  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 

  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

1 

Awarded a positive point (+1) because the cost of the project is reasonable compared with the level of 
benefit associated with designing in-stream habitat features that will support a population of bull 
trout that is at risk of extinction. 

Project Context & Organization Considerations  

  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 0 

  
Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   1 

Awarded a positive point (+1) because the nature of the dewatering issue in Gold Creek is unique in 
our basin, so any actions to address the problem will be innovative. 

How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 1 
Awarded a positive point (+1) because this project compliments the previous I-90 bridge construction 
project, land purchases, and the Gold Creek Assessment. 

Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are 
there uncertainties? 

1 
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Awarded a positive point (+1) because KCT has worked on large complex projects successfully and has 
demonstrated the ability to complete this in-stream habitat preliminary design project. 

Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  
  Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

1 

Awarded a positive point (+1) because the project sponsor has shown a commitment to working 
directly with the various landowners and stakeholders during this planning phase. The Scope of Work 
also contains budget for continued landowner engagement. 

Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 
Awarded a positive point (+1) because KCT has worked on large complex projects successfully and has 
demonstrated the ability accurately identify stakeholders and work to find collaborative solutions. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

0 

  
Total: 7 

 

The Citizen Committee maintained the Technical Advisory Group’s decision to move the Gold Creek 

higher on the list because this project has the potential to create significant benefits for a bull trout 

population that is at high risk of extirpation.  
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Naneum, Wilson, and Cherry Creek Assessment (Cost Increase) 

 

Note. The responses below are from the 2013 evaluation.  

Cultural & Social Considerations  
  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it will improve irrigation infrastructure. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

0 

The assessment may identify sites where take and entrainment are issues, but these can then be 
resolved cooperatively through projects identified in the assessment. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 

  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the outreach/education element with local community 
and landowners is a major component of the project. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  
  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it has the potential to reduce flood risk.  

Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is clear how the sponsor plans to spend SRFB grant 
funding and the budget is clear and reasonable for the work proposed. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it should provide needed information and prioritized 
next steps in a large area that is important for salmon recovery. 

Project Context & Organization Considerations  
  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because this is the next logical step in developing projects for a 
large area upstream of past and current projects. Information that can help prioritize both habitat and 
flood hazard reduction, which is urgently needed in this area. 

Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 
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How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project will gather information needed to identify 
and sequence projects in a high priority area important to priority species. 

Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are 
there uncertainties? 

0 

  
Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  
  
Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because much cooperative work has been completed in the area. 
Landowners are interested in the potential to see the flooding and infrastructure problems addressed 
through this assessment. 

Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the proposal demonstrates a strong collaborative 
approach involving Kittitas County, the Kittitas County Conservation District, and MCFEG. These 
partners are respected in the community. A number of stream surveys have been completed & the 
partners can build from existing data. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

 

Note. This question was not included on the 2013 form, so we do not have a response.  

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it has strong support from Kittitas County. 

Total: 11 

 

The Citizen Committee reviewed and discussed the 2015 cost increase request in detail. The items 
leading to increased costs were recommended and supported by the technical advisory group 
working on the assessment project. Like the TAG, the Citizen Committee decided to support the cost 
increase & to use the ranking scores from 2013 to determine the project’s placement on the 2015 
ranked list.  
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Yakima RM153 Side Channel Connection Enhancement 

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it will improve irrigation conveyance and reduce 
maintenance needs. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because once implemented, it will reduce ESA liability for Bull 
Canal users. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 

  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 

  Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  
  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is likely to create jobs and other opportunities for 
local contractors and businesses during the construction phase. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is clear how the sponsor plans to spend SRFB grant 
funding and the budget is clear and reasonable for the work proposed. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is a low cost action with significant improvements to a 
side-channel of Yakima River and several miles of Wilson Creek due to flow benefits. 

Project Context & Organization Considerations  

  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it addresses an urgent problem that kills juvenile fish 
every year. 

Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 
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How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because completion will immediately prevent dewatering of the 
Bull Ditch side channel and allow the irrigators to access Yakima R. water, thus increasing the flow in 
lower Wilson Creek for salmonid rearing. It is contributing to present and future salmon recovery 
actions, as it relates to resolving the overall Ellensburg area fish passage issues. 

Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are 
there uncertainties? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because MCFEG and Al Potter will be able to successfully 
complete this project. 

Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  
  
Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

0 

  Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because Jeff Brunson of the Bull Ditch Canal Company attended 
the site tour and is supportive of fixing the rock weir structure. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because MCFEG is working with Bull Ditch Canal Company, the 
City of Ellensburg, and other partners to make sure the project is a success. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

0 

  
Total: 11 
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Naneum-Coleman Fish Passage Projects (Cost Increase) 

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 1 

Project was awarded a positive point (+1) because this project will improve irrigation infrastructure. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

1 

Project was awarded a positive point (+1) because the screens will prevent fish entrainment. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 

  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 

  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  
  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

1 

Awarded a positive score (+1) due to the potential to create jobs and other opportunities for local 
contractors and businesses during the construction phase. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

1 

Awarded a positive point (+1) because the cost of the project is reasonable compared with the level of 
benefit associated with the removal of significant barriers to listed species in a priority reach. 

Project Context & Organization Considerations  

  If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because these are the next fish passage and screening projects in 
the Naneum and Coleman Cr. systems and provide immediate benefits for fish. 

Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 
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How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 1 

Awarded a positive point (+1) because this has been a proposed project for several years and it will 
make upstream projects on Coleman Creek more effective by getting the downstream to upstream 
project sequencing right. 

Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are 
there uncertainties? 

1 

Project was awarded a positive point (+1) because the project, if implemented as proposed, is likely to 
provide significant benefits for fish and habitat and the parties involved are experienced. 

Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  
  Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

0 

  Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the Yakima Screen Shop is involved. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the landowners are involved and supportive. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because they have applied for EQIP & Conservation Commission 
funding. 

Total: 11 
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Yakima River Floodplain Assessment & Final Design 

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 0 

  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

0 

  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 

  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 

  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is clear how the sponsor plans to spend SRFB grant 
funding and the budget is clear and reasonable for the work proposed. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

0 

  
Project Context & Organization Considerations  
  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 0 

  
Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 

  
How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because this proposal complements the BOR's Shaake work and 
the SRFB Yakima River Hansen Pit to Ringer Loop Assessment, plus the Bull Canal proposal just 
upstream. 

Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are 
there uncertainties? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because reviewers believe the assessment and design will result 
in beneficial fish and habitat projects. 
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Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  

  
Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

0 

  
Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because they are working closely with the landowner and DNR. 
Reviewers expect the project sponsor will build upon and utilize existing modelling from adjacent 
complementary projects. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because a support letter from the landowner was included in the 
application showing high commitment to improving his property for ecosystem health and fish. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

0 

  
Total: 6 
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Williams Creek Aquatic Habitat Restoration 

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 0 

  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

0 

  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? -1 

Project received a negative point (-1) because it will decommission roads that are popular with ORV 
users. 
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 

  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

1 

Awarded a positive score (+1) due to the potential to create jobs and other opportunities for local 
contractors and businesses during the construction phase. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the budget seems reasonable with most funding going 
to on-the-ground construction. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

0 

  
Project Context & Organization Considerations  

  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 0 

  
Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 

  
How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is coordinated with the USFS Swauk Pines Watershed 
Restoration Project. 

Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are 
there uncertainties? 
 
 

0 
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Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  

  
Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

0 

  
Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because reviewers expect KCT to be successful in cooperation 
with the Cle Elum Ranger District. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because USFS is a project partner and is very interested in the 
outcome. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

0 

  
Total: 5 

 

  



2015 Yakima Basin Citizen Committee Notes (Draft) 
 

15 
 

Ahtanum Creek Riparian Enhancement 2015 

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 0 

  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

0 

  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 

  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 

  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

1 

Awarded a positive score (+1) due to the potential to create jobs and other opportunities for local 
contractors and businesses during the construction phase. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is clear how the sponsor plans to spend SRFB grant 
funding and the budget is clear and reasonable for the work proposed. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

0 

  
Project Context & Organization Considerations  

  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is being implemented in coordination with a Yakama 
Nation in-stream restoration project. 

Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 

  
How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the proposal corresponds well with the 2014 
assessment project. 
Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are there 
uncertainties? 

1 
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Project received a positive point (+1) because reviewers believe the sponsor can successfully 
implement the work proposed and that it will result in immediate and longer term benefits to fish and 
habitat. 

Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  

  
Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project sponsor has been working with the 
landowners, the WA Cattlemen’s Association, and the Yakima Nation to address limiting factors for 
fish in Ahtanum Creek. 

Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because they are partnering the Yakama Nation on the 
implementation of this work. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because three out of four landowner acknowledgement forms 
have been submitted and the fourth is in process. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

0 

  
Total: 9 
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Parke Creek - Caribou Creek Fish Passage 

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 1 

Project was awarded a positive point (+1) because this project will improve irrigation infrastructure. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

1 

Project was awarded a positive point (+1) because the consolidation to a pump diversion will prevent 
fish entrainment. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 

  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 

  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

1 

Awarded a positive score (+1) due to the potential to create jobs and other opportunities for local 
contractors and businesses during the construction phase. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is clear how the sponsor plans to spend SRFB grant 
funding and the budget is clear and reasonable for the work proposed. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

1 

  
Project Context & Organization Considerations  

  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 0 

  
Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 

  
How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because these are the lowest barriers/diversions on Parke and 
Caribou Creeks. 

Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are 
there uncertainties? 

1 
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Project received a positive point (+1) because reviewers believe the project sponsor can successfully 
complete the work proposed and provide immediate fish rearing benefits. 

Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  
  
Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

0 

  
Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because KCCD experienced with fish passage and irrigation 
reconfiguration projects. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the landowners are supportive and KCCD has a great 
track record with private landowners. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

0 

  
Total: 10 
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Swauk RM 17.3 to 18.8 Floodplain Reconnection  

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 0 

  How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

0 

  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 

  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 

  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  
  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

1 

Awarded a positive score (+1) due to the potential to create jobs and other opportunities for local 
contractors and businesses during the construction phase. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

0 

  
Project Context & Organization Considerations  
  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project aligns well with the WSDOT culvert/passage 
work planned at US-97. 
Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 

  
How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 0 

  
Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are 
there uncertainties? 

0 

  
Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  
  
Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

0 

  
Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 
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Project received a positive point (+1) because MCFEG has been working closely with DOT partners on 
this project. High confidence that MCFEG will continue to engage the appropriate partners. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

0 

  
Total: 4 
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Teanaway Floodplain and Side Channel Protection 

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 0 

  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

0 

  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 

  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 

  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

-1 

Project received a negative point (-1) because it is expensive and many parts of property have low 
direct impact on habitat quality for anadromous fish. 

Project Context & Organization Considerations  
  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because there is an option to purchase the land now, but the 
owners will put the property on the market if the option is not exercised by early 2016. 

Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 

  
How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 1 

The project received a positive point (+1) because the proposal is well sequenced with the Teanaway 
Community Forest purchase. 

Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are 
there uncertainties? 
 

0 

  Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  
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Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

0 

  
Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 0 

  
Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

1 

The project received a positive point (+1) because the landowners are motivated sellers; and would 
prefer to sell to TPL and WDFW to assure public ownership. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

1 

The project received a positive point (+1) because the sponsor is using SRFB funds to leverage 
significant additional funding. 

Total: 4 

 

The Teanaway Floodplain and Side Channel Protection project was moved down from #7 to #12 because 

reviewers felt the proposal had limited benefit to salmon relative to the cost, and questioned the degree 

of risk to the riparian habitat if the property if it is not in conservation. Specifically, they wondered if the 

landowner could apply deed restrictions to the riparian area before selling. CC members questioned if 

SRFB was the best funding source for this project and were unable to justify allocating a large percent of 

funding to a project that they perceived to provide limited benefit for the dollars invested.  
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Ensign Ranch - Big Creek Flow Enhancement Project 

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 
Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 0 
  
How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

1 

Project was awarded a positive point (+1) because fish entrainment will no longer be an issue after 
the irrigation diversion is closed and the new diversion on the Yakima River will have up to date and 
compliant screens. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 
  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 
  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

1 

Awarded a positive score (+1) due to the potential to create jobs and other opportunities for local 
contractors and businesses during the construction phase. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is clear how the sponsor plans to spend SRFB grant 
funding and the budget is clear and reasonable for the work proposed. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

0 

  
Project Context & Organization Considerations  

  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 0 

  
Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 

  
How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because after completion of the Big Creek fish passage project, 
this is the next step to address the fish screening needs. 

Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are there 
uncertainties? 

1 
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Project received a positive point (+1) because reviewers believe that WA Water Trust can successfully 
implement the project as proposed. 

Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  
  
Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

0 

  
Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because WA Water Trust specializes in water trust and 
conservation projects. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the landowner participated in 2014 with the Yakama 
Nation's Big Creek Fish Passage Project and remains interested in completing this work. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the project 
sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project sponsor is using this grant to leverage other 
funding sources (water acquisition payments). 

Total: 9 

 

The Citizen Committee agreed with the Technical Advisory Group that it would be appropriate for the 

sponsor to re-assess the need for the project once the PHABSIM data is available. 
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Whiskey Creek Fish Passage at EWC 

 

  
Cultural & Social Considerations  
  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the Yakama Nation & its members? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the project has the potential to protect or enhance 
cultural resources for the Yakama Nation and its members. 

Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the agricultural community? 1 

Project was awarded a positive point (+1) because this project will improve irrigation infrastructure. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to ESA liabilities for community 
members? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the siphon will provide unimpeded fish passage. 

How will the project create benefits or raise concerns in regard to recreational opportunities? 0 

  
Does project propose a planned and compelling education and outreach component? 0 

  
Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for the community at large? 0 

  
Economic Considerations  

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential short-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), what is the 
potential long-term impact on the Yakima Basin economy? 

0 

  
Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable for the current stage of the proposed 
project (assessment/design/implementation)? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because it is clear how the sponsor plans to spend SRFB grant 
funding and the budget is clear and reasonable for the work proposed. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), how much 
benefit does the project create for the dollars invested? 

0 

  
Project Context & Organization Considerations  
  
If the project is not funded now are key opportunities lost or is the proposal premature? 0 

  
Is the project innovative, standard, or problematic?   0 

  
How is the project coordinated with other past, present and future salmon recovery actions? 0 

  
Are we confident that all the pieces of the project can come together as anticipated or are 
there uncertainties? 

1 

Project was awarded a positive point (+1) because the project, if implemented as proposed, is likely to 
provide benefits for fish and the parties involved are experienced. 

Partnerships & Community Support Considerations  

  
Does the proposal demonstrate the breadth and strength of community/citizen involvement in 
the project?  

1 
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Project received a positive point (+1) because the Kittitas County Conservation District has a good 
reputation for involving the appropriate stakeholders in their projects. 

