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1. INTRODUCTION

The Kittitas County Flood Control Zone District (FCZD) led a reach-scale corridor assessment
of four miles of the Yakima River near Ellensburg, Washington. The project reach begins at
the entrance to the Yakima River Canyon and extends upstream to the head of Jeffries Levee
(Figure 1). The project purpose is to develop a focused strategy and a list of viable projects
and management actions that can be cooperatively imptemented to improve aquatic habitat
and manage flood risk over the next 50 years.

1.1. Corridor Plan Objectives

Primary corridor plan objectives are:
» Identify opportunities to protect and restore salmonid habitat
« Identify opportunities to manage or reduce flood/erosion risk

+ Engage landowners, resource managers, and elected officials in the identification of a set
of habitat and flood risk reduction opportunities/projects that have broad community
support and can be cooperatively implemented

1.2. Background

The project was carried out to address two key issues:

1. The Yakima River has been designated as critical habitat for the Mid-Columbia Summer
Steelhead {Oncorhynchus mykiss) and Spring Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha),
species listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Resource agencies
have identified the project reach as critical for survival and health of salmonids. While
habitat quality within the reach is considered good, there is significant opportunity for
improvement.

2. Lateral erosion is threatening public facilities and private agricultural land. The river has
eroded a large breach through the Hansen Pits Levee, is threatening to migrate to and
through Ringer Loop Road, and is eroding banks along agricultural lands.

Rather than treat habitat needs and flood/erosion issues individually, the FCZD and partner
resource agencies determined that the reach is so important to salmonid populations that a
reach-scale investigation was needed to collectively assess both habitat and flood/erosion risk
management needs. The knowledge gained from this assessment could then be used to
develop a corridor plan guiding future actions that seek to strike a reasonable balance
between habitat preservation/restoration and flood risk management.

1.3. Definitions

Flood Risk Management: The term flood risk management is used throughout this report in
place of flood/erosion protection or flood/erosion control. A key project objective is to

o H
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identify flood and erosion hazards and determine the most prudent way to manage or reduce
risk, where risk is defined as the potential to lose something of value. Flood protection or
flood control usually implies that an action is taken to reduce or prevent damage to land,
structures, or people. However, it is often neither economically feasible nor prudent to
prevent flooding or erosion at any cost, especially now that such a high value is placed on
preservation or creation of habitat for threatened or endangered salmonids. Flood risk
management is an all-inclusive phrase that encompasses flood protection and flood control
actions, but it also includes other forms of flood and erosion risk reduction such as education,
restrictions on land-use, or moving items of value and people out of flood and erosion hazard
areas.

Off-Channel: The term off-channel refers to habitat located within the floodplain landward
of the main river channel.

side-Channel: The term side-channel refers to a physical channel located within the
floodplain landward of the main river. The channels are often remnant waterways or
excavated channels. They typically, but not always, contain water throughout the year.
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1.4. Existing Project Reach Conditions

Existing habitat and flood/erosion conditions were assessed during a previous project phase,
with the results documented in the two reports:

Technical Memorandum: Habitat Assessment, Yakima River Hansen Pits to Ringer Loop
Road (Herrera, June 2014).

Technical Memorandum: Flood & Erosion Assessment, Yakima River Hansen Pits to Yakima
Canyon (WSE, June 2014).

Key findings and recommendations based upon these investigations are summarized below.

1.4.1. Habitat Limiting Factors

The existing condition habitat assessment identified the following primary factors as limiting
salmonid habitat quantity/quality within the project reach (Herrera, June 2014).

Floodplain and Off-Channel Habitat -- While degraded relative to historical conditions,
the project reach contains some of the most productive remaining floodplain and off-
channel habitat in the Yakima River watershed.

Recommendation: Place a high priority on conservation, protection, and restoration of
existing habitats and open space.

Access to Side Channel and Pond Habitat -- Multiple levee and small-scale channel
filling/diversion projects have resulted in a significant decrease in access to and the
degradation of side channel habitat relative to historical conditions.

Recommendation: Many cut-off areas have potential to be highly productive due to
significant groundwater upwelling within the project reach. A high priority should be
given to reconnecting and restoring cut-off side channels and ponds.

Lack of Cover and Invasive Species -- While many off-channel habitat areas still exist
within the project reach, the quality of the habitat has been degraded due to a shift
towards dominance by non-native plant species that do not provide the degree of cover,
complexity, and food (insects) that native wood vegetation provides. The vegetation
shift, along with physical removal of woody debris in some areas, has resulted in a
decrease in shading and cover for juvenile salmonids, and increases in summer water
temperatures.

Recommendation: Increase bank and riparian vegetation adjacent to side channels and
within the floodplain. Plant native wood vegetation to increase shade, bank stability, and
wood recruitment. Manage or eradicate non-native vegetation such as reed canary grass.

Flow Regime -- The natural flow regime has been altered to supply water for irrigation.
The summer irrigation “flip-flop” as it is known, has a significant impact on salmonid
habitat. It produces extended high flows through summer months which reduce the

quality and quantity of summer instream rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids. The
WATERSHED
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“flip-flop™ also produces during this time high velocities in most areas of the main stem
and in many side channels that exceed the limits of juvenile fish swimming ability.

During flood season, attenuation of peak flood flows by upstream storage at four large
irrigation reservoirs has reduced overbank flow frequency and magnitude. This has
reduced geomorphic complexity through reduced bank erosion, meander migration,
sediment transport, and gravel/wood debris recruitment. It has likely decreased
groundwater recharge which may reduce cool water hyporheic flow to active side
channels later during the summer. It has also decreased the effectiveness of anadromous
smolt outmigration.

Even though the altered flow regime has impacted salmonids, it has helped produce a
healthy trout population, a key fishery that is important to the local economy.

Recommendation: Continue to support on-going efforts to refine irrigation flow
management practices to benefit salmonids and their habitat.

1 4.2. Flood and Erosion Countermeasures & Hazards

1.4.2.1. Flood and Erosion Countermeasures

The discussion of hazards, which follows in the next section, will benefit if the reader is first
aware of the flood and erosion countermeasures that exist within the project reach. The
countermeasures are described below and identified in Figure 2.

. Jeffries Levee - The Jeffries Levee is a 3500-foot long river training levee and revetment
originally built in the 1940s and subsequently repaired/upgraded multiple times. The
levee is enrolled in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) PL 84-99 program, a law
allowing the USACE to rehabilitate flood control works threatened or destroyed by flood.

« Hansen Pits Levee - The Hansen Pits Levee is a 2100-foot long river training levee and
revetment originally built in the 1940s. A 500-foot long section of the levee has been
severely damaged by erosion including a large section that has been completely washed
away. This levee is not in the USACE PL 84-99 levee maintenance program and has
received no significant maintenance in many years.

« Private Berm (downstream extension of the Hansen Pits levee) - The Private Berm is a
1200-foot long private berm that connects to and extends downstream from the Hansen
Pits Levee. The berm includes a large pile of concrete rubble and a constructed large
woody debris (LWD) jam near the downstream end. The berm was built in the late 1970s.
The concrete rubble and LWD jam were added at an unknown time.

« BLM Bank Protection - There are a series of small LWD rock riprap barb structures present
on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) property near Ringer Loop Road. They were
installed in the late 1990s to slow migration of the river into BLM land.

« Miscellaneous revetments - Several small local revetments exist at different locations,
each installed by landowners to reduce bank erosion along agricultural land.

september 2015 4’@ WATEBS-H:.EP
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1.4.2.2. Flood and Erosion Hazards

The following flood and erosion hazards were identified during the existing condition
evaluation (WSE, June 2014):

e Flooding -- Flood magnitude and frequency have decreased due to flow attenuation during
flood season by the four water supply (irrigation) reservoirs. This has reduced flooding,
bank erosion and channel migration within the project reach; however, significant risk
remains. The project reach has experienced several small to moderate floods in recent
memory, but it has not experienced a major flood, such as approaching the regulatory
100-year event.

Recommendations:

» The County should continue to strengthen floodplain management regulations to limit
development within the floodplain.

=  The FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) should be updated using the hydraulic
model that was created for this investigation.

« The County should continue to educate floodplain residents of risks.

« Residents living in the floodplain need to take appropriate action to prepare for a
major flood.

. Bank Erosion and Channel Migration -- Bank erosion and channel migration are active
along the outside bank of most meander bends. Migration currently threatens public
infrastructure and/or active agricultural land at two bends (see Figure 2). A large
meander is migrating toward Ringer Loop Road and currently is less than 20 feet from the
edge of pavement. It is migrating 15 to 25 feet per year and will likely reach the road in
one to two years. A large meander near the middle of the project reach is moving west
toward agricultural land, and is currently approximately 120 feet from such land. It is
migrating 10 to 15 feet per year and may reach the farmiand within 10 years or sooner
depending upon future flood magnitude and frequency.

The project reach contains numerous small scale bank erosion sites, some along
agricultural lands and others along riparian buffers.

Recommendations: For Ringer Loop Road, an independent investigation has been
completed in which alternative solutions were identified, evaluated, and ranked (WSE
2015). The top ranked and recommended alternative is presented and discussed in
Chapters 3 and 4 of this corridor plan.

For the migrating meander near mid-reach, install LWD or other habitat-suitable bank
erosion reduction countermeasures.

Local erosion sites along riparian areas should be allowed to continue to erode, for this
natural geomorphic process produces healthy and complex habitat. Erosion sites that
threaten agricultural land, such as the one discussed above, should be stabilized using
techniques that promote habitat (e.g. vegetation, LWD, etc.).

