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Action Tracking Table
Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Continue instream flow and water quality monitoring
throggh permanent and_ seasonal gauges and water North Fork monitoring: A
quality monitoring stations. Specifically, . .
CDs in CLP, NFP, continuous, stand alone gage was
i Ecology (for . . Streamflow, Water
o . and SFP; IDWR, 7\ installed at Elberton in May 2007. .
. - flow monitoring through permanent and seasonal L CDs in CRC, . the monitoring . . Quality, and
BW-1 1 Action . Basin-wide City of Pullman, L However this gage was removed in
gauges on North Fork and South Fork Palouse River Ecology . . station in . Groundwater
! . . . Planning Unit, September 2007 and will be relocated Lo
(including City of Colfax and City of Pullman) Pullman) X Monitoring
. USGS, IDEQ to a site farther downstream (see
- monthly flow measurements at sites throughout the action NFP-1)
Cow Creek subbasin that are currently monitored by '
the Adams CD
o o Individual - Streamflow, Water
BW-2 4 Action Upgrade diversions to install measuring devices where irrigators Individual Ecology B B Quality, and
needed. irrigators Groundwater
(throughout area) Monitori
onitoring
CP.S' Counties, Streamflow, Water
. Provide opportunities for voluntary water quality S _Cltles and Towns Quality, and
BW-3 3 Action . . . Basin-wide WDOH in NFP, Ecology, -- - '
sampling on private wells (sample Kkits). Groundwater
NRCS, WSU Monitorin
Extension, IDEQ g
Continue to support regional (Washington and Idaho) Characterize
Not . \ L Surface Water and
BW-4 Recommendation | management efforts and solutions for Grand Ronde Basin-wide -- Ecology -- -
Ranked . . Groundwater
aquifer decline.
Resources
Continue to support and fund research and study efforts Characterize
Not . o -~ . L Surface Water and
BW-5 Recommendation | for determining characteristics and solutions for Basin-wide -- Ecology -- -
Ranked L . Groundwater
declining Grand Ronde aquifer.
Resources
Ecology,
Identify and prioritize areas for potential wetland Individual Enhance_ment/Resto
. . . Landowners, WSU ration of
. creation, restoration, and enhancement for storage . . CDs, Counties, . .
BW-6 3 Action . Basin-wide Extension, IDEQ, -- - Floodplain,
purposes and enhancement and/or restoration of natural NRCS s
floodplain, riparian or wetland areas IDWR, Riparian or
’ ' Cooperative Wetland Areas
Extension
Characterize riparian conditions and identify
restoration/enhancement areas where appropriate;
implement riparian function enhancement projects with
- . . . Enhancement/Resto
willing landowners, tailored to their strategies and Ecology, ration of
BW-7 5 Action _needs,_ln priority areas where appropriate using Basin-wide CDs, Counties Individual B _ Floodplain,
incentive-based approaches (using Whitman County Landowners, WSU RiDari
L . iparian or
Growth Management Plans to assist in identification of Extension
Wetland Areas

critical areas). Develop a managed grazing program
that addresses the use of riparian areas while protecting
and enhancing water resources.