Are the right partners involved to make the project successful? 1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because Ellensburg Water Company is involved and is supportive 
of the proposal. 

Are the landowners who are directly affected by the proposed project in strong support of this 
proposal? 

1 

Project received a positive point (+1) because the landowner is supportive and attended the site visit. 

At the current stage of the proposed project (assessment/design/implementation), is the 
project sponsor using SRFB funding to leverage other funding sources? 

0 

  
Total: 8 

 

The Citizen Committee agreed with the Technical Advisory Group that this proposal may be out of 

sequence with the assessment on Naneum, Wilson and Cherry Creeks other downstream barriers. The 

CC removed the “defer” classification from the official list so the project design can move forward, 

should funds become available.   
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Yakima & Naches Side Channel Enhancement Design 
 

The Citizen Committee agreed with the Technical Advisory Group’s “Do Not Fund” designation and did 

not complete the task of ranking this project as a group.  

Several individual members did evaluate the proposal in advance of the meeting and felt that the Do 

Not Fund designation was appropriate based on their low scores. Reviewers thought the proposal lacked 

specific plans for each site and was in need of further scoping. 
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Our Mission 

 

To restore sustainable and harvestable populations of 
salmon, steelhead, bull trout, and other at-risk fish and 
wildlife species through the collaborative, economically 
sensitive efforts, combined resources, and wise resource 
management of the Yakima River Basin. 



Board Activities Report 

April 1 – June 30, 2015 

 
Lead Entity Program  

The 2015 SRFB grant review is underway. Proposals were due April 24, and site tours were held on May 12-14. Sponsors 
presented projects to the review committees on June 4. Technical Advisory and Citizen Committee reviews will occur in 
July, so that a ranked project list can be presented for review at the August 6 Board meeting. We received 15 projects 
requesting over $3 million in funding and anticipate being able to fund $1.2-1.3 million, so it is a competitive year. An all-
day tour of previously funded SRFB projects was held on April 9. An additional $30,000 was secured from the BLM to help 
fund stream restoration projects in Cowiche Creek. 

In this quarter, Board staff worked extensively with City of Yakima, the Department of Ecology, Mid-Columbia Fisheries 
Enhancement Group, and US Fish & Wildlife Service to coordinate next steps for SRFB and Ecology-funded restoration work 
at the City of Yakima wastewater treatment plant. 

Recovery Planning and Implementation  

Board staff actively support implementation of priority actions identified in the Yakima Steelhead Recovery Plan and the 
Yakima Bull Trout Action Plan through participation in multiple working groups. During this quarter, staff participated in 
Yakima Basin Integrated Plan Workgroup meetings, the Gold Creek and Yakima Delta Technical Working Groups, the Yakima 
Tributary Access and Habitat Program and the Wilson/Naneum/Cherry Assessment Technical Working Group. 

Board staff continue to work with the US Forest Service and the Little Naches Collaborative to promote floodplain 
restoration in the Little Naches River, which is identified as a priority in the Yakima Steelhead Recovery Plan. Hoda Sondossi 
completed his time as temporary Recovery Program Technical Staff on May 1; he has now taken a permanent position with 
Yakima County, but continues to work on the Little Naches project as a partner. 

Staff have evaluated the draft USFWS Bull Trout Recovery Plan and the associated Recovery Unit Implementation Plans 
(RUIPs) and submitted comments to the US Fish & Wildlife Service. Cassandra Anderson, of the Mid-Columbia Fisheries 
Enhancement Group is on contract to support the Board’s bull trout recovery work, and is working on reviewing the Yakima 
Bull Trout Action Plan and the RUIP to ensure that they are consistent with each other. We worked with USFWS to convene 
a meeting of the Yakima Bull Trout Technical Working Group on June 29. 

Recovery Monitoring and Evaluation  

During this quarter, staff compiled and submitted information on steelhead biological status and threats evaluations to 
NOAA for use in their current 5-year Status Review. This included assessments of progress restoring fish passage and 
floodplains and a summary of monitoring of steelhead spatial distribution. 

Outreach  

The Board has secured consultant support for strategic communication planning. More detail on outreach can be found in 
the Outreach Section of this report.  

Statewide & Regional Coordination  

The Lead Entity Coordinator completed her term as chair of the Washington Salmon Coalition, which represents all of the 
Lead Entities in the state. The Executive Director participates in the Council of Regions and the new “Salmon Recovery 
Network”, or SRNet, which aims to improve statewide coordination among salmon recovery programs. HE also participates 
in the Mid-Columbia Forum, which coordinates recovery actions throughout the range of Mid-Columbia Steelhead. In this 
quarter, the Forum developed a research proposal for evaluating adult steelhead overshoot in the Columbia River. 

Board Logistics  

The Board has run smoothly during this quarter. The Board’s annual meeting was held on May 21 and the Executive 
Committee met on April 27 and June 23. The new biennium’s operating contract with the State’s Recreation and 
Conservation Office should provide stable base funding for FY 2016 and 2017. 
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Web Metrics 

 4th Quarter FY15 Total FY15 

Website – Total Visits  1,614 4,768 

Website – Unique Visitors  1,189 3,505 

Website – Pageviews  3,189 10,422 

Facebook – New Fans 21 43 (238 fans) 

Facebook – Posts  45 207 

Newsletter – New Subscribers -7 1 (219 subscribers) 

Articles with direct link to board 0 4 

Articles highlighting Yakima Basin salmon 
recovery 

6 38 

 

Top Website Pages This Quarter 

Page Hits 
1. Home 1,083 
2. Fish Species 209 
3. Science/Mgmt Conference 91 
4. Calendar 79 
5. Staff 77 
6. Funded Project Summary 72 
7. Other Sources Project $$ 67 
8. 2015 SRFB Process 65 
9. Contact   65 
10. Info for Applicants 62 

 

 

Top Traffic Sources 

Source Hits 
1. Google 641 
2. Direct Link 415 
3. RCO 42 
4. ECY 6 
5. MRFEG 5 

 

 

 
      
 

 
 



 

 

Outreach Completed During the 4th Quarter of Fiscal Year 

April Newsletter: http://goo.gl/5JhcA2 

May Newsletter: http://goo.gl/0AsM2N 

June Newsletter: http://goo.gl/2Q3Lar 

April 22-23: Assisted with Salmon Education Days hosted by MFEG 

May 5-6: Assisted with the Salmon Summit, hosted by Benton Conservation District 

May 21: Hosted the 2015 Annual Meeting and Tour 

Posted RFP to create a Communications Plan and selected a contractor 

Maintained frequent, relevant posts on Facebook and keep website up to date 

 

Planned Outreach for the 1st Quarter of Next Fiscal Year 

Regular monthly newsletters and social media posts 

Work with contractor to create a Communications Plan with board and staff input 

Prepare FY15 Annual Report 

 

http://goo.gl/5JhcA2
http://goo.gl/0AsM2N
http://goo.gl/2Q3Lar


Project Sponsor Project Name End Date RCO Funding  Total w/ Match 

24 Kittitas County Conserv Dist Coleman-Naneum Fish Passage Projects 3/31/2017 $140,120  $                                168,865.00 

23 Mid-Columbia Fisheries 

Enhancement Group
Yakima Basin Stewardship Project 6/30/2018 $183,810  $                                216,252.00 

22 Kittitas Conservation Trust Upper Yakima River Restoration 6/3/2016 $133,260  $                                133,260.00 

21 Mid-Columbia Fisheries 

Enhancement Group
South Fork Oak Creek Habitat Enhancement 12/30/2018 $133,090  $                                156,690.00 

20 North Yakima Conserv Dist Ahtanum Creek Restoration Survey and Design 6/3/2016 $130,000  $                                130,000.00 

19 North Yakima Conserv Dist Naches River Side Channel Assessment 6/3/2016 $76,392  $                                  76,392.00 

18 Mid-Columbia Fisheries 

Enhancement Group
Reducing Road Density in the Naches Watershed 12/30/2018 $71,800  $                                  85,850.00 

17 Badger Mtn Irrigation Dist Badger Mtn ID Riverstation Screens 3/31/2016 $133,766  $                                192,916.00 

August 2015 YBFWRB Project Status Report

The Naneum-Coleman Fish Passage Projects involve two unscreened irrigation diversions that are currently barriers to safe fish passage in these tributaries of the 

Wilson/Naneum Watershed near Ellensburg. The Naneum passage project will move forward in the fall of 2015. The landowner is interested in converting to sprinklers, 

which is a good development, but will require additional funds. The project sponsor has applied to EQIP to help fund this aspect and will pursue 2015 SRFB funds as well. 

Nearby landowners are showing interest which could lead to future projects. (14-1215)

Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group (MCFEG) will provide stewardship and improvements to 9 high priority restoration sites on the Yakima River & tributaries to 

improve ecological function. Work planned during 2015-17 will ensure that past investments in salmon recovery are maximized to provide the greatest habitat value. 

MCFEG has completed maps and the written report of previous stewardship activities for each site. They are now focusing on cultural resource surveys for site 2 and 

landowner agreements. (14-1203)

Kittitas Conservation Trust (KCT) is using this planning grant to develop final designs for restoration elements that will expand and enhance salmonid spawning and rearing 

habitat in a .6 mile reach of the mainstem Yakima River. KCT selected Cardo as the contractor for the project. On site topographical and geomorphic survey data gathering 

began on May 7 when the Cardno engineering team and KCT staff worked the project site with scientific instrumentation. (14-1214)

Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group (MCFEG) will reconnect floodplains, replenish large wood, and reduce sediment delivery to South Fork and mainstem Oak 

Creek. MCFEG is working on the cultural resources assessment for the project worksite. (14-1238)

The North Yakima Conservation District (NYCD) is developing a preliminary design for a stream and floodplain restoration project on Ahtanum Creek. NYCD hosted a 

meeting with a Technical Working Group to identify, discuss, and prioritize restoration actions. NYCD recently selected a consultant for the project and is negotiating that 

contract. (14-1222)

The North Yakima Conservation District (NYCD) is completing an assessment and preliminary design to create groundwater fed side-channel habitat in existing remnant and 

paleo-channels in the Naches River floodplain. NYCD conducted a kick-off technical work group meeting to review scope of work for assessment and made adjustments 

based on feedback from the meeting. NYCD selected an environmental consultant to install ground water monitoring equipment and collect data through the spring. 

Survey test pits were dug and are being monitored. (14-1217)

Mid-Columbia Regional Fisheries Enhancement Group (MCFEG) will assist the Naches Ranger District with priority road decommissioning work. This project proposes to 

decommission 4.72 miles of National Forest road in the Nile Creek and Lower Rattlesnake Creek subwatersheds. MCFEG is securing permits, landowner agreements, and 

drafting the RFP to select a contractor. (14-1204)

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1215
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1203
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1214
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1238
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1222
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1217
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1204
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1348


16 North Yakima Conserv Dist Floodplain Restoration with Beaver Dam Analogs 1/31/2016 $56,910  $                                  66,953.00 

15 Kittitas County Public Works Naneum, Wilson, and Cherry Creek Assessment 12/4/2016 $254,000  $                                316,520.00 

14 Mid-Columbia Fisheries 

Enhancement Group
Little Rattlesnake Creek Floodplain Reconnection 12/31/2017 $260,000  $                                424,000.00 

13 Mid-Columbia Fisheries 

Enhancement Group
Bateman Island Causeway Conceptual Design 1/4/2016 $109,160  $                                214,760.00 

12 Kittitas County Public Works Wise Manastash Creek Acquisition & Restoration 10/31/2018 $365,966  $                                430,550.00 

11 Kittitas County Public Works Yakima River Assessment Hansen Pits to Ringer Loop 10/31/2015 $95,330  $                                117,528.00 

Bateman Island is connected to the City of Richland by an earthen causeway at the confluence of the Yakima and Columbia Rivers. The presence of the causeway has 

altered flow and water quality conditions in the Delta and created a water temperature barrier that can delay adult salmon migration. The Mid-Columbia Regional Fisheries 

Enhancement Group (MCFEG) is developing conceptual designs to modify conditions in the Delta area, with the aim of improving conditions for salmon and steelhead while 

accommodating recreational and emergency access to the island. The project partners hosted public meetings and received comments from more than 50 people. The 

project engineer has prepared cost estimates and modeling results for a range of design alternatives that would allow for water conveyance and allow fire truck access, and 

options that protect the existing marina. (13-1557)

The Kittitas County Public Works Department will use this grant to buy and restore nearly 2 acres of floodplain on Manastash Creek, just below the Brown Road Bridge and 

upstream of the delta at the Yakima River, in Kittitas County. The purchase will prevent development, allow the removal of the existing structures and berms, and allow 

future restoration of the creek. The County will also purchase conservation easements on three high priority parcels, totaling ~17 acres. The proposed easements are 

located on the Manastash Creek delta at the Yakima River. Appraisals for all parcels were recently completed and are currently being reviewed. (13-1347)

The North Yakima Conservation District (NYCD) is installing Beaver Dam Analogs (BDA’s) along lower Wenas Creek, just upstream of Cottonwood Creek in Selah, WA, in 

order to reconnect this incised stream with its floodplain. NYCD recently installed 16 BDAs on one property encompassing more than 2,000 feet of lower Wenas Creek and 

10 floodplain acres. The creek is already responding – just two weeks after installation, the creek rose six inches. They are monitoring and adaptively managing the project. 

NYCD plans to install approximately 8 more structures in late summer or fall of 2015. (13-1320)

This project is assessing existing conditions in the Naneum, Wilson and Cherry Creek watersheds in order to work toward the development of long-term management plans 

that address floods, infrastructure, fish habitat needs, and irrigation in streams and ditches north and east of the City of Ellensburg. The project sponsor has collected 

existing information and developed a Scope of Work which was reviewed by the local technical working group and approved by the State's review panel members. The 

sponsor recently selected a contractor for the project. DNR is allowing the project sponsor to use recently acquired LiDAR in the Naneum State Forest and Colockum, which 

encompasses about 80% of the project area, resulting in significant savings to the budget. The technical committee met this spring to kick off the project. Project sponsor 

applied for a $100,000 SRFB cost increase to cover tasks that were added to the scope during review. (13-1315)

The USFS is decommissioning approximately 5 miles of Forest Service Road (FSR) 1501 from its beginning at FSR 1500 to its junction with FSR 1503 near the National Forest 

boundary. The contractor has removed the road's asphalt surfacing and staged the logs and mulch. The contractor is starting to work down from the top of the project to 

seed and mulch the road bed.  (13-1312)

Badger Mountain Irrigation District (BMID) will install six new, belt-driven fish exclusion screens at BMID’s existing water diversion intake from the Yakima River. The 

screens will replace five 38-year old screens that are nearing the end of their service life and one screen that is now absent. BMID is working closely with the WDFW Yakima 

Screen Shop on the final design and will select a contractor soon. (14-1348)

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1320
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1315
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1312
http://https/secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1557
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1347
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=12-1358


10 Yakima County Public Services Naches River Ramblers Acquisition and Restoration 12/31/2015 $223,400  $                                263,400.00 

9 Yakima County Public Services Yakima River Gap to Gap Habitat Enhancement 3/15/2016 $57,000  $                                  68,000.00 

8 Kittitas Conservation Trust Gold Creek Habitat Assessment + Conceptual Design 6/30/2015 $97,750  $                                115,000.00 

7 Mid-Columbia Fisheries 

Enhancement Group
Pott Habitat Parcel Restoration 3/15/2015 $98,500  $                                117,000.00 

6 City of Yakima City of Yakima Floodplain Ecosystem  Restoration 8/15/2014 $375,400  $                                584,658.00 

5 Kittitas County Conserv Dist Coleman Cr - Ellensburg Water Company Project 12/31/2015 $483,313  $                                800,649.00 

Kittitas County Public Works will identify and prioritize habitat restoration actions for salmonid species in a three mile long reach of the Yakima River south of Ellensburg. 