= WATE ED
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« Avulsions -- An avulsion of the main river channel into an existing side channel is possible
at several locations. Two locations are of particular concern because an avulsion would
cause significant erosion of agricultural land. The first is located at the Hansen Pits Levee
(see Avulsion Site 1, Figure 2). Here a large section of levee has been washed away
allowing the main channel direct access to a side channel. An avulsion is not imminent;
however, one may occur if the river continues to migrate toward the head of an adjacent
side channel. If the main channel avulses into the side channel, erosion may eventually
threaten adjacent agricuitural land and developed parcels further downstream. The
second and more imminent avulsion site is located at the entrance to a large side channel,
near the downstream end of the mid-reach meander (see Avulsion Site 2, Figure 2). An
avulsion here would cause significant erosion of agricultural land.

Recommendation: LWD jams should be designed and installed to reduce the likelihood of
an avulsion at both sites. (Note - the Kittitas County Sheriff has expressed recreational
safety concerns over the placement of wood within the river, an issue that will need to be
addressed).

o Jeffries Levee, Hansen Pits Levees, and Private Berm - The Jeffries Levee extends
diagonally across the west floodplain along the right (west) bank of the river. During
floods, a majority of flow that would naturally spread onto the west floodplain is
redirected by the levee to the east. This change in the flow direction is revealed in
Figure 3, a figure that was produced using the project reach hydraulic model. It shows
the increase (red) and decrease (blue) in 100-year flood depth that would be caused by
the Jeffries Levee if the Hansen Pits Levee and Private Berm were removed. Figure 4
shows that when the Hansen Pits Levee and the Private Berm are added back into the
hydraulic model, the two structures intercept most of the Jefferies Levee redirected flow
turning it south to follow the main river channel. This confirms that the Hansen Pits
Levee and the Private Berm are important structures because they reduce impacts caused
by the Jeffries Levee on the east floodplain.

Another impact of the Jeffries Levee is that the flow redirection increases erosive forces
at the Hansen Pits Levee, and this is a primary cause of the erosion that has breached the
levee.

These findings reveal that the Jeffries Levee has a major impact on flow and flooding
within the project reach. If the levee can be setback or removed to allow flow to spread
naturally across the west floodplain, risk on the east floodplain will be reduced which may
allow the Hansen Pits Levee and Private Berm to be removed.

The Jeffries Levee, Hansen Pits Levee, and Private Berm all have a significant impact on
channel morphology and therefore, satmonid habitat. They each:

e restrict natural geomorphic processes that create and sustain high quality habitat (e.g.
gravel and large wood recruitment through bank erosion).

« cause river bed substrate to coarsen which reduces the quality and quantity of areas
for spawning. The structures intercept and concentrate the flow, which increases
velocity and scour of the river bed. This reduces the area
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suitable for spawning, or if spawning has occurred, salmonid redds (nests) are more
likely to be damaged or destroyed during high water.

« reduce the number of resting pools with low water velocities. The river has migrated
to and effectively hugs long sections of each structure, creating a swift linear water
course devoid of pools.

Recommendations:

« The County should develop a policy that defines the extent of its role and
responsibility in maintaining flood and river training levees.

« All three structures should be modified to reduce their impact on flow, channel
morphology and habitat.
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2. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

2.1.  Engagement During Plan Development

stakeholder engagement was a high priority throughout development of the plan.
stakeholders included County staff and elected officials, landowners, partner organizations,
resource agency representatives, non-profit habitat groups, and the Yakama tribe.

A Technical Advisory Group (TAG) provided input and guidance to the project.
Representation on the TAG included:

« Kittitas County Conservation District (KCCD)

o City of Ellensburg

« Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)

s Washington State Department of Ecology (WDOE)

« Washington State Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB)

» Washington State Department of Transportation {WSDOT)

e Washington State Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)

s U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR)

s U.S. Bureau of Land Management

« National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries (NOAA)

s U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS)

» Yakama Indian Tribe

« Mid-Columbia Fish Enhancement Group (MCFEG)

e Trout Unlimited

» Yakima Basin Joint Board

Landowner involvement was conducted through individual and small group meetings, and
landowner guided site visits. Landowners participated in a general project kick-off public
meeting and they will be invited to participate in the corridor plan presentation public
meeting. A complete list of TAG and landowner engagement meetings is provided in
Appendix A. The appendix also includes a letter written by a group of landowners, which
recommends several flood relief actions. The actions focus primarily on the Schaake Levee
which is located immediately upstream from the project reach. The USBR is proposing to
setback the levee and construct several habitat restoration projects. The County and the
USBR are coordinating proposed actions.

2.2.  Engagement During Plan Implementation

The recommended projects proposed later in this document endeavor to strike a reasonable
and acceptable balance for both habitat preservation/ restoration and flood risk management.
Many projects, particularly those with a habitat focus, are widely supported by stakeholders;
therefore, stakeholder engagement will mainly require coordination with
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the landowners where the projects will be built. On the other hand, many proposed flood risk
management actions will have a direct impact on landowners and, therefore, significant
stakeholder engagement will be required for both detailed design and implementation.
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3. POTENTIAL PROJECTS AND SCREENING

This chapter presents the projects considered to improve habitat and reduce flood and
erosion risk. It also presents the results of the screening process used to rank projects in
order of overall benefit.

3.1.  Potential Habitat Projects

Thirty-one habitat focused projects were identified to preserve and restore salmonid habitat
and all of them are recommended. They are listed in Table 1 and locations presented in
Figures 5 and 6. Four projects are general actions that can be applied throughout the project
reach as opportunities arise. Twenty-seven projects enhance/restore habitat at specific
sites, ranging from planting native woody vegetation to construction of groundwater-fed
rearing channels.

Three landowners that have sizeable riverfront holdings have openly expressed a willingness
to consider installation of the proposed habitat projects on their property. The projects that
lie within each of the three land areas are identified by a number in the second column in
Table 1, where the numbers 1 to 3 refer to each land area. For example, projects 3, 4, and
24 all are located within property number 1. This column in the table also has the heading
“Early-Action Group No.,” which signifies that design and implementation of the habitat
projects within these three areas should begin right-away since the landowners appear to be
willing to consider restoration projects on their land. These “Early-Action” projects are
discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4 and in Appendix B.

5 WATERS
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Table 1. Potential Habitat Projects

Property ID /
Project Early Action
No. Group No. Potentlal Project
Priority Habitat Restoration Projects
General Reach-Wide Projects
NIA Protect snd Inarasse habilats throwgh sgricutture, habitst, of open-tpace i [and purch or other ahtematives,
NiA Control reed canary grass, revegetate with native woody spedes in key off channel habitst wmes cuch s gr dh h Iv and overllow channel outiets,
NIA Work with partner agendes Lo seek opporiunities lo rufine the Aow regime to reduce Impacts crasted By summearirrigation *fllp-fop”.
NIA salactivaly place WD key pieces and engineered habitat structures in side channels, gr h h is, and overflow ch i
Site Specific Projects
i |Control reed canary grass and revegelate with native_sw;!hmughouhhe woadland ama
Encoursgs river to develop natural meanders within ‘woodland area to improve mainstem habitat fomming procetsas, Lnitlate marndens by setting back upstream ona-
i ird of the JeHeries Levee. (Note this may require modifications 1a City of Ellensburg wastawater outfall}.
R 1 Expand Hpanan zone width by planting nalive vegetation ts improve shading and '} fan sk throwgh I d root cohasion, and Investigate LWD
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3.2.  Potential Flood & Erosion Risk Management Projects

Potential flood risk management projects are divided into three categories: 1) Policy
projects, 2) Reach-wide projects, and 3) Site specific projects. Policy recommendations are
intended to improve clarity with respect to County floodplain development regulations and
maintenance responsibilities. Reach-wide projects are actions that can be applied to
different locations within the project reach as opportunities arise. Site specific projects
involve the design and construction of capital projects at specific locations to address a
specific known impact or risk.

Policy Flood and Erosion Risk Management Projects

1. The County is actively working to improve floodplain management polices to reduce risk,
improve public safety, and to comply with requirements of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). This effort should
be continued for it has significant relevance to the project reach. A key element of the
effort should be the creation of new Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the project
reach. These maps should be created using the project reach hydraulic model that has
been developed for this project.

2. The County should develop a policy that directs future maintenance of river training and
flood hazard reduction levees throughout the County. This policy should then be applied
to the Jeffries and Hansen Pits levees. Policy development should consider questions such
as the following:

e What is at risk - critical infrastructure (important roads, railroads, utilities), buildings
(commercial, private residence, out building), open land (agricultural, range,
riparian)?

o Who is at risk, i.e. how serious and extensive is the risk to public safety - human injury
or death?

« What will be the impact on the economy - regional economy (loss of critical
transportation corridors, loss of land critical to employment, loss of large tracts of
farm and range land), or will the impacts affect the livelihood of individuals, etc.?

o How do existing facilities affect endangered species and do the impacts create a
liability for the County? Will future repairs be permitted?

e How much will future maintenance cost, who will pay for it, and is it in the public
interest to spend public funds for repairs?

Reach-Wide Flood and Erosion Risk Management Projects

1. Conservation Easement and/or Voluntary Land Sale Program - Develop a program to
educate and encourage landowners to preserve floodplain land as open space through
establishment of conservation easements (agricultural, habitat, open space), or through
voluntary land sales (Figure 5).
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2. Dangerous LWD Management - Develop a program that allows for the reasonable removal
and redistribution of LWD debris (while targeting no net system-wide reduction in LWD)
when it is has been identified as a significant public safety risk to those that float the
river in drift boats, inner tubes, or other watercraft.