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Action Tracking Table
Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Projects need to be thoroughly
evaluated for their appropriateness; Surface and
Not . Enhance existing surface water storage in reservoirs L the Columbia River Water
BW-8 Recommendation Basin-wide CDs Ecology -- . Groundwater
Ranked and/or lakes. Management Program is currently
X Storage
funding a Rock Lake storage
feasibility study.
Identify opportunities for recharge (including
retention/settling basins, rainfall collection, small scale
structures for improving baseflows, and other small
scale storage opportunities). Encourage and work with
individual landowners to construct small storage,
infiltration or additional retention/settling basins to City of Moscow, | Ecology, IDEQ, Surface and
BW-9 2 Action improve baseflows in the summer. Consider the Laird Basin-wide City of Pullman, | IDWR, USFS, B CAPITAL Groundwater
Park (ID) site as a demo site for local Conservation Colfax, Albion, NRCS, Individual Storage
Districts in the NFP to show to interested landowners. Counties, CDs landowners g
Avreas to consider in the NFP MA include outside
Harvard, Old Mill Site west of Potlatch (flat plane for
flood control), Strychnyne Creek (on stream reservoir),
and above Laird Creek (dam).
Identify and prioritize areas to implement the following
strategies to improve stormwater management and
treatment and increase groundwater infiltration:
1. sediment basins
2. infiltration trenches 1. Drainage
3. swales / wetlands facilities on rural All development in
4. rural/urban drainage ditch upgrades roads pm
. . CLP, Towns in
2. City of Sprague | Counties, CLP, CDsin CLP Stormwater
. This action is applicable in the following locations of drainage ditches WSDOT, Cities ’ ’ CAPITAL if tied to a specific project
BW-10 2 Action ) . . NRCS, State -- . Management and
the CC, RC, NFP and LP management areas: 3. City of Lamont | and Towns in . and location.
) - - Transportation Treatment
CC: drainage ditch NFP
. . : Departments
1. Drainage facilities on rural roads 4. Drainage excent WSDOT
2. City of Sprague drainage ditches facilities on rural P
RC: and urban roads
1. Drainage facilities on rural roads
2. City of Lamont drainage ditch
NFP: Drainage facilities on rural and urban roads
LP: Drainage facilities on rural roads
Implement updated stormwater management
Not requirements, BMPs, and plans (consistent with the Cities and Ecology, NRCS, Stormwater
BW-11 Recommendation | Eastern Washington Stormwater Manual or Idaho Basin-wide . Latah County -- -- Management and
Ranked . o Towns, Counties ; o
equivalent) for existing and/or new developments and Highway Districts Treatment

roadways.

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area

Golder Associates

Project No. 083-93055.300




February 20, 2009

FINAL

Appendix A, Table A-1 Page 3 of 22
Action Tracking Table
Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Not Adopt the Eastern Washington Stormwater manual State. Counties Stormwater
BW-12 Recommendation | and/or develop updated stormwater management Basin-wide - g ’ - - Management and
Ranked - Cities, Towns
requirements. Treatment
Not Implement aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) and Cities and Municipal Water
BW-13 Recommendation | reuse to meet potable water demand and to offset Basin-wide - - -- Supply and
Ranked Towns
groundwater use. Demand
o . Municipal Water
BW-14 Not Recommendation Support effqrts of municipalities to develop alternative Basin-wide Ecology WDOH Ecology B Supply and
Ranked water supplies.
Demand
Develop/implement potential recharge and flow
enhancement strategies. Strategies to consider include:
balancing basins, floodplain storage, wetland Cities and Towns
restoration, the use of small check dams, and in NFP, Ecology, . —
BW-15 1 Action infiltrating water that is withdrawn from surface water | Basin-wide CDs IDEQ, IDWR, -- gAePrgiﬁrl;allﬁp'eudstt(zj:ffnrior{ecst{rate ies Re(éhnaggﬁcaermef‘![ow
in the high-flow winter months into shallow PBAC, Individual P J 9 gles.
groundwater in locations that will result in return flows Landowners
to streams during summer months via surface
infiltration.
Project Proposal submitted in 2008
for the study. ldentified as the
Planning Unit's #2 priority in the
Watershed Plan. CAPITAL. This
action was written to evaluate
conservation tillage for water savings
. . and aquifer recharge purposes. Start
1'. Hydrolog]c study/assessment to evaluate alternative in SEP MA. and if successful apply
tillage practices that address water management
9 to rest of management areas.
objectives.
2. Pursue trials of various conservation tillage Consider revising list item number 3
operations (e.g. Cook/Stations — Cunningham farm), e g
L9 . to: “Develop and implement
and then demonstrate these conservation tillage Start in SFP MA, . . .
approaches (e.g. no-till, mulch till, etc.) and results to and if successful CDs, WSU Conservation Tillage Aquifer Recharge and Flow
BW-16 1 Action e ' Lo . . USDA, NRCS -- Recharge Program on acreage that
area growers (e.g., benefits gained including soil apply to rest of Extension Enhancement

quality, erosion rates, water infiltration rates, etc.).