Multiple meetings have been held with the public/landowners and the technical advisory group.  Project consultants conducted field work and completed the hydraulic 

model, current conditions report, and a project actions matrix. The study area was found to be in mostly good condition but has a lot of potential for improvement. 

Numerous reviews of the project actions matrix have occurred with the technical group. Individual landowner meetings were held in early 2015 to discuss specific projects 

prior to holding the final technical and landowner meetings. Kittitas County is currently preparing the final project list and the draft plan. The agreement was recently 

amended to allow the sponsor an additonal 3 months to complete the project. (12-1358)

The purpose of the Ramblers Property Acquisition and Restoration Project is to allow the Naches River to reoccupy old side channels by removal of man-made constrictions 

and related sediment accumulations upstream of Nelson Dam. Since being awarded the Rambler’s Phase III grant in December, 2012 the scope of the project has changed 

due to unforeseen circumstances.  The Arthur property will not be purchased due to the high asking price so the levee on the north side of this property cannot be 

removed and the southern side channel will not be re-activated.  The Appleby and Macrae property have been purchased.  Both of these properties comprise the Island 

above Nelson Dam.  Additionally, as a result of an avulsion, the Naches River main channel is now north of the island. The new design proposal is to excavate the 

accumulated coarse sediment from the existing channels on the island so that they are activated during the mean annual flood, and construct a new secondary channel.  

(12-1327)

Yakima County will develop side channel habitat through a point bar complex currently elevated above the water surface of the Yakima River. The project will reconnect 

existing side channels and develop new side channels through the project area. Securing agreement with DNR on the location of the project relative to State Owned 

Aquatic Lands has been a challenge. Project Sponsor is focusing on final designs and securing permits. The project may be expanded to allow for the partial removal of 

groins upstream. (12-1317)

Kittitas Conservation Trust (KCT) is assessing bull trout habitat in the Gold Creek watershed and completing conceptual designs for a habitat restoration project. KCT 

collected data through 2013 & 2014 with a focus on late season low flow periods when dewatering is a problem. Results were presented at the 2015 Yakima Basin Science 

& Management Conference. Project Sponsor hosted a TWG in December 2014 and March 2015 presenting the preliminary restoration concepts leading to an alternatives 

analysis. Results that indicate Gold Creek Pond is contributing to the dewatering and the proposed solution is to fill the pond and complete in-stream restoration 

components involving large woody debris.  (12-1306)

This is primarily a riparian restoration project to restore riparian function. The planting was completed in April 2014 and included the installation of 7,500 native plants, 

weed control fabric, staples, and collars. Crews continue to maintain the site by watering the plants and removing weeds. Project was recently reviewed for completion. 

Awaiting grant close out. (14-1063)

This project is a floodplain and off-channel habitat restoration project along river mile 109 of the Yakima River. The new outlet channel provides unobstructed fish passage, 

and the new convoluted pond shape provides edge habitat for fish and wildlife. Plantings on the site have suffered high mortality. A subset of the Technical Advisory Group 

has been working with the City to develop a realistic reveg plan for maintaining the existing plants and replanting the areas where there was poor survival, along with some 

limited earthmoving (eg to slope banks, etc in ways that create better planting locations). The goal is to establish native vegetation that requires minimal ongoing 

maintenance. (11-1565)

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=12-1327
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=12-1317
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=12-1306
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=11-1595
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=11-1565
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=11-1525


4 Mid-Columbia Fisheries 

Enhancement Group
Lower Cowiche Creek Restoration, Phases 2 & 3 3/15/2017 $293,429  $                                357,267.00 

3 Yakima County Public Services L Cowiche Creek Conservation Easement 9/30/2015 $84,190  $                                  99,190.00 

2 Yakima County Public Services Eschbach Park Levee Setback & Restoration 2/27/2015 $284,424  $                                380,569.00 

1 North Yakima Conserv Dist La Salle High School Riparian Enhancement Project 6/30/2015 $127,834  $                                152,284.00 

Total Active $4,789,182  $                            6,771,573.00 

Project Sponsor Project Name End Date RCO Funding  Total w/ Match 

C1 North Yakima Conserv Dist Herke Fish Screening, Ahtanum Creek 2 10/31/2014 $178,527  $                                251,928.00 

Recently Completed SRFB Projects (Within the last Year)

The Mid-Columbia Regional Fisheries Enhancement Group proposes to implement Phase 2 and 3 of the Cowiche Creek Restoration Project. The project will improve 

instream habitat, riparian condition and floodplain connectivity on five contiguous properties along 2000 feet of Cowiche Creek. Phase 2 -  concrete removal and re-

shaping the stream bank along 500 feet of channel is complete. 91 cubic yards of concrete and debris were removed from the stream and banks. 500 native riparian plants 

were installed with assistance from an AmeriCorps Crew. Silt fencing was installed and grass was seeded on exposed banks.  Phase 3 - MCFEG submitted all permit 

applications in April, 2014, but did not receive all the permits in time to complete the work prior to the end of the in-water work window.  Specifically, the Section 106 

cultural resources review was delayed due to two reasons: (1) uncertainty about the federal lead agency (USFWS and COE), and (2) an increased level of review from state 

and federal agencies due to comments from the public about the historical importance of the railroad berm. The project sponsor has targeted construction in the in-water 

work window of 2015.  Trail stakeholder concerns have not yet been resolved, and may significantly alter the project timeline and scope of work. (11-1320)

Yakima County will pursue a conservation/riparian easement near the mouth of Cowiche Creek at the confluence with the Naches River. A second time extension request 

was submitted/approved to extend the project into September 2015 in order to provide adequate time for document review and negotiation. The cause of delay (finalizing 

the location of the easement based upon the location of the new channel) has been addressed and the project is poised to proceed, pending acceptance of all the 

documents and favorable landowner negotiations.  (10-1909)

The Kittitas County Conservation District will construct a siphon at the Ellensburg Water Company (EWC) and Coleman Creek intersection east of Ellensburg and replace the 

EWCs existing upstream diversion with a structure that includes a fish screen and fishway to provide fish passage. Final designs are complete and permit applications 

submitted. Project construction has been delayed due to landowner easement negotiations. Sponsor hopes the project will go to bid in August 2015. (11-1525)

Project implementation consisted of removal of the Eschbach Park Levee and reconstruction of a new levee 800 to 1100 ft. landward from the original location. The project 

provides fish access to over 37 acres of high quality, mature riparian habitat to the Naches River and reconnects two side channels that had been cut off by the original 

levee construction in 1974. Project was highlighted in NOAA's PACSRF report to Congress!  Project should close-out after the final report and stewardship plan are 

complete. (10-1765)

The project restored approximately 16 acres of former agricultural ground located on the left bank of Ahtanum Creek to increase the functionality of the floodplain and 

increase the quality of salmonid habitat. The project is complete, except for supplemental planting and weeding. An updated stewardship plan was submitted to RCO in 

December 2012. Project Sponsor will continue maintenance through June of 2015. Project was recently reviewed for completion and is awaiting grant close out.  (10-1753)

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=11-1320
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1909
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1765
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1753
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1764


C2 City of Yakima Yakima Floodplain Ecosystem ph2 12/31/2014 $209,620  $                                298,396.00 

C3 Kittitas County Conserv Dist Manastash Creek Diversion Consolidation 9/16/2014 $599,408  $                            1,529,408.00 

C4 North Yakima Conserv Dist CCWUA Barrier Removal and Trust Water 4/1/2015 $574,600  $                                924,607.00 

C5 Mid-Columbia Fisheries 

Enhancement Group
Jack Creek Channel & Floodplain Rest., RM 0 to 2. 12/31/2014 $170,000  $                                205,000.00 

C6 Dept of Fish & Wildlife Yakima Beaver Project 12/31/2014 $187,025  $                                227,025.00 

Project Sponsor Project Name End Date Source  Funding 

NS1 North Yakima Conserv Dist Cowiche Creek Siphon: Passage Design 7/31/2016 BLM  $                                  55,000.00 

Non SRFB Fish & Habitat Restoration Projects

This project is a floodplain and off-channel habitat restoration project along river mile 109 of the Yakima River. This phase 2 project enhanced the connectivity of floodplain 

habitat by removing approximately 2000 feet of armored/unmaintained revetment to allow for more natural and unrestricted movement of fish, water and substrate. A 

portion of the Yakima Greenway trail was relocated outside of the 100 year floodplain. The work is complete; the Greenway now runs between the Interstate and Billie’s 

Pond and the old Greenway trail and the berm has been removed. (12-1307)

The Jack Creek Restoration project aims to restore streambank condition, floodplain function, and spawning and rearing habitat in the lowest two miles of Jack Creek. Large 

Woody Debris was installed at 5 locations in the upstream reach. Nearly 2,000 potted riparian plants were installed, mulched, and irrigated on a biweekly basis from June 

until September. Central Washington University interns monitored plant survivability, water quality, and cover class. A total of 3.5 mile of fence was installed, protecting 

42.5 acres of riparian wetland meadow.  WCC crews installed over 1900 live stakes. Snowmobile safety signs, flagging, and snow poles were installed along the new fence 

and a educational/Interpretive sign was installed. (10-1786)

This project consolidated two unscreened gravity diversions on Ahtanum Creek into one. It also designed, fabricated and installed a compliant fish screen and water 

measuring device. (10-1764)

The Kittitas County Conservation District installed a pipeline that eliminates the need for two unscreened diversions for the Hatfield Ditch and Reed Ditch on lower 

Manastash Creek. The completed work is part of a series of sub-projects being conducted as part of the overall "Manastash Creek Restoration Project." (08-1952)

The Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Yakama Nation live-captured and relocate d“problem beavers” from urban and agricultural areas in the 

Yakima Basin, where they are currently being lethally removed, and strategically re-established them in priority upper Yakima River tributaries to improve fish habitat, 

restore riparian function, water quality and hydrograph function. This project has released 130 beavers in 6 watersheds (Swauk, Teanaway, Manastash, Taneum, and 

Umtaneum).  The project successfully established 12 beaver colonies (out of 34 attempted). The sponsor partnered with Mid Columbia FEG and CWU. The Mid Columbia 

partnership has been a highly efficient/economical way to operate the project due to the flexibility of adding or subtracting staff as the project needs require. Mid 

Columbia FEG recruited CWU students as unpaid interns for the Beaver Project as part of their school requirement. These interns assisted WDFW/MCFEG in the trapping 

and relocation of the beavers. The sponsor received McNary Mitigation Funds to extend the project work. Project Sponsor presented the results at the Salmon Recovery 

Conference in May. (10-1595)

This project improved instream flows and provided fish passage and addressed screening needs at two gravity diversions on Cowiche Creek by providing an alternate water 

source from YTID. Project construction is complete and the new system is online and functioning well. NYCD hosted a celebration on the Lust Property last spring. The 

event attracted many attendees and highlighted the decade of coordination/negotiation with partners and willing landowners needed to make the project possible. (12-

1328)

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=12-1307
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=08-1952
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=12-1328
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1786
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1595


NS2 City of Yakima Gap to Gap Outfall Relocation 6/30/2015 YBIP  $                            1,300,000.00 

NS3 Yakima County Public 

Services

Gap to Gap Property Acquisition Downstream of SR24 6/30/2015 YBIP  $                          540,000.00 

NS4 Ahtanum Irrigation District YTID Feasibility Study Tieton to Ahtanum Exchange 4/30/2015 YBIP  $                            37,500.00 

NS5 Kittitas Conservation Trust Cle Elum River Side Channel Restoration Ph 2 6/15/2015 Ecology  $                          850,000.00 

NS6 Mid-Columbia Fisheries 

Enhancement Group
Yakima Basin Bull Trout Task Force 10/31/2015 YBIP  $                            55,000.00 

NS7 Kittitas County Conservation 

District

Reed Diversion Removal Design YBIP  $                            69,000.00 

NS8 Yakima County Public 

Services

Robinson Landing Levee Setback Design Corps of 

Engineers

 $                          124,500.00 

Yakima County Public Services is using this funding to develop a final design to setback 500’ of the lower right bank of the Robinson Landing Levee and 

remove a nearby abandoned bridge abutment and abandoned (instream) bridge piers. The Robinson Landing Levee is located on the Yakima River near 

Yakima, Washington. (13-1317)

The Kittitas County Conservation District proposes to develop final designs to remove the Reed Diversion, located at stream mile 4 on Manastash Creek in 

Kittitas County. It is the last large fish passage barrier blocking access to more than 20 miles of high quality upstream habitat for Mid-Columbia summer 

steelhead. (13-1323)

Kittitas Conservation Trust used this grant to restore and expand salmon and steelhead spawning and rearing habitat within a two mile reach of the lower 

Cle Elum River in northern Kittitas County (WRIA- 39). The completed project re-established 5 miles of side channel habitat.      (13-1314)

The Bull Trout Task Force (BTTF) removes channel-spanning recreational dams that block bull trout migrations. They also conduct outreach to the 

recreating public about bull trout conservation and threats impacting bull trout, such as: the consequences of recreation dams, riparian vegetation 

removal, and harassment during spawning and streambank destruction. The BTTF identifies, assess, maps, and dismantles recreation dams on key bull 

trout streams; posts educational signs at recreational access points; evaluates passage conditions and dewatering during bull trout spawning migrations; 

identifies potential habitat restoration actions; and assists biologists with bull trout population monitoring and special projects (passage studies, genetic 

sampling, etc.). (13-1313)

YBFWRB & NYCD signed an MOA in October, 2014 that outlines the terms, conditions, roles and responsibilities by which the $55,000 BLM grant is made available and 

administered by YBFWRB to North Yakima Conservation District (NYCD) for a preliminary design to improve fish passage at the Naches-Cowiche Canal siphon. NYCD 

recently selected Anderson Perry as the project consultant.