Site Specific Flood and Erosion Risk Management Projects

Five specific locations have been identified for flood and erosion hazard risk reduction
projects based upon the results of the existing condition flood and erosion hazard risk analysis
(WSE, June 2014). Each site is identified below followed by the list of potential projects that
were considered to reduce flood and erosion risk.

1. Jeffries Levee - This large levee has a significant impact on both habitat and flooding.
The levee should be modified to reduce its impact on both habitat and flow redistribution.
Thirteen potential projects were examined, ranging from do nothing to a full setback of
the levee to Riverbottom Road combined with floodplain acquisition and restoration
(Table 2).

Table 2. Jeffries Levee Potential Projects.

Potentlal Project

Slte Project ID — = - ———
& Jetferies Levee

i D Nothing

iz Setback All to Riverbottom Road & Prevent Migration by Retaining Bank Revetment

J3 Sethack All to Riverbottom Road with Floodplain Acguisition, Restoration, & Revegetation

4 Remove Downstream One-Half {or variation) & Prevent Migration by Retalning Bank Revetment

15 Remove Downstream One-Half with Floodplain Property Acquisition, Restaration, & Revegetation
JL6 Remove Downstream Tip

7 Rernove Downstyeam Tip with Flaodplain Property Acquisition, Restoration, & Revegetation

I8 Remove Completely and Armor Riverbottom Road & Prevent Migration by Retalning Bank Rev t
Jg Remave Completely, Armor Riverbottom Road, Floodplain Acquisition, Restoration, and Revegetation
3110 Setback Upstream One-Third of Levee 1o Initiate Meanders and Lower Top of Levee

JL11 Lower Top of Levee

JL12 Roughen Levee Face with LWD

JL13 Construct LWD Jams In River to Deflect Flow to North into Rlparian Area

2. Hansen Pits Levee - The river has eroded a large breach in the levee which has increased
flood risk on the east floodplain and the potential for the river to avulse into and capture
an existing side channel. The levee should be modified to reduce its impact on both
habitat and flow. Sixteen potential projects were examined. They range from do nothing
to complete removal and floodplain acquisition and restoration (Table 3).

o WATE
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Table 3. Hansen Pits Levee Potential Projects.

Site Project ID Potential Project
Hansen Pits Levee

Do Nathing
HPZ Rebuild in Place
HP3 Install WD to Reduce Lateral Migration and Avulsion Potential & Do Nothing to Levee
HP4 Remove All (Leave D/S Private Berm [n-Place}
HPS Remave All with Fleodplain Restoration, & Revegetation (Leave D/S Private Berm In-Place)
HPE Remove Downstream 800 feet {Leave D/S Private Berm In-Place)
HP7 Remove Downstrearn 800{eet with Flocdplain Resteration, & Revegetation (Leave O/S Private Berm In-Place)
HP8 Setback to Closest {west) interior Pit Road and Tie into Downstream Private Berm
HP9 Setback to Clasest {west) Interior Pit Road and Tie into New Private Berm East of Wooded Riprarian Area
HP10 Setback to Closest [west] Interior Pit Road Tie into New Private Berm East of Spring Channel & Purchase Easement
HP11 Sathack to Second Interior Pit Road and Tie into Downstream Private Berm
HP12 Setback to Second Interior Pit Road and Tie into New Private Berm East of Wooded Rlprarlan Area
HP13 s etback to Second Interior Pit Road and Tie into New Private Berm East of Spring Channel & Purchase Easement
HP14 Remove All Including Private Berm and Setbiack to East of Pits and tie into New Private Berm East of Wooded Rlparian Area
HP15 Remaove All Including Private Berm and Setback to east of pits and extend along Stone Road
HP16 Remove All Including Private Berm & Setback east of pits and along Stone Road, Floodplaln Acquisltion & Restoration

3. Private Berm - The berm impacts both habitat and flooding. Seven potential projects
were initially examined ranging from do nothing to complete removal combined with
floodplain acquisition and restoration, with one dismissed and six remaining (Table 4).

Table 4. Private Berm Potential Projects.

Site Project ID Potential Project

Private Berm

PB1 Do Mothing
PB2 Remove Al
PB3 Remove All with Floodplain Acquisition, Restoration, & Revegetation
PB4 Setback East of Wooded Rlparian Area
PBS Sethack East of Spring Channel & Purchase Easement
PB6 Construct LWD Jams in River to Deflect Flow Away from Berm
Dismissed due to Clear Lack of Benefit, Obviously infeasible, or Absclute Opposition:
PB7 increase height fupgrade/improve/ fortify berm

4. Meander Migration and Avulsion Site - Migration of the mid-reach meander or the
avulsion of the main channel into an adjacent side channel would cause significant erosion
of agricultural land along the west floodplain. To reduce the rate of migration and the
likelihood of an avulsion, two alternatives were considered - do nothing or install LWD
jams. Actions using conventional hardscape treatments such as rock riprap were not
considered because they likely would not be permitted.

. WATE D
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Table 5. Avulsion Site Potential Projects.

Site Project ID Potential Project
1l [} -
AS1 Do Nothing
AS2 Install LWD jams in inlet to side channels and on bank

5. Ringer Loop Road - Meander migration will eventually erode through Ringer Loop Road if
nothing is done. The County determined that it may be possible to abandon the section of
road that is at risk and therefore, potential projects ranged from do nothing to
abandonment of a section of the road combined with acquisition and restoration of the
parcel east of the road (Table 6).

Table 6. Ringer Loop Road Potential Projects.

Site Project ID Potential Project

Ringer Loop Road

Channel Migration - Allow Channel to Continue to Migrate

AL1 |Do Nothing - Clean up after-the-fact

RLZ Remove Section of Ringer Loop Road

R3 Remove Section of Ringer Loop Road and Revegetate Channel Bank and Road Prism

RL4 Remove Section of Ringer Loop Road, Floodplain Acquisition, Restoration, and Revegetation
Bank Protection - Prevent Channel Migration

RLS Series of Large Engineered L.og Jams (EUs) to Reroute Channel Planform

AL6 Series of Large Rock Spurs to Reroute Channel Planform

RL7 Excavate Major Channel through Bar Opposite Ringer Loop Road, Design for Both Habltat and Conveyance

RLS Scalp Gravel Bar{s) Opposite Ringer Loop Road

RLS Rock Revetment

RL10 Rock Barbs

RL11 Rock-Filled Trench {Adjacent to Ringer Loop Road)

RL12 Timber Crlb

RL13 Timber Revetment (Bank Roughening)

RL14 Ammored Toe with Bioengineered Soil Lifts

RL15 Plantings Alone {No Toe Protection)

RL16 Sheetpile Bank Protectlon

RL17 Manufactured Systems {Placed on River Bank with Toe In Riverbed)
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3.3.  Project Screening and Ranking

Potential projects were evaluated and compared to identify preferred solutions and prioritize
implementation. Projects were numerically scored in three general categories: 1) ecological
benefits, 2) flood and erosion hazard risk reduction benefits, and 3) apparent community
support. Each category was scored for a distinct set of evaluation criteria representing core
project objectives which reflect key stakeholder values. The criteria and score range are
presented below.
Ecological: (Score range: 0 (No Benefit) to 5 (High Benefit))

e Protect or Improve Existing Off-Channel Rearing Habitat

¢ Increase Quantity of Off-Channel Rearing Habitat

« Protect or Improve Terrestrial Habitat

« Improve Mainstem Habitat or Habitat Forming Processes

s Improve Water Quality

Flood and Erosion Risk Reduction: (Score range: 0 (No Benefit) to 5 (High Benefit))
¢ Reduce Risk to Human Life
¢ Reduce Impacts to Regional Economy
e Protect Critical Transportation Facilities
s Protect Private Property
s Protect Public Land

Community Support (Score range: 0 (No support or clear Opposition) to 5 (full support))
e Landowners
« Habitat Focused Groups
o Recreational Users (River Guides etc.)
e Political

3.3.1. Potential Habitat Projects

All potential habitat projects were scored for each evaluation criteria under each category.
Table 7 presents the projects as two groups, general reach-wide and site specific projects.
Scores are shown for each individual criteria, for the sum under each general category, and
the sum of all categories i.e. a total ecological, flood/erosion, and community support score.
Potential projects are ranked according to the total score with the highest scoring projects
listed first. Red to blue color gradations have been added to aid in comparing relative
benefits for each general category and the total combined score. The last column in the
table lists a relative capital/maintenance cost for each action (L=low, M=medium, H=high,
VH=very high). These values are approximate and not based upon calculated opinions of cost.

The full suite of potential habitat projects presented in Table 7 is generally supported by
stakeholders and therefore, all are recommended for implementation regardless of rank.
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3.3.2. Potential Flood & Erosion Risk Management Projects

Potential projects to manage or reduce flood and erosion risk were scored for each evaluation
criteria under each category, with the results presented in Table 8. Similar to the habitat
projects, the projects are split into two groups, general reach-wide and site specific projects.
Scoring, conditional color formatting, rankings, and relative costs were established using the
same methods used for the habitat projects. Policy flood projects were not screened because
many of the evaluation criteria are not directly relevant.