City of Yakima moved the Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant outfall from its current location in the active Yakima River channel to a new location in 

less active floodplain channels. This project completes the next step in the Gap to Gap Levee Setback Project that will lead to the re-connection of over 

1,000 acres of floodplain habitat in the Union Gap reach of the Yakima River. The work is complete, and new outfall is operational. (13-1509)

This project is a component of a much larger levee reconfiguration project in the Gap to Gap reach of the Yakima River. Yakima County will use this grant 

to acquire 4 parcels necessary to allow setback of the Diking Improvement District #1 Levee downstream of SR24. In addition, Yakima County will develop 

a purchase and sale agreement for the future acquisition of the Newlands Parcels (95 Acres total). (14-1285)

The Ahtanum Irrigation District (AID) will study the feasibility of carrying water from the Tieton basin to the Ahtanum basin to serve irrigators in the 

Ahtanum Creek basin. Potential benefits of the completed project include increased instream flow in Ahtanum Creek, providing fish benefits to steelhead, 

bull trout, salmon, and resident trout. It also has the potential of removing stream diversions through upgraded and efficient delivery systems that would 

enhance habitat in the Ahtanum basin. (13-1510)

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1509
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1285
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1510
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1314
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1313
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1323
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1317
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 As of June 30, 2015
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Jun 30, 15

ASSETS

Current Assets

Checking/Savings

100 · Wells Fargo Checking -16,716.70

110 · Wells Fargo Savings 20,715.37

Total Checking/Savings 3,998.67

Other Current Assets

145 · Prepaid Health Insurance 2,582.60

Total Other Current Assets 2,582.60

Total Current Assets 6,581.27

Fixed Assets

160 · Fixed Assets

161 · Equipment 45,156.09

Total 160 · Fixed Assets 45,156.09

170 · Accumulated Depreciation -22,992.59

Total Fixed Assets 22,163.50
TOTAL ASSETS 28,744.77

LIABILITIES & EQUITY

Liabilities

Current Liabilities

Credit Cards

202 · Alex Credit Card 0122 1,040.85

Total Credit Cards 1,040.85

Other Current Liabilities

204 · Line of Credit -150.08

210 · Payroll Liabilities

2108 · Labor & Industries Payable 228.70

2109 · Employment Security Payable 77.74

Total 210 · Payroll Liabilities 306.44

Total Other Current Liabilities 156.36

Total Current Liabilities 1,197.21

Total Liabilities 1,197.21

Equity

310 · Retained Earnings 17,198.62
Net Income 10,348.94

Total Equity 27,547.56
TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 28,744.77
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 Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board
 Statement of Cash Flows

 July 2014 through June 2015
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Jul '14 - Jun 15

OPERATING ACTIVITIES

Net Income 10,387.14

Adjustments to reconcile Net Income

to net cash provided by operations:

145 · Prepaid Health Insurance 2,112.23

146 · Prepaid Rent 1,550.00

200 · Accounts Payable -6,063.25

208 · Darcy Credit Card 7661 -531.87

207 · Heather Credit Card 4176 -1,613.77

202 · Alex Credit Card 0122 551.67

203 · Unearned Income -689.60

204 · Line of Credit -150.19

210 · Payroll Liabilities -18,673.70

210 · Payroll Liabilities:2101 · Federal Withholding Payable -1,313.00

210 · Payroll Liabilities:2102 · Social Security Tax Payable -3,317.82
210 · Payroll Liabilities:2103 · Medicare Tax Payable -775.93

210 · Payroll Liabilities:2107 · Simple IRA Payable -2,234.20

210 · Payroll Liabilities:2108 · Labor & Industries Payable -131.20
210 · Payroll Liabilities:2109 · Employment Security Payable -42.60

Net cash provided by Operating Activities -20,936.09
INVESTING ACTIVITIES

160 · Fixed Assets:161 · Equipment 3,134.29

170 · Accumulated Depreciation -6,250.00

Net cash provided by Investing Activities -3,115.71

Net cash increase for period -24,051.80

Cash at beginning of period 28,050.47
Cash at end of period 3,998.67
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 Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board
 Total Transactions by Account

 July 2014 through June 2015
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Jul '14 - Jun 15

Income

801 · Interest Income 6.02

500 · Federal Funds

501 · BLM Grants 3,403.00

Total 500 · Federal Funds 3,403.00

510 · State Funds 329,404.06

590 · Miscellaneous Income 6,277.97

Total Income 339,091.05

Gross Profit 339,091.05

Expense

706 · Personnel

7065 · Salary & Wages

70651 · Regular Salary & Wages 180,456.75

70652 · Paid Time Off

70631 · Holiday Pay 7,381.57

70632 · Sick Pay 4,762.15

70633 · Vacation Pay 13,712.67

70634 · Jury Duty 82.84

Total 70652 · Paid Time Off 25,939.23

7065 · Salary & Wages - Other -18,673.70

Total 7065 · Salary & Wages 187,722.28

7061 · Benefits

70611 · Medical Insurance 40,746.48

70612 · Simple IRA 5,090.64

7061 · Benefits - Other -422.71

Total 7061 · Benefits 45,414.41

7064 · Payroll Taxes

70641 · Federal Social Security Taxes 11,973.13

70642 · Federal Medicare Taxes 2,800.16

70643 · State Industrial Insurance Tax 645.64

70644 · State Unemployment Taxes 251.20

7064 · Payroll Taxes - Other -1,452.68

Total 7064 · Payroll Taxes 14,217.45

Total 706 · Personnel 247,354.14

710 · Operating Costs

7107 · Depreciation Expense 3,681.00

7102 · Bank Service Charges

7113 · Loan Interest 235.01

71023 · Finance Charge 30.98

7102 · Bank Service Charges - Other 233.45

Total 7102 · Bank Service Charges 499.44

7103 · Communications

71031 · Internet Service 719.99
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 Total Transactions by Account

 July 2014 through June 2015
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Jul '14 - Jun 15

71032 · Telephone 3,445.28

Total 7103 · Communications 4,165.27

7104 · Computer Support

71041 · Website Maintenance 1,556.00

7104 · Computer Support - Other 442.19

Total 7104 · Computer Support 1,998.19
7105 · Dues and Subscriptions 1,488.79

7106 · Insurance 2,625.01

7120 · Office Rent 20,150.00

7130 · Office Supplies 3,205.71

7135 · Maintenance & Repairs 20.21

7140 · Postage and Delivery 267.10

7141 · Printing and Reproduction 2,544.93

7142 · Registration Fees & Training 739.00

7143 · Food & Beverages 625.16

7160 · Utilities
71601 · Electric 1,033.73

71602 · Natural Gas 233.09

71603 · Janitorial 1,866.24

71604 · Security Service 541.42
Total 7160 · Utilities 3,674.48

Total 710 · Operating Costs 45,684.29

715 · Professional Fees

7151 · Accounting 6,900.00

7173 · Consulting 11,721.00

7178 · Technical Support 1,225.00
Total 715 · Professional Fees 19,846.00

720 · Program Expense 3,643.48

730 · Miscellaneous 1,549.75
780 · Travel

7801 · Lodging 2,741.62
7802 · Meals & Per Diem 942.00

7804 · Mileage Reimbursements 5,749.48

7805 · Miscellaneous, Parking, Ferries 107.50

7806 · Vehicle Expense 1,085.65

Total 780 · Travel 10,626.25

Total Expense 328,703.91
Net Income 10,387.14



 Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board
 Actual Expenses vs. Total Annual Budget

 July '14 - June '15 (100% of Fiscal Year)
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Jul '14 - Jun 15 Budget $ +/- Budget

Expense

706 · Personnel

7065 · Salary & Wages 187,722 234,830 -47,108

7061 · Benefits

70611 · Medical Insurance 40,746 42,600 -1,854

70612 · Simple IRA 5,091 7,045 -1,954

Total 7061 · Benefits 45,837 49,645 -3,808

7064 · Payroll Taxes 14,217 21,135 -6,918

Total 706 · Personnel 247,776 305,610 -57,834

710 · Operating Costs

7101 · Advertising 0 500 -500

7102 · Bank Service Charges 499 275 224

7103 · Communications

71031 · Internet Service 720 1,200 -480

71032 · Telephone 3,445 2,800 645

Total 7103 · Communications 4,165 4,000 165

7104 · Computer Support 1,998 1,500 498

7105 · Dues and Subscriptions 1,489 300 1,189

7106 · Insurance 2,625 2,800 -175

7120 · Office Rent 20,150 19,065 1,085

7130 · Office Supplies 3,206 2,500 706

7132 · Equipment & Furnishings 0 2,000 -2,000

7140 · Postage and Delivery 267 500 -233

7141 · Printing and Reproduction 2,545 3,000 -455

7142 · Registration Fees & Training 739 4,000 -3,261

7143 · Food & Beverages 625 500 125

7160 · Utilities

71601 · Electric 1,034 1,000 34

71602 · Natural Gas 233 1,000 -767

71603 · Janitorial 1,866 1,000 866

71604 · Security Service 541 0 541

Total 7160 · Utilities 3,674 3,000 674

Total 710 · Operating Costs 41,982 43,940 -1,958

715 · Professional Fees

7151 · Accounting 6,900 8,000 -1,100

7153 · Consulting 11,721 4,000 7,721

7156 · Legal Fees 0 1,000 -1,000

7158 · Technical Support 1,225 6,200 -4,975

Total 715 · Professional Fees 19,846 19,200 646

720 · Program Expense 3,643 68,500 -64,857

730 · Miscellaneous 1,550 6,500 -4,950

780 · Travel

7801 · Lodging 2,742 3,000 -258

7802 · Meals & Per Diem 942 2,500 -1,558



 Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board
 Actual Expenses vs. Total Annual Budget

 July '14 - June '15 (100% of Fiscal Year)
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Jul '14 - Jun 15 Budget $ +/- Budget

7804 · Mileage Reimbursements 5,749 5,500 249

7805 · Miscellaneous, Parking, Ferries 108 150 -42

Total 780 · Travel 9,541 11,150 -1,609
Total Expense 324,338 454,900 -130,562

Net Income -324,338 -454,900 130,562



 Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board
 Actual Expenses vs. Total Annual Budget

 July '14 - June '15 (100% of Fiscal Year)
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Expense

706 · Personnel

7065 · Salary & Wages

7061 · Benefits

70611 · Medical Insurance

70612 · Simple IRA

Total 7061 · Benefits

7064 · Payroll Taxes

Total 706 · Personnel

710 · Operating Costs

7101 · Advertising

7102 · Bank Service Charges

7103 · Communications

71031 · Internet Service

71032 · Telephone

Total 7103 · Communications

7104 · Computer Support

7105 · Dues and Subscriptions

7106 · Insurance

7120 · Office Rent

7130 · Office Supplies

7132 · Equipment & Furnishings

7140 · Postage and Delivery

7141 · Printing and Reproduction

7142 · Registration Fees & Training

7143 · Food & Beverages

7160 · Utilities

71601 · Electric

71602 · Natural Gas

71603 · Janitorial

71604 · Security Service

Total 7160 · Utilities

Total 710 · Operating Costs

715 · Professional Fees

7151 · Accounting

7153 · Consulting

7156 · Legal Fees

7158 · Technical Support

Total 715 · Professional Fees

720 · Program Expense

730 · Miscellaneous

780 · Travel

7801 · Lodging

7802 · Meals & Per Diem

% of Budget

80%

96%

72%

92%

67%

81%

0%

181%

60%

123%

104%

133%

496%

94%

106%

128%

0%

53%

85%

18%

125%

103%

23%

187%

100%

122%

96%

86%

293%

0%

20%

103%

5%

24%

91%

38%
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7804 · Mileage Reimbursements

7805 · Miscellaneous, Parking, Ferries

Total 780 · Travel
Total Expense

Net Income

% of Budget

105%

72%

86%
71%
71%
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Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board – Communications Plan 
Drafting and Development - Scope of Work 
DRAFT July 26, 2015 
 
This scope of work describes the services that Cascadia Consulting Group will provide to the Yakima 
Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board (YBFWRB) to lead the review and refinement of a strategic 
communications plan.   

Scope 

Task 1. Review of current draft outreach plan. 
 
Gretchen Muller will facilitate a kick-off meeting with the YBFWRB project manager and key staff to 
ensure common understanding of the goals and objectives of this project, and refine our approach to 
the scope of work. During that meeting, Gretchen will ask a suite of questions designed to build her 
understanding of the YBFWRB and the strengths and weaknesses of the current outreach plan, such as 
the following:  

 What are the YBFWRB’s near-term and long-term goals? 

 How will the communications goals, objectives, strategies, and outcomes defined in the existing 

draft communication plan help the YBFWRB achieve those goals? 

 Are any communications goals missing?   

 What communications work (or activities) is YBFWRB undertaking now? 

 What current communication work is successful? Why?  

 What current communication work is not successful? Why? 

 What staff capacity does the YBFWRB have currently for communications work? 

 What communications work should YBFWRB ask other groups to take on?  Potential partners 

include Tribes, local recovery partners, the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office, the Council of 

Regions, the Washington Salmon Coalition, or the Washington Salmon Network, among others. 

 How does this communication plan relate to the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office/Council of 

Regions communications plan?  How can YBFWRB leverage that effort most effectively? 

This discussion will improve Cascadia’s understanding of how the existing draft plan works for the 
organization, produce a draft list of focus areas for plan refinement, identify strategic priorities, and 
engender common understanding of the actions needed to focus and finalize it. Dana Golden will 
produce a meeting summary that captures the key findings of this discussion, particularly the next steps 
needed to refine the communications plan. 
 
Gretchen will use the results of this meeting to craft a draft outline of suggested refinements to the 
communications plan complete with a list of strategic priorities that explicitly identifies the decisions 
that the YBFWRB Board will need to make and the information needs required to finalize the plan. 

Timeline for Deliverable(s) 
 
Milestone or deliverable 

Initiated by Completed by 

Draft agenda for kick-off meeting Contract start August 14 
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YBFWRB project manager and staff to review draft agenda August 17 August 21 

Final agenda for staff meeting August 24 August 28 

Kick-off meeting Sept 8, 9, or 10 Sept 8, 9, or 10 

Meeting summary from staff meeting Sept 8  Sept 9 

Draft outline of refined communication plan and list of 
strategic priorities 

Sept 9 Sept 16 

Task 2. Prepare and hold workshop with Board and key partners 
 

Our team will design the workshop agenda and ground rules to foster a safe and efficient forum for 

working through any issues that arise and reaching durable consensus. 