3.3.2.1. General Reach-Wide Flood Projects

Two projects are included in this category, conservation easement/voluntary land sale and
dangerous LWD management programs. The conservation easement/voluntary land sale
program received the highest combined score of all flood risk reduction projects. The LWD
management program received a zero ecological score, but relatively high scores for both
flood/erosion risk reduction and community support. Both projects are recommended.

3.3.2.2. Site Specific Flood Projects

Unlike the habitat projects, the screening scores played a key role in deciding which project
to recommend for each site. In each case the recommended projects received the highest
score and therefore ranked first (highlighted in red text in Table 8). In the case of the
Jeffries Levee, Hansen Pits Levee, and Private berm, a second alternative is highlighted in
blue text which is a recommended interim project. At each of these sites, the recommended
alternative (red) requires the voluntary sale of multiple land parcels, which may delay or
prevent implementation; therefore, an interim project is identified at each site which does
not require or greatly reduces the need to purchase land. The recommended projects for
each site are described below. The project rank and ID are listed in parenthesis following the
site name, values which can be found in the first two columns of Table 8. A simple plan view
illustration of each project is depicted in Figures 7 and 8.

1. Jeffries Levee -- (Rank 1, Project JL3) & (Rank 4, Project JL10)

The highest ranked and therefore, recommended project is to setback the entirety of the
Jeffries Levee to Riverbottom Road, combined with acquisition and restoration of the
floodplain immediately adjacent and downstream (Project JL3). This project will require
voluntary land sales, which may affect the ability to implement the project. The County
should discuss the project with the affected landowners to determine if it can be
implemented in the near future. If it is likely to take a decade or more to purchase the
land, then the following interim project is recommended. The interim project provides
significant flood reduction benefits for downstream landowners, and also improves habitat
and reduces erosive forces on the Hansen Pits Levee and impacts to the east floodplain.
The project includes setting back and reorienting the alignment of the upper third of the
Jeffries levee, and reducing the height or removing a section of the downstream two-
thirds (Project JL10). Setting back and reorienting the upper third of the levee will
encourage the river to migrate into the northern riparian area where it is likely to re-
establish a natural meander planform and therefore improve habitat by creating
geomorphic complexity. The City of Ellensburg's waste water treatment plant return flow
pipe is located within the riparian area and may need to be modified or relocated if this
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alternative is implemented. Modifying the downstream two-thirds of the levee will allow a
higher percentage of flow to spread onto the west floodplain during large events which
will reduce erosive forces at the Hansen Pits levee and risk on the east floodplain. This
interim project is the forth ranked Jeffries Levee project in Table 8 (Project JL10). The
second and third ranked projects require significant voluntary land sales and therefore,
have the same land acquisition issue as the recommended alternative.

2. Hansen Pits Levee - (Rank 1, Project HP14) & (Rank 8, Project HP3)

Two different projects are presented for Hansen Pits because the community must first
decide whether the site will or will not become a public park. The idea of a park has
been considered in conjunction with an on-going trail master plan effort, which was put
on hold until the conclusion of this corridor plan project. If the site will become a park,
some form of river training facility will be required to prevent the river from migrating
into the pits. This river training structure would likely include a modified form of the
existing Hansen Pit Levee that remains intact along the northern portion of the pits, along
with sorne form of habitat-friendly bank re-enforcement along the riverward side of the
pit dividing wall immediately landward of the current eroded section of the levee.

If the site will not become a park, the recommendation is to encourage the river to
interact with the pits in a manner that creates significant geomorphic complexity and
therefore habitat. This would be achieved by allowing the river to migrate into and
capture part or all of the pits. However, given the potential presence of nonnative
predatory fish species (which pray upon juvenile salmonids) in the pits, design alternatives
will need to consider predation. If the river captures the pits, a new levee ringing the pits
may be required to reduce flood impacts to adjacent agricultural land, homes, and
structures.

it will take time for the community to decide whether the site will or will not become a
park and to undertake the required planning and engineering design required to develop a
master plan for the site. In the interim, there is a slight risk that the river could avulse
into the existing side channel that is located in the riparian area immediately east of the
private berm. Landowners have expressed concern and, therefore, it is recommended
that LWD structures be designed and installed at the side channel inlet to reduce the
likelihood of an avulsion. During the course of the project, several downstream
tandowners expressed a desire to have the breached levee repaired in place or patched
with a setback levee. However, it was determined that such a solution will not be
permitted based upon input received from resource agency personnel.

. E
September 2015 2> WATERSHED

Yakima River Jeffries Levee to Canyon Corridor Pian 28




Shari-Term Project: Setback upstieam ong-Ahird
of Jefties L evee to mibate nver meander 12
improwe mamstem habdal forming processes
aod radiicn imgack 2o Hansen Pits Laves

i == : immediate Projact: Dg netung.
. Short-Term Project:
1‘|q i LY ¢ ELLERTUIIAG Option 1 - Retan [ mod ity mvee if
pandy are fo beosne a public gk,
Option 2 - Remetve Mty if RALCS wall it
Deooma  cablls pare. Renisde wilh new
sefbach leves f necessany

Shart-Term Project: Corwsines \ameai
dewnstrapm two-thinds of Jeffnes Loves

13 re2uce Hrpagd 1o Hangan Pits Levns WEEEE
and property caners on East foodpian. (|

AH A NTHOM Y W

N - o
N

BRI | EFARD)

- :- Short-Term Project; tnxtail
Long-Term Profect: Setback ] WD o protect cell wail
Jaffrins Lovee (if impacted ! » i Option 1 above ks pursued)
lafwis arm purchasad) : e e\ TR
THAT A RTLES CRITA ETRDuL M EDWA -'II:I_II

Adow these segmaents of
Hansm Fits Layme i e1cle

Long-Tarm Project: 1
Private Setback Lewao (Ramove
= \ v i Jefloes Lavee is setback
Short-Term Profect: ' to Riverbotiom Road)
Resroye privala berm. 1
Raplaca wih Setack Levea

Ie,5tai LWD to limit
channal mighatien,

Short-Term Project:
[rvatall LW L3 mouca
kRTinaod of channel avutalon

Legend Yakima River Corrldor Plan:
Jeffrles Lavee to Canyon
[_] Proverty boundary weee lefliios Laves Setback Fload and Eroslen Hazard Management Projacts
== Cureni Counly Levee Hansen Plls Selback Leves (Shest 1)
= Existing Private Barm Privale Barm Setback 0 s 70 t

L. Excavalad Celi Wal [__!_] Project ID (sas polential projects screening matrx) e e F el ey

— Flow Connection Channel @ HERRERA & WATERIHED
Flow Connection (fype to b delemmined) HAD Y03 GadePi g Bt FIFG 4601 Pt




D Proparty boundary
Saction of Ringer Loop Road lo remave

m Project ID {see polential projects screaning miatrix)

e ———————re—ree T TR L L Ll bl

Immediate Profact:
Ramova section of Ringer
Loop Road that is

Yakima Rlver Corrldor Plan:

Jeffrles Levee to Canyon
Flzod and Eresion Hazard Management Proje
{Sheet 2)

ST

| ———1 i
@y Herrena a vATEESHER




3. Private Berm - (Rank 1, Project PB3) & (Rank 2, Project PB4)

The highest ranked and therefore recommended project is to remove the private berm
combined with acquisition and restoration of the floodplain immediately adjacent to and
downstream (Project PB3). However, as with the Jeffries Levee, this would require the
voluntary sale of private land, which may affect the ability to implement the project.

If after talking with the landowners, the County determines that it may take a decade or
more to implement the recommended project, then an interim project is recommended.
The interim project would include removing the existing berm and concrete, setting back
the berm to the eastern edge of the adjacent woody riparian area and installing several
LWD structures to reduce avulsion and lateral migration potential near the downstream
end of the new berm (Project PB4). At some time in the future, if and when adjacent and
downstream landowners are willing to sell their land, the recommended project could be
implemented by removing the setback berm and restoring the floodplain.

4. Avulsion Site - (Rank 1, Project AS2)

The recommended project is to take action versus do nothing, by installing a series of
large woody debris structures to slow bank erosion and meander migration, and to reduce
the likelihood of a main channel avulsion into one of the two side channels that connect
to the eroding bank.

5. Ringer Loop Road - (Rank 1, Project RL4)

The recommended project is to allow the river to continue to migrate east, which
requires abandonment of a 1500-foot long section of Ringer Loop Road. The preferred
project also includes the purchase and restoration of the field east of the road and an
investigation to identify an alternative location for WDFW's existing boat launch facility.
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4. IMPLEMENTATION & RECOMMENDED
PROJECTS

4.1. Implementation Strategy

Implementation of the recommended projects will need to be completed in stages. Some can
be acted upon right-away while others may take several decades to complete. The projects
can be grouped into four implementation categories:

« On-going - Projects that are currently underway and should be continued.
» Immediate - Projects that can or should be acted on immediately.

» Short-term - Projects that require additional planning, design, or funding prior to
implementation. These may take several years or longer before construction can
begin.

» Long-term - Projects that seek the overall greatest benefit but involve voluntary land
sales or a commitment to riparian conservation easements, which many residents are
not willing to consider at this time. The intent of this corridor plan is to guide the
implementation of projects over the next 50 years, a sufficient time for projects that
may seem impossible to implement now but may be achievable decades into the
future.

The recommended projects are presented below grouped according to implementation
category.

Note - because this plan will guide implementation of projects over the next 50 plus years,
detailed design of individual projects will need to consider both current and future (climate
change) hydrologic conditions.