Subtask A. Work Prior to Workshop 
Work prior to the workshop is essential to producing useful results. Gretchen will meet with the 
YBFWRB project manager to further define the desired outcomes for the workshop, and work with the 
YBFWRB staff to design an agenda and workshop materials packet that enables the group to achieve 
these outcomes. Once the agenda is finalized, Gretchen will call individuals prior to the workshop to 
brief them on the agenda and desired outcomes of the meeting, and to listen to their perspectives, 
concerns, and ideas. This briefing call will help build trust and ownership in the process, allow workshop 
participants to express ideas candidly, and provide the facilitator with insight that improves workshop 
management. They also have the side benefit of reminding workshop participants of the workshop date 
and location.  
 
To complete this subtask, we propose one meeting with the YBFWRB project manager to refine 
workshop goals and discuss workshop formats and briefing calls to Board members and key partners.  

 

Subtask B. Facilitate Workshop 
Gretchen will facilitate one, ½ day workshop with YBFWRB staff, the Board, and key partners.  Dana will 
take notes and produce a meeting summary, which will be concise and focus on key outcomes and next 
steps. This information will be used for Task Three. The workshop will start and end on time, and will be 
designed with clear objectives in mind. We expect that YBFWRB staff will handle all workshop logistics, 
printing, room rentals, and refreshments.  

Timeline for Deliverable(s) 
The timeline below assumes the workshop will be held during the last week of July.  Cascadia will work 
with YBFWRB staff and Board to set the actual date of the workshop. 
 

Milestone or deliverable Initiated by Completed by 

Meeting with YBFWRB project manager to refine workshop 
goals and discuss workshop formats 

Aug 17 Aug 21 

Draft agenda for ½ day workshop Aug 24 Aug 28 

Review of agenda by YBFWRB project manager and staff Aug 31 Sept 4 

Final agenda for ½ day workshop Sept 7 Sept 11 

Draft workshop packet (to include draft outreach outline and 
list of strategic priorities from Task One) 

Sept 7 Sept 11 

Review of workshop packet by YBFWRB project manager Sept 14 Sept 18 

Finalize workshop packet Sept 21 Sept 22 
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Send out workshop packet and agenda Sept 22 Sept 22 

Briefing calls to key partners (staff, Board, other key partners) Sept 23 Sept 28 

Meeting facilitation at workshop Sept 29, 30, 31 Sept 31 

Draft meeting summary Oct 5 Oct 7 

YBFWRB project manager, staff, Board, other key partners 
review meeting summary 

Oct 5 Oct 9 

Final meeting summary Oct 12 Oct 16 

Task 3. Finalize Board communications plan & develop detailed 
implementation plan for FY 2016 
 
Cascadia will work with YBFWRB to finalize a Board communications plan and develop a detailed 
implementation checklist. The checklist will provide a roadmap to guide the implementation of priority 
actions, define the roles of Board members, staff, and partners, identify performance measures and 
indicators, and include a timeline. The detailed implementation checklist will enable YBFWRB to: 
 

 Identify the organization’s starting point 

 Monitor and measure progress 

 Know whether the organization is headed in the right direction 

 Know when the organization has achieved the goal or closed the gap between where YBFWRB is 
now and where it wants to be in the future 

 
The final plan and checklist will include a meaningful evaluation program to produce useful information 
about which programs work and which require adaptation over time.  Jessica Branom-Zwick will work 
with Gretchen and the YBFWRB to develop recommended evaluation methods for the YBFWRB’s priority 
communications actions. 
 
Cascadia will work closely with the YBFWRB staff to develop a roadmap for creating the communications 
plan and the implementation checklist, but expect that the work might proceed as follows: 

1. Agree upon an outline for communications plan and implementation checklist. Outline to be 

approved by YBFWRB staff and Board members at workshop, based on the work in Task 1. 

2. Work together to develop the content for the plan and checklist. Cascadia will serve as the 

technical writer for both the communications plan and the implementation checklist, accurately 

capturing and relating the workshop decisions in each document. We will distribute the draft 

plan and checklist to YBFWRB staff, Board members, and key partners, and ask for stakeholders 

to submit comments by the following week. We will incorporate comments from one round of 

reviews, work with the project manager to resolve any conflicting comments, and send out the 

final plans within two weeks of receiving comments.  

3. Review and approve the final communication plan and checklist. Cascadia will circulate the 

draft plan and implementation checklist to YBFWRB staff, the Board, and key partners to solicit 

final input. This input will be incorporated into final versions of the plan and checklist.   

Providing this second opportunity for input will increase stakeholder ownership of the final 

product, which will help smooth the path to implementation. 
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To complete this task, Cascadia will develop a draft plan and checklist based on the priorities identified 
in the workshop. The drafts will then be circulated for comment prior to finalizing. We anticipate one 
conference call with the project manager to resolve any conflicting comments on the draft plan and 
checklist.   

Timeline for Deliverable(s) 
Milestone or deliverable Initiated by Completed by 

Draft communications plan Oct 19  Oct 30 

Draft implementation checklist Oct 19 Oct 30 

Review of communications plan and implementation 
checklist by YBFWRB staff, the Board, and key partners 

Nov 2 Nov 6 

Conference call with project manager to resolve any 
conflicting comments 

Nov 9 Nov 13 

Final communications plan Nov 16 Nov 20 

Final implementation checklist Nov 16 Nov 20 

Task 4. Identify funding sources for implementation of identified priorities 
 
The final communications plan and checklist will identify which entities are responsible for 
implementing the actions within the plan—including responsibility for funding each priority action. 
Cascadia’s work in this task will focus on the priority actions that are the YBFWRB’s responsibility, 
although we will note funding opportunities for other actions and partners where that information is 
readily available. Cascadia will build on the YBFWRB staff’s funding experience by working with the 
project manager to identify past—and potential—funding opportunities. Once we have established a 
baseline understanding of the YBFWRB’s funding universe, we will add our own knowledge of grant 
opportunities for communications and salmon recovery work. This will involve conducting up to 6 hours 
of online research and interviewing key partners in the fish and wildlife recovery world to identify new 
opportunities. We will create a list of funding opportunities and, when appropriate, include information 
about the application criteria and timeline.  

Timeline for Deliverable(s) 
 
Milestone or deliverable 

Initiated by Completed by 

List of funding opportunities Oct 19 Oct 23 
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Cost 

 
 
Our budget makes the following assumptions: 
 

 The Cascadia team will participate in up to 2 in-person meetings and 4 conference calls (up to 1 
hour each), with the Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Board project manager and staff. 

 The Cascadia team will facilitate 2 meetings including the kick-off meeting with the YBFWRB 
project manager and YBFWRB staff and 1 half-day workshop with YBFWRB staff, Board 
members, and key partners. We assume that the kick-off meeting will be two hours and the 
workshop will be up to four hours long. 

 One round of reviews of communications plan outline and implementation checklist outline 
(including YBFWRB staff, Board members, and key partners).  

 One round of reviews of communications plan and implementation checklist (including YBFWRB 
staff, Board members, and key partners). 

 Deliverables include: meeting agendas, meeting notes, meeting materials, Communications Plan 
and Implementation Checklist outline (draft and final), and Communications Plan and 
Implementation Checklist (draft and final). 

 

Schedule 
 As noted above, all work on this project will occur between August 15 and November 30, 2015. 
 

  



 
 

 Yakima Basin Communications Plan – DRAFT Scope of Work |6 
 

Budget 
 

 



U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office 
Bull Trout Recovery Plan Comments 
1387 S. Vinnell Way, Room 368 
Boise, ID 83709 
fw1bulltroutrecoveryplan@fws.gov 
 
July 16, 2015 

Comments on the Revised Draft Recovery Plan for the Coterminous U.S. Population of Bull Trout 

I write to you on behalf of the Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board (the Board), one of the 
seven regional salmon recovery boards in Washington State. The Board was created by 21 county and 
city governments and the Yakama Nation to promote the recovery of at‐risk fish and wildlife species in 
the Yakima Basin. One of our primary goals is to support recovery of steelhead and bull trout, so that 
these species can be removed from the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) threatened species list. 
The Board worked with local, state and federal partners to write the Yakima Steelhead Recovery Plan, 
which NOAA incorporated in whole into its ESA‐mandated Middle Columbia Steelhead Recovery Plan. 
We also worked with US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) and other partners to develop the Yakima Bull 
Trout Action Plan (BTAP), which identifies priority actions to recovery bull trout in our basin. 

In our letter of November 24, 2014, we provided comments on the Revised Draft Recovery Plan for the 
Coterminous U.S. Population of Bull Trout (draft Plan) released on September 15, 2014. In that letter 
we called for the opportunity to work with USFWS as the Recovery Unit Implementation Plans were 
completed. While we appreciated the opportunity to provide some input to USFWS staff as the Mid‐
Columbia RUIP was developed, this formal comment period has been our first opportunity to review the 
proposed RUIP. We offer the following comments: 

 

1. The Yakima Section of the Mid‐C RUIP Actions narrative and table should be revised to include several 
specific actions identified in the Yakima BTAP: 

a. Please add an action for “Evaluate, and if warranted, implement supplementation, translocation 
and/or reintroduction programs to address small population size threat.” Consider incorporating 
language on Small Population Size parallel to that included on page C‐45 for the John Day 
population. 

b. Please add an action titled, “Evaluate, and if warranted, implement nutrient enhancement for 
targeted populations where historically available marine derived nutrients are not currently 
available.” 

c. Please add an action titled, “Work with US Forest Service, DNR and other forest land managers to 
ensure that forest management plans and programs appropriately protect and restore bull trout 
habitat”; 

d. Please add an action in section 4.1 for “Maintain long‐term sediment monitoring in areas where 
fine sediment loads are identified as a possible limiting factor”; 

mailto:fw1bulltroutrecoveryplan@fws.gov


e. Please add an action in section 1.1 for “Provide long‐term habitat protection through purchase 
and/or lease of land, easements and water rights from willing sellers” for the Yakima Core Area. 

f. Please add a conservation recommendation or action for “Maintain a coordinate outreach program 
to reduce angler and recreationalist impacts on bull trout in the Yakima Basin”. While the need for 
such information is mentioned (e.g. in the descriptions of 1.1.6 and 2.2.1) it would be valuable to 
specifically call out the importance of coordinated outreach. 

 

2. The description of dewatering threats and actions for the Yakima Core Area should be clarified. 

The Yakima section of the draft Mid‐C RUIP makes repeated and confusing references to dewatering 
(see the Threats description on p C‐14 & 15 and Action 1.2.3 and 2.1.3 in both the narrative and the 
table) and leaves the reader confused as to when and where dewatering is or is not ‘natural’. 
Dewatering occurs in several different circumstances, each of which requires a different action in 
response. In some areas dewatering occurs when water is actively diverted from a stream (e.g. FMO 
habitats for the Teanaway and Ahtanum populations). Addressing this requires actions that reduce 
diversions. In other areas (e.g. at the lower ends of Box Canyon, Gold Creek, Indian Creek) channels can 
dewater when they cross exposed reservoir beds when reservoir levels drop. Here changes in reservoir 
management and creation of channels across reservoir beds that contain dispersed flows into a defined 
channel and prevent infiltration are required. In other areas, streams dewater without active diversion 
or dispersion across reservoir beds. While some of these streams may have had intermittent reaches 
under pre‐development conditions (e.g. Deep Creek), in most cases the dewatering has been 
exacerbated by factors such past forest management and associated channel widening (e.g. the Kachess 
River and Gold Creek) or the capture of groundwater by floodplain gravel pits (Gold Creek). In these 
cases instream and floodplain habitat restoration may be needed to address dewatering. These different 
scenarios should be clearly described, and specific actions should be included to address them, 
including: 

a. Work with water users and other partners to improve instream flows in reaches with significant 
water diversions. 

b. Ensure adequate passage conditions when streams cross exposed reservoir beds. 
c. Restore channel and floodplain conditions that promote increased instream flows in 

intermittent stream reaches. 

 

3. The Mid‐C RUIP should provide more information on how the USFWS will work with partners in each 
core area to prioritize and complete specific actions that implement the Mid‐C RUIP 

The action descriptions included in the Mid‐C RUIP for the Yakima Core area are quite general, and 
typically do not provide the level of specificity needed to prioritize, fund and implement specific projects 
on the ground. This is understandable given the scope of the plan, but will require ongoing collaboration 
focused on translating these general action recommendations into specific funded proposals. We are 
committed to working with the USFWS as the Yakima Bull Trout Technical Work Group, to implement 
the Yakima Bull Trout Action Plan in a manner that best implements the Mid‐C RUIP. We appreciate the 
recognition of this process in the conservation actions described on page C‐100, and we encourage the 



USFWS to dedicate the appropriate level of staff and financial support to this process, as without it, the 
RUIP will not provide adequate guidance for real recovery in the Yakima Basin.  

 

 

4. The Yakima Core Area threat and action descriptions should be clarified and consolidated 

The threat and action descriptions for the Yakima Core Area do a good job of covering the range of 
threats in the core area and actions required, but are written in a form that is somewhat confusing and 
duplicative. The RUIP would be improved if these could be edited to ensure that specific actions are 
clearly identified (e.g. Fish passage at specific Reclamation facilities) instead of being referred less‐
specifically in many different areas (e.g. references to improve passage at Bureau Dams in 1.2.5, 1.2.6, 
1.2.12, 2.1.1, 2.1.5, 2.3.2, and 2.4.1). In many cases, listing an action once based on the primary threat 
addressed would suffice, with references in other sections to see x.x.x.  

In the Implementation Schedule Table, the name of the associated tier two grouping should be included 
in the action title, as without that, the table appears to be overly general and repetitive when compared 
to the more detailed narrative versions.  

In some cases, multiple distinct actions are combined in the descriptions; clarity would increase if each 
were identified as a specific action. In other cases, the action descriptions are in essence, descriptions of 
the associated threat, and do not state what specific actions are needed to address that threat. The 
Revised Draft Recovery Plan emphasizes the use of “SMART” criteria in RUIPs, but currently the actions 
in the RUIP are typically too general to allow effective application on SMART criteria. 

YBFWRB staff and partners would be glad to work with USFWS to edit and improve the presentation of 
the Actions Narrative and Tables in a manner that maintains their content, but clarifies the presentation. 
Doing so prior to release of the final RUIP will greatly facilitate efforts to implement and track specific 
actions and their relationship to primary threats. 