4.1.1.  On-Going Projects

The following projects are currently in progress and should be continued:

1. Strengthen Floodplain Development Palices - The County is actively working to improve
floodplain development polices to reduce risk, improve public safety, and comply with
FEMA NFIP requirements. This effort should be continued and it should include the
creation of new FIRMs for the project reach,

2. Coordinate Projects with USBR - The County should continue to coordinate projects with
the USBR and their on-going Schaake Levee setback design project located immediately
upstream on the east floodplain.
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4.1.2. Immediate Projects

The following projects should be initiated immediately. The first task for most will be to
identify, apply for, and obtain grant funding, with design to follow.

4.1.2.1. Habitat Restoration Focus

g

Land Acquisition - Several landowners have expressed an interest in selling or at least
discussing the sale of property located within the conservation easement or purchase
areas identified in Figure 5. Priority acquisition areas include those lands that would be
affected by projects proposed in this plan, such as land on the west floodplain that would
be impacted by changes to the Jeffries Levee or land on the east floodplain that would be
impacted if a section of Ringer Loop Road is decommissioned. Other high priority areas
would be lands that would be impacted by changes to the Hansen Pits Levee or the Private
Berm, lands that contain structures or infrastructure that could be damaged by lateral
migration of the river, or lands that have a high riparian habitat or restoration potential
such as lands that have river frontage or are within the existing riparian corridor that
boarders the river.

. Conservation Easements - The County or a willing agency partner should work with {and

owners to facilitate creation of conservation easements within the area identified in
Figure 5. Priority conservation areas would include any land that this is not acquired
under No. 1 above. The purpose is to limit future development and preserve floodplain
land as agricultural or riparian open space (see Figure 5}.

Early Action Habitat Restoration Projects - The County should seek partners to lead and
fund the design and construction of three early action habitat restoration group packages.
During the course of the investigation, three property owners with large riverfront land
holdings expressed a willingness to consider construction of restoration projects on their
land. The land area(s) included in each group are identified on the first page of Appendix
B. Two groups are on the west floodplain and one on the east. The projects proposed
within each group consist of the individual habitat enhancement projects from Table 1
that are located within the areas defining each group (see Figure 6). The second column
in Table 1 and third column in Table 7 identify which projects are included in each group.
A complete set of conceptual drawings for each group are presented in Appendix B along
with a preliminary opinion of cost to design, permit, and construct each set of projects.

Habitat Restoration Projects that are Not Part of the Three Early Action Group
Packages - The County should seek partners to lead and fund the design and construction
of the remaining habitat restoration projects which are not included in the Early Action
Group packages, starting with the higher ranked actions (see Tables 1 and 7).

Hansen Pits Habitat Restoration - The County should initiate the actions required to
determine if the site will become a public park for this will steer habitat restoration
opportunities and flood hazard protection needs. Two basic concepts for projects are
illustrated in Figure 7.

WATERSHED
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6. Installed Ground Water Monitoring Equipment - In areas where ground water habitat
channels are proposed, install ground water monitoring equipment to collected water
level data required for channel design.

4.1.2.2. Flood and Erosion Hazard Risk Reduction Focus

1. County Levee Policy - The County should develop policies to clarify their role and
responsibility for ownership and maintenance of river training and flood hazard reduction
levees throughout the County. The Jeffries and Hansen Pits levees should be evaluated
based upon these policies, then the landowners that benefit from the levees should be
informed of the County’s long-term level of commitment to each facility.

2. Jefferies Levee Landowner Discussions - The County should talk with all landowners
impacted by the proposed Jefferies Levee modifications to gauge their interest in selling
their property. The outcome will determine whether the County should pursue the
recommended alternative or the interim project.

3. LWD Design, Funding, and Installation at Inlet to Hansen Pits Breach Side Channel -
Initiate a project to design and install LWD to reduce the likelihood of the main channel
avulsing into the existing side channel east of the private berm. This project is identified
in Figure 7 as an interim project.

4. Ringer Loop Road Decommissioning - The County should initiate a project to
decommission/remove a 1500 foot section of Ringer Loop Road (see Figure 8). The
project should include discussions with the adjacent landowner regarding the sale of the
land. The County should seek a public and/or private organization partner that may be
willing to purchase and restore the land. Because the river is so close to the road, this
project is considered worthy of early action and should be implemented as soon as
possible. A conceptual level drawing of the proposed project along with a preliminary
opinion of cost is included in Appendix C.

5. Dangerous LWD Management Policy - The County should work in collaboration with
emergency response personnel and resource agencies to develop a program that allows for
removal and redistribution of LWD when it poses significant public safety risk.

4.1.3. Short-Term Projects

The following projects are relatively complex and require significant planning, design,
stakeholder engagement, and funding. The ground work required to initiate each should
begin immediately, for many projects will take several years or longer to complete.

gl
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4.1.3.1. Habitat Restoration Focus

1. Jeffries Levee Interim Setback and Modification - If after talking with the landowners,
the County determines that the recommended alternative cannot be implemented for a
decade or more, the County should initiate a phased investigation to determine if the
proposed interim project is feasible and to construct it if it is. The project includes
setting back the upper third and medifying the downstream two-thirds of the levee (see
Figure 7). Setting back the upper third is primarily a habitat restoration project which
seeks to initiate natural geomorphic processes. A secondary flood benefit is that it may
change the alignment of the river at the Hansen Pits levee which would reduce erosion. If
the downstream two-thirds of the levee can be lowered or a portion removed to allow
more flood water to access the west floodplain, this would reduce erosive forces at the
Hansen Pits levee and reduce risk on the east floodplain. Project implementation will
require completion of the following tasks.

a. General Feasibility - Determine if the project is feasible by answering following
questions: 1) Can the required property be purchased? 2) Is the City of Ellensburg
willing to allow the river to meander into their property north of the river (note the
City’s wastewater treatment plant return outfall pipe is buried in this area and may
need to be protected and/or modified)? 3) If the river begins to migrate into the
north riparian area, will it create the types of habitat desired? 4) Can funding be
secured to construct the project?

b. Stakeholder Engagement - An advisory group consisting of landowner, resource
agency and specialist interest group representatives should be formed to provide input
and review of proposed alternatives.

c. Design and Permitting - If the project is feasible, a detailed design investigation
would be completed. Design alternatives would be identified, evaluated and a
preferred solution selected. Preliminary plans and permit applications would be
prepared and submitted. Detailed plan, specifications, estimates, and bid documents
would follow.

d. Construction Funding - Funds would be sought to construct the project.
e. Construction - The project would be constructed.

f. Post Project Monitoring - Monitor the response of the river to the change to
determine/document habitat benefits.

2. Private Berm Interim Setback - If setting back the Jeffries Levee to Riverbottom Road
cannot be implemented in the near future, then the interim project should be
implemented which includes removing the existing private berm, replacing it with a
setback berm east of the adjacent riparian area, and adding several LWD structures near
the downstream end of the new berm (see Figure 7). This is primarily a habitat project
because the main purpose is to allow the river freedom to migrate into and interact with
the adjacent riparian floodptain, while maintaining a similar level of flood protection as is

Y ATER
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provided by the existing berm.

3. Hansen Pits Restoration - Once it is determined whether the site will become a park or
not, seek funding to conduct technical investigations, engage stakeholders, develop
designs, apply for and obtain permits, and build the project.

4. Habitat Improvements at Sites Not included in Early Acton Group Project Packages -
Work with project partners and landowners to develop designs, obtain funding and
implement habitat restoration projects in areas that are not included in the early action
projects (see Tables 1 and 7).

4.1.3.2.  Flood and Erosion Hazard Risk Reduction Focus

1. West Bank LWD Design and Installation along Mid-Reach Meander - Initiate a project to
design, fund, and construct LWD structures to reduce bank erosion and the likelihood of a
channel avulsion (see Figure 7).

4.1.4. Long-Term Projects

The following projects seek the greatest benefit for both flood/erosion hazard risk reduction
and habitat preservation/restoration. However, they are likely to require decades to
complete.

4.1.4.1. Habitat Restoration Focus

1. Flow Management Refinements - Flow within the river is highly regulated, especially
during the irrigation season. The County and its partners should continue to work with
the USBR and other resource agencies to refine irrigation flow adjustments to improve
conditions for endangered and threatened salmonids.

2. Floodplain Restoration - As willing landowners sell their land or place it into conservation
easements, seek opportunities to increase the extent and widen of the riparian corridor
bordering the river.

41.4,2. Habitat Restoration and Flood Hazard Risk Reduction

1. Jeffries Levee Setback to Riverbottom Road and Restoration of the Floodplain - Work
with project funding partners to develop a program to purchase and restore the private
parcels that will be significantly impacted by a setback of the levee to Riverbottom Road.
Purchase would be through voluntary sale. If lands are purchased, design, permit, and
implement a full setback of the levee to Riverbottom Road (Figure 7). Note -- if the
levee is setback to Riverbottom Road, flood characteristics on the west floodplain will
change. These changes will need to be thoroughly analyzed to determine if additional
countermeasures are needed to reduce impacts to downstream residential and
agricultural land.

Setting back the Jeffries Levee would be a dual benefit project in that it would free up
the river to create and sustain high quality habitat through geomorphic complexity
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through erosion and migration. It would reduce flood/erosion risk by removing people and
structures from the regulatory floodway and floodplain and allow flood water to spread
out more evenly across the floodplain which will reduce flood levels east of the river.

2. Removal of the Private Setback Berm and Restoration of the Floodplain - Constructing
the interim project does not preclude implementing the recommended project in the
future if and when the landowners adjacent to and downstream from the berm are willing
to sell their land. The recommended project would be completed by removing the
interim setback berm and restoring the floodplain. Even if the landowners are unwilling
to sell their land, it may be possible to remove the setback berm if and when the Jeffries
Levee is setback to Riverbottom Road. Setting back the Jefferies Levee will allow the
river access to the west floodplain which will reduce risks on the east floodplain.

This too would be a dual benefit project in that it would free up the river to create and
sustain high quality habitat through geomorphic complexity created by erosion and
migration. It would reduce flood/erosion risk by removing people and structures from the
regulatory flocdway and floodplain and would allow flood water to spread out more
evenly across the floodplain which will reduce flood levels west of the river.

3. Monitoring and Future Project Opportunities - The river will continually adjust and
change; therefore, monitoring of flood hazards and habitat conditions will be required,
which will present future project opportunities that are not present at the time of this
publication.

4.2. Adaptive Management

It should be understood that the projects described in this plan, and the scoring and
prioritization of those projects, are current as of the plan’s publication date. Additional
project opportunities may be identified, and conditions may change that lead to a shift in
priorities.

4.3. Project Funding Sources

There are many potential funding sources for habitat restoration and enhancement and
for flood and erosion hazard reduction, including federal government agencies, State of
Washington, local agencies and districts, and nonprofit organizations and foundations.
Potential funding sources include:

« Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) - Land acquisition,
restoration, research, education, access, and artificial production projects.

« Washington State Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) - Habitat restoration
projects benefiting threatened and endangered salmon.

« Washington State Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) - Land acquisition,
restoration, research, education, access, and artificial production projects.

» Washington State Conservation Commission (WSCC) - Riparian vegetation, water
2> WATERSHED
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conservation, and irrigation efficiency projects.

s Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) - Ecology manages the state's
Floodplain by Design (FbD) initiative which provides funding for multi-benefit flood
hazard reduction and habitat enhancement projects. Ecology also provides money for
water delivery and water quality projects, and water acquisition,

« US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) - Conservation, land acquisition, and habitat
conservation projects.

e US Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) - Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement
Program - Water supply; improvement, protection, and enhancement of fish and
wildlife resources; water quality projects. Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement
Project, Tributary Enhancement Program, Manastash Creek Investigation Report
(USBR 2013), Kittitas Reclamation District Water Conservation Plan Irrigation Water
Conservation Plan of System Improvements (CH2ZMHILL 1999).

« USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) - Technical assistance, water
conservation and irrigation projects, riparian revegetation, conservation easements.

o National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries - Technical
assistance with removal of barriers and community-based restoration, NOAA American
Rivers, RC National and Regional Partnership Grants, and the Open Rivers Initiative.

» Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) - Critical habitat restoration including fish
screening, barrier removal, habitat enhancement, and irrigation efficiency projects.

« National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) - Water acquisition and land
conservation projects.

» American Sportfishing Association - Habitat restoration projects.
» The Nature Conservancy {TNC) - Conservation, community-based restoration.
e Trout Unlimited - Watershed restoration projects and water acquisition.

« Kittitas County Conservation District - Technical assistance, financial assistance to
private landowners.

o Kittitas County Public Works - Public infrastructure protection projects.
« Kittitas County Flood Control Zone District - Flood reduction projects and programs.
« Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) - Hazard Mitigation Assistance.

e Title [l - Special Projects on Federal Land - Funds projects on BLM and US Forest
Service land including, but not limited to road, trail, and infrastructure maintenance or
obliteration; soil productivity improvement; improvements in forest ecosystem health;
watershed restoration and maintenance; restoration, maintenance and improvement of
wildlife and fish habitat; control of noxious and exotic weeds; and re-establishment of
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native species.

« Washington State - Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FFFPP) - The Family Forest
Fish Passage Program provides funding to small forest landowners to repair or remove
fish passage barriers.

» Endangered Species Tax Deduction - Farmers and ranchers implementing conservation
actions that contribute to the recovery of threatened and endangered species may now
be eligible for a tax deduction. The 2008 Farm Bill established a tax deduction for
expenditures paid or incurred for the purpose of achieving site-specific management
actions recommended in recovery plans for species listed as threatened or endangered
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).
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APPENDIX A

TAG and Landowner Meetings
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Record of TAG and Landowner Meetings

Technical Advisory Group Meetings

Date Method Topic
Dec. 13, 2013 | Physical Project kick-off meeting
May 22, 2014 | Physical Meeting Presentation of Existing Conditions Evaluation

June 13, 2014

Conference Call

Discussion focused on habitat opportunities

July 29, 2014

Conference Call

Discussed proposed projects & screening criteria

Aug. 12, 2014

Conference Call

Discussed proposed habitat actions & screening criteria

Nov. 13, 2014 | Physical Meeting Discussed proposed projects
Mar. 3, 2015 | Physical Meeting Discussed proposed projects
May 1, 2015 Conference Call Discussed proposed projects

June 12, 2015

Conference Call

Discussed proposed projects

Landowner Meetings

Date Method Topic

Dec. 13, 2013 | Physical Meeting Project kick-off meeting

Mar. 28, 2014 | Site Visit Landowner provided tour of his property

May 22, 2014 | Physical Meeting Presentation of Existing Conditions Evaluation

May 22, 2014 | Physical Meeting Discussed flooding concerns with landowner

Feb. 13, 2015 | Physical Meeting Discussed proposed projects with landowner

Feb. 17, 2015 | 4 Physical Meetings Four separate meetings with landowners

Mar. 3, 2015 | Physical Meeting Discussed proposed habitat projects with landowner
Mar. 27, 2015 | Site Visit Discussed proposed project in field with landowner
Aug. 26, 2015 | Physical Meeting Presentation of Draft Corridor Plan
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This letter, which was written by a group of landowners, recommends several flood relief
actions for the praject reach and for the reach immediately upstream. Variations of the
recommendations have been considered in the development of this plan and the County
continues to coordinate actions with the USBR who is leading the effort to setback the
Schaake Levee, a flood control levee located just upstream from the project reach.

February 27, 2015
To: Kittitas County Public Works Department
Attention: Christina Wollman
411 North Ruby Street
Ellensburg, WA 98926

From: Concerned Property Owners of Lower Kittitas Valley Yakima River Flood Zone

Ellensburg, WA 98926

RE: Yakima River Assessment-Hansen Pits to Yakima Canyon

Phase 1, 2, and 3 proposed projects and habitat enhancement

Dear Ms. Wollman:

We appreciate your time and effort developing the proposals presented to mitigate
flood events, river restoration, and acquire private properties located in the flood
zone. Our understanding is that the Schaake property, which was purchased with tax-
payer’s dollars, was acquired for this exact purpose. As a group the following are our
recommendations to alleviate the issues brought forth:

1. Remove and set back the Schaake dike/levee as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation
and extend berms south to tie in with the Hansen Pit levee.

2. Reinforce Hansen Pit levee and make permanent with ample material the proposed
levee repair between the Hansen Pit levee and “Private” levee.

3. On the former Schaake property, now under The Bureau of Reclamation care, a side
channel watered at all stages of the river should be created as well as other minor
channels necessary to provide the desired fish habitat and prevent stranded fish after a
high water event. As a result, when this project is implemented and the proposed
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measures advocated by Trout Unlimited on the Anderson property (directly adjacent to
the Bureau of Reclamation land) including a live stream, additional habitat for fish will
be realized.

Together, these actions would substantially reduce the pressure to the Jeffries dike
during flood events and consequently decrease the energy directed at the Hanson Pit
area. The water would be running parallel rather than at adverse angles.

We feel if these steps are taken, the removal of the Jeffries dike and the Hanson Pit
dike (which currently provides some protection to our properties) will then be
unnecessary and considerable habitat will be realized.

For complete accuracy prior to performing any of these procedures we would
advocate ground surveys as well as relying on the LIDAR imaging. We are not adverse
to some of the other less costly and invasive suggestions to our individual properties
that have been proposed.

Regards,

Marv and Scott Harmon

Todd, Kyle, Cara, and Marie Thayer
Mark Anderson

Nancy Lester

Mike and Kelly Moeur (Flying M)
Rob Stewart (M Farm LLC)
Rochelle Bierek

Keith Axthelm

Neil Leibly

Anthony Mynar

James and Edward Stroh
Robert and Charlie Acheson
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APPENDIX B

Early Action Habitat Restoration
Group Packages

#2=m WATERSHED
September 2015 S ik B A

Yakima River Jeffries Levee to Canyon Corridor Plan



Vs Shany e

KITTITAS COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL ZONE DISTRICT

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN PLANS FOR
RESTORATION OF THE YAKIMA RIVER FROM
HANSEN PITS TO THE YAKIMA CANYON

EARLY ACTION GROUP 1
CITY OF ELLENSBURG AND KITTITAS COUNTY, WASHINGTON

|

LA T - BWEET 1 OF 3

LA Wil - SHEET B OF 3

=2 —l| . ONCEPTUAL DESIGN - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

P

= RESTORATION OF THE YAKIMA 1

= RIVER FROM HANSEN PITS TO THE ===
—_— YAKIMA CANYON R
e EARLY ACTION GROUP 1

sewsanna COVER SHEET T




AT A UYL SIS LARIM WOODY DEBRIS
@ LMY HASITAT FTRLETUSICS T SMHANCE (DX0STING SIOE.
[

TS FEASILITY OF RS
[EETI PO FIUKETQ RO FLOW CORDIMORS =
(O] [OnCt I8 AT AL 40 EEVESETATU T o
mp— =
Q
— -
_ -
ALY ACTIM pATAY g
e e PEOEOY SOLRDARY Q
- DETEO L o
[ o
——erm AW DRETOR E
4 L -