 

5. The process for refining and updating the Mid‐C RUIP and completing the associated core area threats 
assessment should be described in the Mid‐C RUIP 

The RUIPs are living, adaptive documents. Achieving this goal will require ongoing coordination between 
USFWS and groups like the Yakima Bull Trout Technical Team. The RUIP should provide more detail on 
how and when it will be updated, and how groups like our Technical Team will participate. In addition, it 
is essential that the USFWS indicate when and how the threats assessment workshops described in 
Appendix E of the Revised Draft Recovery Plan will be implemented. This process is important for 
highlighting whether or not core areas are reaching levels of viability that would support delisting. It is 
also a critical for identifying which threats need to be addressed in which areas in order to make real 
progress towards recovery goals; this in turn will inform which actions are the highest priorities for 
completion. We recommend that the USFWS work with partners to complete an initial threat 
assessment in each Core Area as soon as possible, with the expectation that these would then be 
repeated in conjunction with future five year reviews. This initial threat assessment is not a trivial 
undertaking, but will assure that we are focusing implementation actions in the right place, and that we 



have characterized threats in a manner that allows clear and transparent evaluations to be completed. 
The RUIP should indicate when and how these assessments will be completed. 

 

6. The Mid‐C RUIP should describe past conservation actions in the Yakima Basin:  

In our November letter, we noted that the 2011 Summary of Bull Trout Conservation Successes and 
Actions reference in the draft recovery plan makes no mention of the many successful actions taken in 
the Yakima, Wenatchee, Entiat or Methow Basins. Now, we see that the Summary of Ongoing Mid-
Columbia Recovery Unit Conservation Measures on p. C-36-7 of the draft RUIP also does not mention 
any of the considerable bull trout conservation work that has been completed in the Yakima Basin. 
While much work remains to be done, we believe that it is important for the USFWS to add information 
about past conservation actions in the Yakima Core Area to the Mid‐C RUIP. 

 

7. Numerous minor errors in the draft Mid‐C RUIP should be corrected 

See attachment A for a detailed list of errors found during our review. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Mid‐C RUIP. We are excited to work with USFWS to 
complete and implement this important document. 

Sincerely, 

 

Alex Conley, Executive Director 

Cassandra Anderson, Bull Trout Program Technical Support 

  



Attachment A: Typographical Errors 

 

While completing the review of the Yakima section of the Mid‐Columbia Recovery Unit Implementation 
Plan, the following typographical errors were identified: 

Section: Actions to Address Habitat Threats: (pages C-92 – C-100) 

1.1 Upland/Riparian Land Management 

 Action 1.1.1, Maintain, restore, and protect riparian areas, is mislabeled as 1.1.4. It is missing a 
period at the end of the last sentence (page C‐92) 

 Action 1.1.3, Teanaway is misspelled “Teanway” (page C‐92) 
 Action 1.1.6, Cle Elum is typed as one word when it should be two words (C‐93) 

1.2 Instream Impacts 

 Action 1.2.3 says Reduce impacts from management to populations that have natural 
dewatering of spawning and rearing areas (page C‐93). In the Actions table, Action 1.2.3 does 
not mention natural dewatering. Instead, it says Reduce impacts from management to 
populations already impacted by dewatering (C‐203). 

 Action 1.2.5, Cle Elum is typed as one word when it should be two words. Cowiche is misspelled 
“Cowichee” (page C‐94) 

 Action 1.2.6, Cle Elum is typed as one word when it should be two words (page C‐94) 
 Action 1.2.7, Cle Elum is typed as one word when it should be two words (page C‐94) 
 Action 1.2.8, there should be a comma between Gold and Teanaway (page C‐94) 

2.1 Connectivity Impairment 

 Action 2.1.2 says Improve and maintain forest roads to provide. It seems the remaining text was 
cut off (page C‐95). Action 2.1.2 in the table reads Improve and maintain forest roads, 
decommission where necessary (C‐204) 

 Action 2.1.9 is not underlined as all other actions are (page C‐96) 
 Action 2.3.2, Cle Elum is typed as one word when it should be two words (page C‐98) 
 Action 2.4.2, Cle Elum is typed as one word when it should be two words (page C‐98) 

3.1 Nonnatives 

 Action 3.1.1, Cle Elum is typed as one word when it should be two words (page C‐98) 

4.1 Habitat 

 Action 4.1.3 is missing the period between the 1 and the 3 (page C‐99) 
 Action 4.2.5, there should not be space in the word “populations” between the letters N and S 

(page C‐100) 

 

 



 

Section: Actions table (pages C-202 – C-207) 

 In the table, Action 1.2.3 does not mention natural dewatering (page C‐203). In the text, Action 
1.2.3 says Reduce impacts from management to populations that have natural dewatering of 
spawning and rearing areas. 

 Actions 2.1.6 and 2.1.7 are inverted in the table (page C‐205) 
 Action 4.2.5 is not listed in the table (page C‐207) 

o Action 4.2.6 in the table corresponds with Action 4.2.5 in the text 
o Action 4.2.6 in the text (page C‐100) is not listed in the Actions table  

(In the Actions table, Action 4.2.6 should be changed to 4.2.5. Action 4.2.6 still needs added.)  
 

Section: Threats table (pages C-14 – C-16) 
 
 Grazing is identified as a threat under Demographic, Connectivity Impairment 2.1 in the table 

(page C‐14). There is not a corresponding grazing action in the actions text under Actions to 
Address Demographic Threats, 2.1 Connectivity Impairment (page C‐95) or in the Actions table 
(C‐204 – C‐205). 

 Under Demographic in the Forage Fish Availability (2.1) text, the comma in the second to last 
sentence needs to be closed (page C‐16) 

 The threats table is missing section 4. Research, Monitoring, and Evaluation that correspond 
with the Actions 4.1 Habitat, 4.2 Demographic, 4.3 Non‐Natives. 

Yakima River Core Area text (pages C‐273 – C‐275) 

 Cle Elum is typed as one word when it should be two (page 275) 

Other suggestions: 

Be consistent on whether to abbreviate words or not. For example, throughout the plan South Fork 
Tieton is written as South Fork Tieton, S. Fork Tieton and SF Tieton. When using the “find” tool as a 
search feature to lookup information regarding a specific stream, it’s easier if the stream’s name is 
written consistently throughout the document. 

Be consistent on whether to use the word “river” or “creek” when identifying a body of water. 
Throughout the Actions to Address Habitat Threats text it sometimes used sporadically. For example, in 
the Actions text Ahtanum Creek is referred to as Ahtanum, Ahtanum Cr., and Ahtanum Creeks. 
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Project Name: Gold Creek Instream Design Project #15-1153                    

Draft Gold Creek Communications Team Memorandum of Understanding (v 7-22-15) 
 

In the interest of ensuring that all stakeholders are accurately and appropriately positioned in 
communications with Kittitas Conservation Trust (KCT) regarding the Gold Creek Instream Habitat 
Restoration Design Project, KCT and all stakeholders will adhere to the following Memorandum of 
Understanding.  
 
Prior to completion of any stage of analysis and design (additional conceptual designs, hydrologic 
analysis and assessments, 30% design, 60% design, & 90% design), all partners shall develop and 
agree upon communications strategies and messages that will describe the goals of the project, as 
well as each partner’s respective roles and contributions to its success. The strategy will include a 
contingency plan to be enacted if it is determined that the agreed strategy fails to allow 
stakeholders to participate in the open communication that is required to realize project success. 
 
Communications Process 
KCT has designated Mitchell Long, Project Manager, as the project sponsor lead that will coordinate 
all communication efforts for the project. 
 
Representatives, from each partner entity, will constitute the Gold Creek Communications Team 
(GCCT). Each partner organization will appoint up to one representative and one alternate 
representative to participate on the GCCT. Each partner organization is solely responsible for 
appointing, removing and, in the case of vacancies, replacing its representative and alternate 
representative on the Gold Creek Communications Team. KCT will create a contact list for 
distribution of pertinent materials, agendas, meeting dates, times, venues, minutes from previous 
meetings, and other items regarding the project. If someone other than the identified contact(s) is 
to represent a partner entity or additional contacts will be added to the communication team, the 
previous contact(s) from the partner entity shall notify the KCT’s Project Manager.  

 
Identified Potential Partners 

• Kittitas Conservation Trust 
• Ski Tur Valley Maintenance Association 
• Forterra 
• Washington State DOT 
• US Forest Service  

o Mount Baker Snoqualmie – North Bend Ranger District 
o Okanogan/Wenatchee – Cle Elum Ranger District 

• US Bureau of Reclamation 
• US Fish and Wildlife Service 
• Yakama Nation 
• Washington State Dept. of Fish and Wildlife Service 
• Washington State Dept. of Ecology 
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• Conservation Northwest 
• Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust 
• Others? 
 

Roles and Responsibilities of Gold Creek Communications Team Representatives: 
• Make every effort to attend GCCT meetings, participate in conference calls, and maintain 

communication with the project manager regarding their schedule and availability. 
• Come to meetings prepared to contribute to discussions. 
• Engage their constituency to the extent possible by:  

o Circulate all meeting topics and documents and items where a decision will be made 
as needed to both prepare for upcoming Work Group meetings and share Work 
Group meeting outcomes. 

o Communicate with the Work Group about how much time is necessary to prepare 
for expected Work Group decisions. 

o Inform the Work Group of the status of communications within their caucus if there 
is a decision on the table, or amendments to decisions are proposed.  

o Respond to draft documents by Incorporating the organization’s edits into one 
document for return to KCT’s Project Manager for distribution to the core 
communications team 

• Engage in dialogue that includes listening carefully, asking questions, and informing others.  
• The atmosphere will be one of problem solving, rather than stating positions.  
• Work cooperatively to accomplish the goals of the GCCT and acknowledge that all 

participants bring legitimate purposes, goals, concerns and interests, whether or not they 
agree. 

• Listen to all perspectives on issues and seek to identify areas of agreement, as well as 
reasons for different points of view. 

• Focus on the agenda topics, share discussion time, avoid interrupting, respect time 
constraints, keep reactions and responses from being personal, and avoid side 
conversations. 

• Work to identify consensus on recommendations and other decisions. 
• Schedule an appropriate date and agenda items for each GCCT meeting, including those 

required that are in addition to regularly scheduled meetings 
• Secure official signatures from your organization’s decision making body and providing 

written approvals to KCT for distribution to the core communications team.  
• Based on each partner’s involvement in the design process and available capacity, the Gold 

Creek Communications Team will determine which representative(s) will assume lead 
responsibilities in the development of communications materials. Such responsibilities may 
include, but are not limited to: 

o Participate in development of a project communication strategy and plan 
o Write outline or first draft of meeting agendas 
o Circulate materials to designated liaisons for review 
o Incorporate edits into final documents(s) 
o Distribute materials to members of your organization or stakeholder group  

• All representatives will provide final, written approval on design materials to KCT for 
distribution to the core communications team before any materials are released as final. 
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Decision-Making Guidelines 
Consensus, defined as consent of all members, will be the preferred method of determining Gold 
Creek Communication Team agreement on issues. The GCCT will reach consensus on an issue when 
it agrees upon a single alternative and each participant can honestly say: 
 

• I believe that other participants understand my point of view. 
• I believe I understand other participants’ points of view. 
• Whether or not I prefer this alternative, I support it because it was arrived at openly and 

fairly, and it is the best decision for us at this time. 
 
Regularly Scheduled Quarterly Meetings 
There will be regularly scheduled quarterly meetings that will involve the Project Sponsor (KCT) and 
communication liaisons.  It will be the discretion of the Project Sponsor (KCT) to determine the 
necessity of entities under contract with KCT to attend these meetings.  All communications with 
contractors working for the project for KCT will be directed through KCT’s Project Manager. 
 

• Quarterly meetings will take place at a venue of mutual agreement from all stakeholders, 
landowners, partner agency, organizations, and KCT.   

• An agenda will be prepared and a draft distributed to the core communication team at least 
two weeks prior to the meeting for input, edits, and additions.   

• The date and venue for the following quarterly meeting will be determined at the quarterly 
meeting and following consensus of the GCCT.  

• One person shall be nominated to be the recorder of these meetings and will take notes and 
provide draft minutes to the core communications team for distribution.   

 
Additional Meetings 
KCT recognizes that there may be a need for additional meetings with individual partners to ensure 
project success.  Any partner that requires an additional meeting may call such a meeting.  That 
entity will contact the KCT Project Manager to discuss the requirements of the meeting, determine 
who should be in attendance, and agree on a date and venue.  The entire GCCT will be informed of 
the meeting and agenda and may attend if it is warranted or desired.    The core communications 
team will be provided meeting minutes or outcomes of the meeting to ensure the entire group is 
aware of actions or concerns that are represented at these meetings are commutated to all 
partners. 
 
Media Inquiries 
If contacted by the media, Gold Creek Communications Team representatives will only represent the 
views of their own organizations and will not represent the GCCT as a whole. 
 
Amendments to this Memorandum of Understanding 
This MOU may be amended, altered, or repealed by the Gold Creek Communications Team at any 
meeting attended by the majority of GCCT representatives. Amendments will be made using the 
decision making process outlined in this MOU. 



Subject: Fish Passage Priorities for the Yakima Basin 
 
Dear Partners, 
 
I am sending this message out broadly to get your input as the Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery 
Board prepares a response to an information request from WDFW. Please email me any input you 
would like considered by AUGUST 6 so we can compile it into our response to WDFW, which is due 
August 14. 
 
So what are we asking for your help to identify? The state Fish Barrier Removal Board is requesting 
input from Salmon Recovery Boards like us as it develops a statewide fish barrier strategy in 
anadromous streams (see attached).  The Fish Barrier Removal Board, which is administered by WDFW 
will use the information to develop a prioritized list of projects that can be submitted to the legislature 
for funding consideration. The program focuses on a coordinated approach to fixing state, local 
government, tribal and private barriers.  
 
At this time they have asked us to identify: 
 

1) A focal watershed in each regional area, where a coordinated approach to fish barrier removal 
can open high quality habitat and have a large benefit for salmon and steelhead recovery if 
barriers were removed. The Fish Passage Board intends to develop a process to analyze and 
fund specific projects in identified focal watersheds. In discussions to date, there seems to be 
broad support for identifying the Wilson Creek watershed (including all its tributaries) as the 
focal watershed for the Yakima Basin. Your feedback on whether this is the best candidate, and 
which other areas could be considered instead is requested! 
 

2)  Specific high priority barrier removal projects adjacent to other funded or recently completed 
(within 5 years) fish passage projects. The emphasis here is on maximizing the benefit from 
existing barrier removal projects (especially WSDOT projects) by focusing new effort on adjacent 
barriers. These projects do not need to be in the focal watershed. At this point we are compiling 
an initial list of projects to consider, and all suggestions are welcome. We will work with WDFW 
to understand their criteria and identify a short-list of projects for consideration. We will need 
specific information on projects to be included on the short list, including location, photos, etc 
(see list of criteria and information requirements in the attached). PLEASE LET US KNOW OF 
SPECIFIC PROJECTS WE SHOULD CONSIDER, AND BE READY TO WORK WITH US TO COMPILE 
REQUIRED INFORMATION BY August 14. 
 

I recognize that the timeline on this request is short, but we are excited to have the opportunity to 
provide substantive input into the development of a new statewide program. WDFW will use this input 
to develop a funding request for consideration by the state legislature in next year’s supplemental 
budget process, and it be great to see some good work in the Yakima Basin highlighted on that list! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Alex Conley 
Executive Director 
Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board 
aconley@ybfwrb.org   

mailto:aconley@ybfwrb.org


Request to Salmon Recovery Regions to submit priority 
watersheds and fish passage barriers: 

 

Information needed on where to start restoring ecosystem connectivity  
 

July 14, 2015 
 
Background 
 
In 2014, legislation was passed that directed the creation of the Fish Barrier Removal Board (FBRB). The 
FBRB is tasked with developing a strategic approach and schedule that identifies and prioritizes the 
projects necessary to eliminate transportation-related fish passage barriers for anadromous salmonids. 
The goal is to maximize anadromous fish access to high quality habitat through a coordinated strategy 
that prioritizes opportunities to correct fish barriers (single or multiple) across a watershed, including 
the barriers located furthest downstream. While many fish passage investments have already been 
made, thousands of barriers remain.  
 
To develop a systematic approach to optimize barrier removals, the FBRB is interested in utilizing the 
state’s existing salmon recovery framework developed under the 1999 Statewide Strategy to recover 
salmon while coordinating with existing salmon recovery programs. This effort is not an attempt to 
reshuffle existing resources, but to create a coordinated strategy that can leverage new funding sources 
to address fish passage issues throughout the state. The FBRB understands and has discussed the need 
for a program that includes watershed barrier inventories, landowner outreach, feasibility and design, 
and construction funding.  
 
The FBRB would like local input in the development of a statewide fish passage program with a regional 
framework.  The FBRB needs assistance on determining where to focus initial efforts. The information 
submitted will be analyzed by WDFW and then used to create a priority list of projects that will be 
approved by the FBRB.  The goal is to submit a list of projects as a funding request package to the 
legislature in the 2017-19 biennium (see flow chart page 5). 
 
Approach: Watershed and Coordination Pathways 
 
The FBRB is developing two funding pathways for correcting fish passage barriers across the state. The 
Watershed pathway focuses on high priority watersheds in each region and expedites the removal of 
multiple barriers within those watersheds. Through this funding pathway, high priority barriers will be 
identified and corrected throughout selected priority watersheds. Barriers lowest in the selected 
watersheds will be corrected first. The objective of this pathway is to have a focused approach, where 
investments can be directed in high quality watersheds where barrier removal will have the highest 
contribution to salmon and steelhead recovery.   
 
The Coordinated Project pathway focuses on priority barrier removal projects adjacent to other funded 
or recently completed fish passage projects. These opportunistic projects may occur inside or outside of 
the watersheds selected in the Watershed pathway. An example of this pathway would be to prioritize a 
local government barrier and a private barrier downstream of a recently completed or funded WSDOT 
fish passage project. 
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REQUEST TO RECOVERY REGIONS 
 
Watershed Approach 
 
The FBRB is seeking the expertise and local knowledge of the salmon recovery regions for correcting fish 
barriers in anadromous streams. The FBRB is requesting that each recovery region nominate a 
watershed, within their coverage area, where fish passage projects would open high quality habitat and 
have the largest benefit for salmon and steelhead recovery. Nominated watersheds should benefit 
depressed, threatened, or endangered stocks, and/or support tribal treaty rights. Watersheds with 
healthy anadromous runs, or runs with an undefined stock status, should be considered if high quality 
habitat can be made accessible through barrier removals. These priority watersheds will help the FBRB 
determine how to get the most value from future project investments. Please explain why the 
watershed is a good candidate for fish passage restoration. If nominating multiple watersheds, please 
list in prioritized order.      
 
Considerations for Watershed pathway nominations: 
 
 Amount of quality steelhead and coho salmon rearing habitat within the nominated watershed 
 Limited amount of impervious surfaces within the watershed  
 Minimal amounts of water temperature concerns, as identified by Washington State 

Department of Ecology’s 303 D and 305 B listings, within the watershed  
 High diversity of barrier ownership types: state, local, private, tribal, etc. 
 What critical anadromous populations would benefit most from fish passage projects within the 

recovery region?   
 Barrier density – number of barriers per stream mile 
 Consider the Viable Salmon Population criteria (see questions below) 

o Are the parent populations classified as “primary” or otherwise considered essential to 
recovery of the ESU?  

o To what extent would the restored watershed contribute to achieving viable salmonid 
population(s), relative to other populations? 

o Spatial structure - does the watershed have potential to be a major or minor spawning 
area?  Would it contribute a meaningful area for expanded distribution and reduced 
population risk due to increased spatial structure? 

o Abundance - Will the barrier restoration add a meaningful quantity of habitat to the 
population and to what extent might it contribute to improvements in abundance?  
Quantify the relationship of the fish potential in the restored watershed to the whole 
population (e.g., stream area, intrinsic potential, EDT or other life cycle model outputs).   

o Productivity - Is the quality of the habitat in the restored watershed worse than, similar 
to, or better than the quality of habitat in the rest of the population? 

o Diversity - Will the expanded distribution result in reduced risk for diversity? (e.g., 
unique habitat types, ecoregions, flow or temperature regimes that allow unique life 
history pathways to be successful). 

 

The FBRB will consider additional factors presented by the recovery regions in support of their 
nomination. Please remember that this input is at a watershed scale. We intend to have future 
discussions on individual streams and barriers once priority watersheds are determined. 
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Coordinated Project Pathway 
 
In addition to nominating priority watersheds for the Watershed Pathway, the FBRB requests that 
recovery regions consult with their regional partners to identify high priority barrier removal projects 
adjacent to other funded or recently completed (within 5 years) fish passage projects. The following 
considerations will be used to review Coordinated Project nominations: 

 
 Habitat quality 
 Benefit to steelhead and coho salmon 
 Benefit to other anadromous species 
 Project readiness 
 Cost/benefit 
 Linear gain 
 Barrier owner diversity 
 Barrier owner willingness 
 Barrier corrections completed upstream and downstream of the targeted project  

 
Please provide a prioritized project list for the Coordinated Project pathway.  For consideration, the 
project list must include: 
 
 GPS coordinates in decimal degrees of the target site3 and nominated barrier(s) 
 WDFW Fish Passage Diversion Screening Inventory (FPDSI) database Site ID4, if applicable 
 Photos of target site and nominated barrier(s) 
 Ownership type (state, local, private, etc.) of target site and nominated barrier(s) 
 Number of downstream barriers in watershed 
 Description of ‘project readiness’ of nominated barriers including any scoping, design, barrier 

owner willingness, etc.  
 Species use  

 
3 ‘target site’ is the funded or recently completed fish passage project  
4 link to FPDSI data - http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/habitat/fish_passage/data_maps.html 
 
 
The WDFW is available to work directly with recovery regions to share existing barrier information from 
the WDFW Fish Passage Database and answer questions if needed.   
 
For questions contact: Cade Roler – Cade.Roler@dfw.wa.gov or 360-902-2351 
 
 
Please nominate a priority watershed and a list of prioritized coordinated projects by August 
14, 2015 and provide a brief justification of your nominations. Please submit nominations 
electronically to WDFW at FBRB@dfw.wa.gov. WDFW will do a first assessment of your 
submitted nominations starting August 14th.  
 
 
 
 

3 
 

http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/habitat/fish_passage/data_maps.html
mailto:Cade.Roler@dfw.wa.gov
mailto:FBRB@dfw.wa.gov


Useful links: 
 
FBRB Homepage: http://wdfw.wa.gov/about/advisory/fbrb/ 
WDFW Fish Passage Homepage: http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/habitat/fish_passage/ 
SalmonScape: http://apps.wdfw.wa.gov/salmonscape/ 
Department of Ecology Water Quality Interactive Map: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/ 
wq/303d/index.html 
 
To locate fish passage projects: 
 
Aquatic Protection Permitting System (APPS): https://www.govonlinesaas.com/WA/WDFW/ 
Public/Client/WA_WDFW/Shared/Pages/Main/Login.aspx 
Recreational and Conservation Office (RCO) PRoject Information SysteM (PRISM): http:// 
www.rco.wa.gov/ prism_app/ about_prism.shtml 
WSDOT Annual Progress Reports - http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Projects/FishPassage/ 
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Flowchart representing nomination process for both FBRB Pathways 
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The following pages include the three RCW’s that govern the Fish Barrier Removal FBRB.  
 

RCW 77.95.160 

Fish passage barrier removal FBRB — 
Membership — Duties. 

 

(1) The department shall maintain a fish passage barrier removal FBRB. The FBRB must be 
composed of a representative from the department, the department of transportation, cities, 
counties, the governor's salmon recovery office, tribal governments, and the department of 
natural resources. The representative of the department must serve as chair of the FBRB and 
may expand the membership of the FBRB to representatives of other governments, 
stakeholders, and interested entities. 
 
(2)(a) The duty of the FBRB is to identify and expedite the removal of human-made or caused 
impediments to anadromous fish passage in the most efficient manner practical through the 
development of a coordinated approach and schedule that identifies and prioritizes the projects 
necessary to eliminate fish passage barriers caused by state and local roads and highways and 
barriers owned by private parties. 
 
(b) The coordinated approach must address fish passage barrier removals in all areas of the 
state in a manner that is consistent with a recognition that scheduling and prioritization is 
necessary. 
 
(c) The FBRB must coordinate and mutually share information, when appropriate, with: 
 
(i) Other fish passage correction programs, including local salmon recovery plan implementation 
efforts through the governor's salmon recovery office; 
 
(ii) The applicable conservation districts when developing schedules and priorities within set 
geographic areas or counties; and 
 
(iii) The recreation and conservation office to ensure that barrier removal methodologies are 
consistent with, and maximizing the value of, other salmon recovery efforts and habitat 
improvements that are not primarily based on the removal of barriers. 
 
(d) Recommendations must include proposed funding mechanisms and other necessary 
mechanisms and methodologies to coordinate state, tribal, local, and volunteer barrier removal 
efforts within each water resource inventory area and satisfy the principles of RCW 77.95.180. 
To the degree practicable, the FBRB must utilize the database created in RCW 77.95.170 and 
information on fish barriers developed by conservation districts to guide methodology 
development. The FBRB may consider recommendations by interested entities from the private 
sector and regional fisheries enhancement groups. 
 
(e) When developing a prioritization methodology under this section, the FBRB shall consider: 
 
(i) Projects benefiting depressed, threatened, and endangered stocks; 
 

6 
 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=77.95.180
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=77.95.170


(ii) Projects providing access to available and high quality spawning and rearing habitat; 
 
(iii) Correcting the lowest barriers within the stream first; 
 
(iv) Whether an existing culvert is a full or partial barrier; 
 
(v) Projects that are coordinated with other adjacent barrier removal projects; and 
 
(vi) Projects that address replacement of infrastructure associated with flooding, erosion, or 
other environmental damage. (f) The FBRB may not make decisions on fish passage standards 
or categorize as impassible culverts or other infrastructure developments that have been 
deemed passable by the department.  

[2014 c 120 § 4; 2000 c 107 § 110; 1997 c 389 § 6; 1995 c 367 § 2. Formerly RCW 75.50.160.] 

Notes: 
Findings -- 1997 c 389: See note following RCW 77.95.100.  

Severability -- Effective date -- 1995 c 367: See notes following RCW 77.95.150. 
 
 
 
 

RCW 77.95.170 

Salmonid fish passage — Removing 
impediments — Grant program — 
Administration — Database directory. 

 

(1) The department may coordinate with the recreation and conservation office in the 
administration of all state grant programs specifically designed to assist state agencies, private 
landowners, tribes, organizations, and volunteer groups in identifying and removing 
impediments to salmonid fish passage. The transportation improvement FBRB may administer 
all grant programs specifically designed to assist cities, counties, and other units of local 
governments with fish passage barrier corrections associated with transportation projects. All 
grant programs must be administered and be consistent with the following: 
 
(a) Salmonid-related corrective projects, inventory, assessment, and prioritization efforts; 
 
(b) Salmonid projects subject to a competitive application process; and 
 
(c) A minimum dollar match rate that is consistent with the funding authority's criteria. If no 
funding match is specified, a match amount of at least twenty-five percent per project is 
required. For local, private, and volunteer projects, in-kind contributions may be counted toward 
the match requirement. 
 
(2) Priority shall be given to projects that match the principles provided in RCW 77.95.180. 
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(3) All projects subject to this section shall be reviewed and approved by the fish passage 
barrier removal FBRB created in RCW 77.95.160 or an alternative oversight committee 
designated by the state legislature. 
 
(4) Other agencies that administer natural resource-based grant programs shall use fish 
passage selection criteria that are consistent with this section when those programs are 
addressing fish passage barrier removal projects. 
 
(5)(a) The department shall establish a centralized database directory of all fish passage barrier 
information. The database directory must include, but is not limited to, existing fish passage 
inventories, fish passage projects, grant program applications, and other databases. These data 
must be used to coordinate and assist in habitat recovery and project mitigation projects. 
 
(b) The department must develop a barrier inventory training program that qualifies participants 
to perform barrier inventories and develop data that enhance the centralized database. The 
department may decide the qualifications for participation. However, employees and volunteers 
of conservation districts and regional salmon recovery groups must be given priority 
consideration.  

[2014 c 120 § 3; 1999 c 242 § 4; 1998 c 249 § 16. Formerly RCW 75.50.165.] 

Notes: 
Findings -- Purpose -- Report -- Effective date -- 1998 c 249: See notes following RCW 
77.55.181. 
 
 
 

RCW 77.95.180 

Fish passage barrier removal program. 
 

(1)(a) To maximize available state resources, the department and the department of 
transportation must work in partnership to identify and complete projects to eliminate fish 
passage barriers caused by state roads and highways. 
 