! CoTLMOYaTE

VLW AR, OR DITCH Q
P =
ORI TER CHANNEL L ]
[T =
COMCAPTIAL PROECT o
O CPPORTURITY MUMGER n
yf#‘* L) HATAT FTRCTURES "é'
ol
2
o,
w
=]
=
Q
o

s

o 7 RIVER FROM HANSEN PITS TO THE =
s Bl YAKIMA CANYON |t ]
L] EARLY ACTION GROUP 1 [l

LT PLANVIEW- SHEET1OF2 [T 5 75

=




e

ot P g Bl

[l Mgy =y

LEGEWD
ALY ACTEM HaITAT
Y T
e —— PRwETY R
[ —— CaTn e

EEETHO mOl Sl
LI TIN CHVRIR,
OMpELOR CHedenll., O CTEH

AL T 1 ﬁé
o

o

z
o]
b=
3}
2
i
[
(7
z
Q
3]
[
o
T8
=
[=]
z
L]
z
o]
w
w
o
-
é
o
wi
o
z
o
o

™EN E
- g E
By
H
- e RESTORATION OF THE YAKIMA [
s = RIVER FROM HANSEN PITS TO THE |=---
(% o L YAKDAA CANYON s
(&34 HERRERA! i P EARLY ACTION GROUP 1 ca
r= —— o [ mir #8HoTED I PLAN VIEW - SHEET 2 OF 2 s T s




Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc. July 2015
CLIENT:  Kititas County Flood Control Zone District

PROJECT: Yaiima River - Hansen Pits o Yakima Canyon - Conceptual Restoration Design

SITE: Eary Action Habita! Enhancement Projeci Group 1

Prepared by: M, Klara, A. Rhode
Checked by: M. Ewhank

Table 1. Early Action Hablitat Enhancement Project Group 1 - Planning (10%) Level Cost Eetimats

Unit

Unit Cost  Amount  Notes

tiparian zone by planting native vegelation 52 | AC $15.000 K Unii cos{ assurmes rets for site prep, planting
maierdals, installation, and 2 years of adaptive
anagemen.
ona of non-nativs vegetation such & reed
marygrass. Install with & high planting density to ensure
rale of survival In thess crifical areas, Include fending or
methods whera neaded to protect plantings from
, deer, ek, beaver, stc.
i7 - Floodplain Forest Revegetatlon — $143,000
fAfork with landowners to bmplement effective and accepiable 143 | AC $10,000 | $143,000 :Unil cosl assumes rate for alle prep, planting
0 aln reforestation. Improve cancpy cover and imaierials, irstallation, and 2 yeamn of adapiive
diversity In sparsely forested eress, of reestablish managernent.
ino ain forest cover tn deforesied aress. Species selection
f} Ikely ba the same a= or stmilar to bank/riparian
ravegetation bul el 8 reduced planting density. Inchxle
ing or ather methods whers needed to protect plantings
Bvestock, deer, elk, beaver, efc. i
- LWD Habitat Structures In Side Channeis $268,800
and Instel enginesred kage woody detris (Lwn)mmmwmuhmmmmmm
and double log struchures: 18 | EA E $B00 $14,400 Enghn-’sutmnusampulog
mult] log structures (-8 logs): 10 EA $4,800 | $48,000 w-mm»s&mwm
i dm and instaliad,
mult log structures (~4 logs): 2 ; EA $3,200 $6.400 =Emdaou.mmu$m0perbg
i defivered and inslalled.
ELJ structures with plla anchors arxd rock baflas! (~20 4 ; EA $50,000 ; $200,000 :Enginaer's esi, Assumes $50,000 per
): ! atruciure for material and consiruction costs
_ based on related project experiencs.

- Investigata Feasibility of Spolis Plls RemovelRegreding 53,000
msﬂgmleaabﬂilyofmwhuarnwmsdamnpd 1 LS $3.000 $3,000 :Engineers esiimale for sife visl, esiimals of
Io Improve fow conditions across the active floodplain material quantity on site, and feasibfity of

revegelating the diaturbed area, ! aciess for heavy equipment. Could pobentiafly
i iinchude modification of existing 2D hydralic
i modal to determine vtue of offorl.
SUBTOTAL DIRECT COSTS: $492 800
NTINGENCY 50% § $248,400 I
TOTAL DIRECT COSTS: $739.200

NG DESIGN AND REVEGETATION DESIGN
Ior ofl project elements istad sbove, Assumes
de.ﬂm of log structures will require hydraulic
moddnnhudmmzvmudelsdﬂn
Iprojec reach. Includas siia visll, survey,
qectach enalysis, hydrology, hydraulle
modeling, end design PSAE to support public
:bid for construction. NOTE: The majority of
ithe design budget (~75,000-580,000) Is
related to the four proposed loge ELJs.

lFERMITTING 1 TS $60,000 | $60,000 iAssumes permiting for all project clements,
Assumes all project elements are parmitted
together, Permitting individual elements as
saparate projects would be significantly more

W
OBILLIZATION AND STAGING 1 % 5% | $57.000 Asmumes Thobilization for &l enginecrsd
ONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT/OVERSIGHT 1 [S | $40,000 ] $40,000 Rasumes €O for all engeered and
revegetation project elements,
SUBTOTAL ENGINEERING, PERMITTING, AND OVERSIGHT COSTS: $257,000
kaNTINGENCY 30% | $7L.100 ©
TOTAL ENGINEERING, PERMITTING, AND OVERSIGHT COSTS: $334,100
TOTAL ESTIMA TED PROJECT COSTS: $1,073,000

THe/2015 Esrly Action Habitat Projacts - Planning Level Cost Estimates.cior
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Herrera Environmental Consultants, inc.

CLIENT: Kittitas County Fload Control Zone District
PROJECT: Yakima River - Hansen Pits lo Yakima Canyon - Conceplual Restoration Design
SITE: Early Aclion Hebital Enhancement Project Group 2

Prepared by: M. Klara, A, Rhode
Checked by: M. Ewbank

July 2015

Table 2. Early Action Habltat Enhancement Project Group 2 - Planning (10%) Level Cost Estimate

Unit CDI-I

Amount

b - Banldepaﬂan Vegatation

thance riparjen zone by planting native vegelation $15,000

igh rate of vauI In thesa critical areas. Include fencing or
er methods whers needed bo protec! plantings from
tock, deer, elk, beaver, sic,

$234,000 [Unii cosl essames rate for sile prep, plantng
matarials, nstaliation, end 2 yasrs of adapiive

management.

$342,000

$10,000 |

2 Ekely be the same &3 or similar to bankitparian
avagetation but &l a reduced planting density. Inchude
ing or other methods where needed (o prolect plantings

$342,000 :Unil cost assumes rate for site prep, planiing
imaieriats, Instailation, and 2 years of adapiive

I R ——

I - LWD Habltat Structures In Side Channels

$126,000

mmmmmmemmam)wmmmmmmm
le and double log structures; [} EA $800 $4,800 iEngineers esl. Assumes 3800 per log
| : idelivered and insialed.
il log structures (-8 logs): 21 EA | $4.800 | $100,800 iEngineers esi. Assumes $300 per log
midil log struchzes (~ fogs): 7 EA { $3,200 [ $22,400 iEngineers asl Aszumes $500 per log

- LWD Sitructures Along Actively Eroding Side Channel Banks $60,800
and nsial englneered large woody debris (LWD) structures to improve hebital and provide bank roughness along aciivaly eroding portions of the side
mult] log struchures (-6 logs): [] EA $4,800 | $33,400 :Engineer's esl Assumes $800 per log
idefiversd and insiafied,
mulll fog struciures (—4 logs): 7 EA $3200 | $22,400 iEngineers esl. Assumes $800 per log
Roconnect Groundwater Channal Habltat $15,200
650 cY 7] $3.000 (Enginears esL - Assimes a 300 long
ichannel, 20° wide, and average of 3 deep.
Auumes removal of all axcavated spolls from
lhn site
450 cY $12 §7.800 EEnmﬂnrnul. Sae above note reganding
ivolume. Assumes hau! off-sits to a local
1.0 LS %3,500 $3,500 :Miscollaneous ltems wuch es arosion control
- Rallcar Bridge Over New Channel $30,000
nsisll rellcar bridge or other prefabricated crossing over the 1.0 [E] $30,000 | $30,000 IEngineers esl. - Assumes bask 40 fool span

construcied charme! (accessing the mdsiing
roundwaler channe;) o provide a crossing for Fvestock,

iwith ecology block footers, Cosl for materlals,
delvuy end instafiation,

——

- LWD Habitat Enhan t In Rect ted Groundwater Channel

$44,800

eign and Install engineered krge woody debris (LWD) habiial structures in the reconnexisd groundwater channel to enhance habital

sized muliHlog structures (~7-9 logs): 7 EA i $6,400 | $44,800 iEngineer's ost. Assumen $800 per log
i idellverad end Insialled.
UBTOTAL DIRECT COSTS: $854,800
INTINGENCY 50% | $427.400 :
TOTAL DIRECT COSTS: $1,282,200

= oa:uzeIION;'AND:oVERSIGfmh
GINEERING DESIGN AND REVEGETATION DESIGN 1 s $75,000 | §75,000 Auumu engineering and mwegeiation design

ftorel project sjements [isted above, Assumes
deaign of log atruchures will require Mmydraulic
modeling. Includes site visll, survey, geotech
analysls, hydrology, hydraufic modefing, and
dezign PSAE to support public bid for
construction.