(b) The partnership between the department and the department of transportation must be 
based on the principle of maximizing habitat recovery through a coordinated investment strategy 
that, to the maximum extent practical and allowable, prioritizes opportunities: To correct multiple 
fish barriers in whole streams rather than through individual, isolated projects; to coordinate with 
other entities sponsoring barrier removals, such as regional fisheries enhancement groups 
incorporated under this chapter, in a manner that achieves the greatest cost savings to all 
parties; and to correct barriers located furthest downstream in a stream system. Examples of 
this principle include: 
 
(i) Coordinating with all relevant state agencies and local governments to maximize the habitat 
recovery value of the investments made by the state to correct fish passage barriers; 
 
(ii) Maximizing the habitat recovery value of investments made by public and private forest 
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landowners through the road maintenance and abandonment planning process outlined in the 
forest practices rules, as that term is defined in RCW 76.09.020; 
 
(iii) Recognizing that many of the barriers owned by the state are located in the same stream 
systems as barriers that are owned by cities and counties with limited financial resources for 
correction and that state-local partnership opportunities should be sought to address these 
barriers; and 
 
(iv) Recognizing the need to continue investments in the family forest fish passage program 
created pursuant to RCW 76.13.150 and other efforts to address fish passage barriers owned 
by private parties that are in the same stream systems as barriers owned by public entities. 
 
(2) The department shall also provide engineering and other technical services to assist 
nonstate barrier owners with fish passage barrier removal projects, provided that the barrier 
removal projects have been identified as a priority by the department and the department has 
received an appropriation to continue that component of a fish barrier removal program. 
 
(3) Nothing in this section is intended to: 
 
(a) Alter the process and prioritization methods used in the implementation of the forest 
practices rules, as that term is defined in RCW 76.09.020, or the family forest fish passage 
program, created pursuant to RCW 76.13.150, that provides public cost assistance to small 
forest landowners associated with the road maintenance and abandonment processes; or 
 
(b) Prohibit or delay fish barrier projects undertaken by the department of transportation or 
another state agency that are a component of an overall transportation improvement project or 
that are being undertaken as a direct result of state law, federal law, or a court order. However, 
the department of transportation or another state agency is required to work in partnership with 
the fish passage barrier removal FBRB created in RCW 77.95.160 to ensure that the 
scheduling, staging, and implementation of these projects are, to [the] maximum extent 
practicable, consistent with the coordinated and prioritized approach adopted by the fish 
passage barrier removal FBRB.  

[2014 c 120 § 2; 2010 1st sp.s. c 7 § 83; 1995 c 367 § 3. Formerly RCW 75.50.170.] 

Notes: 
Effective date -- 2010 1st sp.s. c 26; 2010 1st sp.s. c 7: See note following RCW 43.03.027.  

Severability -- Effective date -- 1995 c 367: See notes following RCW 77.95.150. 
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Work Group Goals 

The Salmon Recovery Network (SRNet) forum speaks with a unified voice to build public, political, and 
financial support for salmon recovery in Washington State. This forum provides a venue for relationship 
building, direct communication, and opportunities for coordination and collaboration among member 
organizations. 
  
The SRNet Work Group, which is comprised of representatives from SRNet partners, works to address 
and affect statewide salmon recovery funding and policy issues and to advance the goals of the SRNet as 
a whole. SRNet goals include:  

• SRNet partners create a forum where they can work together to build mutual understanding 
and identify shared priorities for action. 

• SRNet partners speak to others with a unified and mutually-supportive message about the roles, 
values, and functions of all network partners. 

• SRNet partners collaborate effectively at each organizational level (watershed, area, region, 
statewide). 

• SRNet partners support a long-term funding strategy for salmon recovery implementation that 
includes all network partners. 

• SRNet partners secure full funding for the human and organizational capacity needed to 
effectively implement salmon recovery. 

Work Group Membership and Representation 
A. Membership 
The SRNet is comprised of local, state, and federal entities that are implementing salmon and steelhead 
recovery in Washington State. The SRNet Work Group includes representatives from the following SRNet 
partners:1 

• Conservation Districts 
• Council of Regions 
• Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office 
• Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups Coalition 
• Salmon Recovery Funding Board 
• State Agencies (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife lead) 
• Tribal Representatives (voting approach to be determined) 
• Washington Salmon Coalition 

 
Although the Work Group strives to operate by consensus, each SRNet partner represents one vote 
within the SRNet Work Group. In addition, the following federal and state agencies will participate in the 
Work Group as resource members: NOAA Fisheries, Washington State Department of Ecology, 
Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Puget Sound Partnership, Washington State 
Department of Transportation, Washington State Conservation Commission, and the Recreation and 
Conservation Office.    

                                                           
1 This list is the start of building a broader coalition over time, recognizing the critical roles many other partners 
play in salmon recovery. The SRNet is being constructed to be an inclusive forum.  
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Resource members will each have a seat at the table and will be free to participate in the discussion. 
Each resource member will have a designated Work Group member.  When there are decisions being 
considered by the group, resource members can choose to abstain or they will work with their member 
representative as a caucus. 

Other interested parties and the public are free to attend Work Group meetings at any time and will be 
asked to speak during the public comment portion of the meetings. 

Additional organizations or groups may be added and representatives appointed by the Work Group by 
consensus. 

B. Appointment, Removal, and Vacancies of Work Group Representatives and Alternates 
• Each SRNet partner will appoint up to one representative and one alternate representative to 

participate in the Work Group.  
• Each SRNet partner is solely responsible for appointing, removing and, in the case of vacancies, 

replacing its representative and alternate representative on the Work Group.  
 

Work Group Protocols 
A. Roles and Responsibilities of Work Group Representatives 
Work Group representatives will: 

• Make every effort to attend Work Group meetings, participate in conference calls, and maintain 
communication with the facilitation team regarding their schedule and availability. 

• Come to meetings prepared to contribute to discussions. 
• Engage their constituency to the extent possible and seek to clearly articulate their concerns 

and goals regarding issues. 
• Engage in dialogue that includes listening carefully, asking questions, and informing others. The 

atmosphere will be one of problem solving, rather than stating positions.  
• Work cooperatively to accomplish the goals of the Work Group and acknowledge that all 

participants bring legitimate purposes, goals, concerns and interests, whether or not they agree. 
• Listen to all perspectives on issues and seek to identify areas of agreement, as well as reasons 

for different points of view. 
• Focus on the agenda topics, share discussion time, avoid interrupting, respect time constraints, 

keep reactions and responses from being personal, and avoid side conversations. 
• Work to identify consensus on recommendations and other decisions. 

 
B. Roles and Responsibilities of the Work Group Facilitators2 
The Facilitators will: 

• Serve as impartial individual(s) who guide the process. 
• Help keep the Work Group focused on its agreed-upon tasks. 
• Coordinate Work Group meeting logistics. 
• Facilitate discussions during Work Group meetings and ensure that all Work Group 

representatives have opportunities and time to speak. 
• Prepare and distribute agendas and materials prior to each Work Group meeting and work to 

assure that presentations and materials meet the needs of the Work Group.  

                                                           
2 Neutral third-party facilitators from Triangle Associates, Inc. will facilitate up to seven Work Group meetings from 
December 2014- 2016.  
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• Prepare meeting summaries focused on action items and a brief record of the topics discussed. 
• As needed, discuss issues and approaches with members between meetings in order to help the 

group move forward in their process and tasks.  
• Help draft and review Work Group products. 

 
C. Meeting Expectations 

• A representative and/or alternate representative from each SRNet partner will participate in 
each Work Group meeting (either in-person or virtually). 

• Work Group meetings will be led by a neutral third-party facilitator and/or other individual(s) as 
decided upon by the Work Group. 

• The Work Group can choose to appoint a Chair annually by consensus. 
• The Work Group will determine the frequency, location, and dates of its meetings, and will 

announce them in advance. The Work Group expects to meet approximately seven times from 
April 2015-December 2016. 

• Meetings will be task-oriented with an agenda and materials prepared for and distributed to the 
Work Group in advance to support informed discussions and decision-making. 

• Meetings are open to observers (e.g. any non-Work Group representatives). Observers may 
participate in the Work Group’s discussion during the public comment portion of the meeting or 
at the request of a Work Group representative.  

• The facilitators will send draft meeting summaries to the Work Group after each meeting. Draft 
summaries will be reviewed and accepted (with revisions if needed) by the Work Group at the 
following Work Group meeting.  
 

D. Decision-Making Guidelines 
Consensus, defined as consent of all members, will be the preferred method of determining Work Group 
agreement on issues. The Work Group will reach consensus on an issue when it agrees upon a single 
alternative and each participant can honestly say: 
 

• I believe that other participants understand my point of view. 
• I believe I understand other participants’ points of view. 
• Whether or not I prefer this alternative, I support it because it was arrived at openly and fairly, 

and it is the best decision for us at this time. 
 
In instances where consensus cannot be reached, the pros and cons of the different alternatives and the 
interests represented will be presented in meeting summaries/reports. A “parking lot” may be used to 
capture issues that are important, yet peripheral to the goals of the Work Group. 

(Adapted from a definition by Carl Moore, the Community Store by Triangle Associates, Seattle) 

Meeting summaries and/or reports will capture agreements and differing perspectives. All 
summaries/reports will be reviewed, revised as needed, and accepted by the Work Group through 
regularly scheduled meetings or by email. 
 
E. Communications 
Internal Communications 
Work Group representatives are encouraged to communicate among themselves between meetings in 
an effort to work towards achieving Work Group goals and objectives. 
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Communications with Constituents  
SRNet Work Group representatives will:  

• Circulate all meeting topics and decisions as needed to both prepare for upcoming Work Group 
meetings and share Work Group meeting outcomes. 

• Communicate with the Work Group about how much time is necessary to prepare for expected 
Work Group decisions. 

• Inform the Work Group of the status of communications within their caucus if there is a decision 
on the table, or amendments to decisions are proposed.  
 

F. Media Inquiries: 
If contacted by the media, Work Group representatives will only represent the views of their own 
organizations or agencies and will not represent the SRNet Work Group as a whole.  

 
G. Amendments to this Charter 
This Charter may be amended, altered, or repealed by the Work Group at any Work Group meeting 
attended by the majority of Work Group representatives. Amendments will be made using the decision 
making process outlined in this Charter. The Work Group will review and approve the Charter annually.  
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Approved and adopted on [DATE] by the Salmon Recovery Network Work Group Representatives: 

[Add complete list of Work Group representative 



 

Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board 
 

LEAD ENTITY PROGRAM COORDINATOR 
 

Job Description 
As approved by the Board on DATE 

Organizational Background 
 
This is a full-time exempt position with the Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board.  The YBFWRB is 
a non-profit corporation created by county, city and tribal governments in the Yakima Basin. The mission 
of the YBFWRB is to restore sustainable and harvestable populations of salmon, steelhead, bull trout and 
other at-risk fish and wildlife species through collaborative, economically sensitive efforts, combined 
resources, and wise resource management of the Yakima River Basin. For more information, 
see www.ybfwrb.org 
 
Job Summary 
 
This is a management position that reports to the Board’s Executive Director and is based at the Board’s 
office in Yakima, Washington.  The Lead Entity Program Coordinator manages the Board’s Lead Entity 
Program, which solicits and reviews local grant applications for funding through the Salmon Recovery 
Funding Board (SRFB) program. This position supports local project sponsors, and serves as a liaison with 
the state’s Recreation and Conservation Office’s salmon recovery program staff. This is a small office 
setting, and the Lead Entity Program Coordinator needs to have the flexibility to work at all levels, from 
developing and funding new initiatives to taking care of day-to-day office logistics.   
 
 
Responsibilities: 
 
The Program Coordinator will undertake the following at the direction of the Executive Director: 
 
A) Coordinate the Board’s annual Lead Entity review of SRFB project proposals (60%) 

 
• Lead the development of an annual prioritized salmon habitat restoration project list to be 

submitted to the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB); 
 

• Organize and coordinate the Board’s technical advisory group and citizen committee;  
 

• Conduct periodic reviews of the Lead Entity process with local sponsors and reviewers to 
identify areas for improvement; 

 
• Draft, review and edit Board correspondence, manuals, plans and other written products 

relating to the Lead Entity process; 
 

• Maintain Board relationships with state Recreation and Conservation Office salmon recovery 
program staff and local project sponsors; 
 

• Conduct outreach and develop outreach materials to support the lead entity program. 

http://www.ybfwrb.org/


 

 

B) Work with project sponsors and partners in the Yakima basin to promote recovery projects (15%) 
 

• Support project sponsors implementing SRFB-funded projects in the Yakima Basin; 
 

• Identify potential funding sources for the Board and its partners, write proposals and manage 
grants; 
 

• Work with partners (Ecology, YBIP, Yakama Nation, USFWS, etc) to coordinate how existing 
project funding sources are allocated and used; 

 
• Work with diverse stakeholder groups and agencies to implement Board programs. 

 
 

C) Maintain project data to help the Board track progress toward recovery goals (10%) 
 

• Work with other Board staff and partners to collect data needed to track and evaluate projects 
that implement the Board’s recovery plan; 
 

• Coordinate habitat project data entry into the State’s Habitat Work Schedule System. 
 

D) Represent the Board in Statewide Forums (10%)  
 

• Represent the Board in statewide salmon recovery forums, including the Washington Salmon 
Coalition and meetings of the SRFB; 
 

• Participate in SRFB or Washington Salmon Coalition sponsored training and development 
opportunities for lead entities as they occur.   

 
 
E) Other (5%) 

 
• Assist with various Board & office logistics. 

 
• Organize and facilitate a broad range of meetings, work groups and special events; 

 
• Manage contracts, billings and procurement for the Lead Entity program; 

 
• Prepare reports on and maintain records of Lead Entity process; 

 
• Perform other duties as assigned by the Executive Director. 

 
 
  



 

Qualifications 
 

• A combination of experience, education and training equivalent to a Bachelor’s Degree and 2 
plus years of professional or managerial experience. 
 

• Strong organizational and communication skills. 
 

• A proven ability to work cooperatively and collaboratively in a team atmosphere. 
 

• Ability to work effectively with a diverse group, including government agencies, tribes, non-
profit organizations, and local citizens. 

 
• Basic computer skills (Word, Excel, PowerPoint, etc.). 

 
• Knowledge of and experience in Natural Resource Management preferred. 

 
• GIS and database management skills desirable. 

 
The Program Coordinator must be able to travel regularly within the Yakima Basin and to periodic 
meetings throughout the state. A valid Washington State Driver’s License and ability to provide your own 
vehicle are required.  Mileage will be reimbursed at the State-approved rate. 
 
 
Physical Requirements and Working Conditions 

The Program Coordinator must possess 1) mobility to work in a standard office setting and to use standard 
office equipment, including a computer, and to attend meetings (some in the evening) at various sites, 2) 
strength to lift and carry materials weighing up to 20 pounds; 3) vision to read printed materials and a 
computer screen; and hearing and 4) speech to communicate in person and over the telephone. 

 
Compensation 
 
Salary commensurate with experience, between $45,000 – 60,000 per year plus benefits. 
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