[peERMITTING 5 $60,000

Assumes permitting for all project elements,
Assumes all project elements are penmitiod
together. Permitting individual elsments as
separata projects would be eignificanty more
Texpensive.

7/16/2015

Early Action Habial Projacts - Planning Level Cost Extimatesxbor



prepared by: M. Klara, A. Rhode
Checked by: M. Ewbank

Table 2. Early Action Habltat Enhancement Project Group 2 - Planning {10%) Level Cost Estimata

Quantlty Unit  UnliiCost Amount Notes

tem
OBILIZATION AND STAGING 1 % 5% $64,000 :Assumes mabilization for all engineered
iproject etements.
NSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT/OVERSIGHT 1 q LS $35,000 ! $35000 :Assumes CO for all engineered and
revegetation project elements.
EUBTOTAL ENGINEERING, PERMITTING, AND OVERSIGHT COSTS: $234,000
ONTINGENCY 30% : $70.200
TOTAL ENGINEERING, PERMITTING, AND OVERSIGHT COSTS: $304,200
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS: $1,586,000

FHE S Early Action Habitst Projects - Flanning Level Cost Estimatrcbn
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Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc. July 2015
CLIENT: Kittitas County Flood Contral Zone District

PROJECT: Yakima River - Hansen Pits to Yalima Canyon - Concaptual Restoration Design

SITE: Early Acllon Hablixi Enhancament Project Group 3

Prepared by: M. Klara, A, Rhode
Checked by: M, Ewbank

Table 3. Early Action Habitat Enhancement Project Group 3 - Planning (10%) Level Cost Estimate

em Guant] Unit  UnilCost  Amount Notes
- Bani/Riparian Vegelation izza.noo
riparian zone by planiing nafive vegeiation | 152 AC . $15.000 | $228,000 [UnH cosl assumes rale for elie prep, planiing
tmprove shading end minimize ercalon sk through { ‘materials, Installation, and 2 years of adaptive
rool coheslon. Manage or eradicats existing | ‘management.
of non-native vegpiation such es reed :
. {nstall with & high planting density to enswre | !
rale of surviva n tesa critical aress, Include fencing of i
mathods whers nesded to protact plantings from :
, deer, elk, beaver, eic. i
[z - Floodplaln Forest Revegetation $371,000
"with landownars (o implemen sffective and acceplable | 37.1 AC $10,000 [ $371,000 \Unil cosi exsumes rate for silo prep, planting
refosusiafion, Lmprove canopy cover and rmatertals, installation, and 2 years of adaptive
erstory diversity in sparsely forested areas, or eestablish & \menagement.

phhmmhdduuhdm. Species soleciion !
Gely be the zame a3 or stimbar to bank/riparian i
bud et & recduced ptanting density. ncluds i

or ather methods where nsedad to protact plantings }
Bvestock, deex, alk, beaver, stc. i

- LWD Hebitet Structures In Side Channels $110,400
mmmwmemmmmmwmummmmmmmim
la and doubls log structures: &  EA | saoo $4,200 Engneers esL Assumes $500 per fog
mudtl log structures (~8 logs): | 1] EA ¢ g B00 .
Tt log Structures (~4 loga): T A Hae

0 - Groundwater Study
xign end kmplement a groundwater study mcross the site to 10 ¢ LS  §$25,000
etermine waler table elevailons, depth, and ssasonal i H :
Results of this study will inform the deshgn of |
ataticn efforts and allow designers lo determine he

/details of proposad groundwater chemnel
:docking statian. Instedl 4 loggens par day by
ihand, 2 person crew, Plus daia download field
ivisits, Data analysis Is Inchuded in design for
iprojects 11 and 13.
1 - Construcl Groundwater Channels $150,000

nvestigate feasiby of, design, and construct groundwater channel(s) lo provide eritical off channel habitat, Inciude ripartan revegetation wnd instalation of
WD habliai structimes b the design as eccourred for in tems 1 and 12. Engineer's estimate Is for construction excavation anty, excluding revegetsilon (1)
LWDO habital structure nstaliation (12). mewmdymddulgnmhdudodhenmmmdmhmw. Permitiing, Mobilization
Oversight section.. r
Excavation 7500 ; CY $6 $45,000 Enginewr's esl - Assumes 2800° of channel,

120 wide, and sverege of 3.5 deep. Assumes
:irmwulofdlmﬁspdh&wnﬂwsltl

|
poiis haul-off and dispoasi T 1,500 cY $12 | $90,000  Enghesrs est, See above nole regarding
| ivolume, Assumes hai off-site to & local
direct cosla 10 s $15.000 | $15,000 |Micelaneous ema such as erasion control

1

ifatwic, dewatering, atc.

2 - LWD Habitat Structures In New Groundwater Channels $76,400
groundwater channel construciion.
EA $800 | $17.600 'Engnoers est, Asaumes $800 per log

defiversd and nsialled.
EA $4.800 | $0.600 Engineer's asl Assumes $300 per log
defhvearad and installed,
EA $3,200 ; $51,200 :Engineer's esl. Assumes $800 per iog
dalivered and installad,
13 - Revegetation of Dislurbed Sites $312,000
mplement a revegatation plan thai includes the necesaary H 104 AC $15,000 | $156,000 Unil cosl assumas rate site prep, fertllzation
amendments end alte prep to ensure succaashid ! ‘with blalsol organic feriilizer, planiing
olation with native riparian species. Inchda fencing or : materials, inatallation, and 2 years of adaplive
methods where needed to protect plantings from l managemenl
, dear, elk, beaver, etc. |
amendment with organic compos! T 104 AC $15,000 | $156,000 :Assumes 3-6 eppication, May not be
i necessary to achlsve revegelation objeciives.
[SUBTOTAL DIRECT COSTS: $1,262,800

7/18/2015 Enely Action Hahitat Prajects - Planning Level Coit Estimaten o



Prepared by: M. Klara, A. Rhode
Checked by: M. Ewbank

Table 3. Early Actlon Habitat Enhancement Project Group 3 - Planning {10%) Level Cost Estimats

fitem Quaniity Unit__ UnitCost  Amount Noles
JCONTINGENCY E0% : $641.400 :
TOTAL DIRECT COSTS: §1,924,200
NGINEERING DESIGN AND REVEGETATION DESIGN | 1 LS $110,000f $110,000 !Assurnes angineering and revegeiation

for afl project elements Bsted above, Assumes
=dnill'n of log structures will requirs hydraufic
moddinu Includes site visil, survey, geotech
.mdnh. hydrelogy. hydrmiic modeling, and
idesign PSAE to suppori public bid for

[FERMITTING 1 LS $65,000 | $65,000 :Assumes permiting for al projeci alaments.
} Assumes all project elaments are permitied
itogether. Pemmitting individual ejements as

sepanate projecls would be significantty more
Eomuzxrlon AND STAGING T % % $96,000 | Assumes mobilzation for il engineered
BGRSTRUC TTON MANAGEMENT/OVERSIGHT 19 s §45000 | $45,000 ;Assumes CO for all engineered and
SUBTOTAL ENGINEERING, PERMITTING, AND OVERSIGHT COSTS: $316,000
NTINGENCY 30% | §64,800
TOTAL ENGINEERING, PERMITTING, AND OVERSIGHT COSTS: $410,800
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS: 2,335,000

711672015 Early Action Hubitat Projects - Planning Level Cost Estimates.xioa
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Table C1. Ringer Loop Road Planning Level Cost Estimate
Alternative RL4 - Road Removal, Acquistion, and Revegetation
Construction Costs to County
Item Unit Quantity Cost/unit  Total Cost

Construction

Mobilization (8% of construction cost) LS 1 $14,000 $14,000

Clearing & Grubbing AC 0.52 $4,100 $2,100

Silt Fence LF 1550 55 58,000}

pPavement demo SY 4000 Y | $16,000

Rf)ad prism removal (upper 6"; excavate, haul & oy 1300 $20 $26,000

dispose)

Turn-around & signage EA 2 $18,500 $37,000]

Topsoil (6" spread over road prism) cy 1300 $30 $39,000|

Vegetation AC 3.0 512,000 $36,000
Construction Subtotal 5178,100
Professional Fees

Design Drawings (concepts assumed sufficient) HR 40 5130| $5,200%
Professional Fees Subtotal 55,200
Total $183,300
Contingency (30%) $55,000
County Construction Total $240,000
Future Maintenance Costs to County

- — W "

Rep.j:nr flood damage to re.m'c‘nmng East-West portion oy 3200 10 $32,000

of Ringer Loop Road (per incident)
Acquisition & Restoration Costs to Others

Real Estate Fees {Appraisal, etc) LS 1 410,000 $10,000

Property Acquisition {Assessed Land Value per acre + AC 9.1 $6,791 $61,800|

50%)

) . red | . it

Habitat |"estorat|on onvacqmred and (via habitat AC 10.5 24,000 $251,000

restoration grant funding}
Possible Long-Term Costs to Others

Re-locating WOFW boat ramp LS 1 | 500,000} $500,000
NOTE:
if property acquisition is expanded to include all Papineau land south of meander scar, the land area would
be approximately 40 acres and the estimated cost {assuming the assessed value plus 503%) may be in the
range of $275,000.