3. Develop and implement Conservation Tillage
Aquifer Recharge Program: This program focuses on
improving aquifer recharge by changing farming
practices on approximately 50,000 acres (35,000 WA
& 15,000 ID)

management areas

includes conventionally cultivated
summer fallow and highly erodible
land." as part of the first update of
the Watershed Management Plan.

The 50,000 acre number is not
intended to limit the extent of
conservation tillage on of
conventional summer fallow land or
other highly erodible land but to be
used as a starting point to promote
and implement conservation tillage
practices in the basin

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Unique
Identifier

Tier

Category

DIP Action Description

Location

Lead Entities/
Project
Sponsors*?

Supporting
Entities*®

Obligated

Entities, if
any*

Implementation Notes®

Topic

BW-17

Not
Ranked

Recommendation

In the future Ecology should involve the PU in any
future studies, study recommendations and rule-making
from instream flow studies in WRIA 34 and should
include existing information collected during the
instream flow needs assessment in future rulemaking.
Instream flows should be developed in a balanced
fashion considering regional aquifer issues, future
growth and environmental concerns.

Basin-wide

Ecology

Planning Unit,
WDFW

Ecology,
WDFW

Instream Flow

BW-18

Action

Continue efforts and identify and prioritize additional
locations to implement the following water
conservation and efficiency strategies for agricultural
systems:

1. Conservation tillage

2. Irrigation efficiencies

3. Minimize conventional summer fallow.

Consider the area between Pullman and Colfax in the
SFP MA.

Basin-wide

CDs, Individual
irrigators

Individual
landowners,
NRCS, WSU
Extension, USDA,
Ecology

CAPITAL if tied to a specific project
and location.

Water Conservation

and Efficiency
Strategies -
Agricultural

BW-19

Not
Ranked

Recommendation

WDOH to provide technical assistance and work with
water utilities to set goals and implement individual
conservation programs as appropriate and compliant
with WAC 246-290. Items to be considered include: 1.
System water audits, 2. Leak detection and repair, 3.
Source metering, 4. Consumer metering, 5.
Consumption/seasonal rates, 6. Bills with consumption
history, 7. Reuse of reclaimed water, 8. Plumbing
retrofit kits, 9. User water audits, 10.
Landscaping/irrigation guidelines, 11. User education,
12. Secure funding for implementation.

Basin-wide

Cities and
towns, Public
Water Systems,
WDOH

Water Conservation

and Efficiency
Strategies -
Domestic

BW-20

Not
Ranked

Recommendation

Consider supporting legislation to provide incentives to
water rights holders to conserve water.

Basin-wide

Washington
State Legislature

Ecology, IDWR,
Planning Unit

Water Rights

BW-21

Not
Ranked

Recommendation

Study the impacts, effectiveness, and water savings of
abolishing Ecology’s “use it or lose it” policy with
respect to water rights.

Basin-wide

Ecology

Recommendation to Ecology

Water Rights

BW-22

Action

Provide background information on water banking to
the Planning Unit. Planning Unit to consider
recommending that the Washington state legislature
revise the statute to provide for water banking in
WRIA 34, allowing unused water to be sold/leased to
other users commensurate with current statutory and
case law.

Basin-wide

Washington
State
Legislature,
Ecology

IDWR, Planning
Unit

Water Rights

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Action Tracking Table
Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Support Adams CD in water quality sampling for
temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, nutrients,
phosphorus, etc. Willow Creek, Water Quality -
BW-23 5 Action Rebel Creek Adams CD CDs except Adams | Adams CD (see _ Sampling and
Adams CD is obligated to: "Include water quality (Adams County), CD, Ecology action) Analysis
sampling and analysis of the mouths of Cow Creek and | Rock Creek
Rock Creek in the Palouse River Mainstem TMDL
studies.”
Study Conduct microbial source tracking (including DNA, Water Quality -
BW-24 4 IA RNA ribotyping, and other new techniques) and Basin-wide -- CDs in CLP, IDEQ -- -- Sampling and
ssessment . o _
analysis of bacteria to identify sources. Analysis
Conduct further characterization of groundwater for
potential contamination from nitrates using existing CDs, Counties,
data (USGS, WDOH, etc), identify risk areas and Cities and Towns
develop and implement management strategies to in NFP, Ecology, .
BW-25 2 Study reduce nitrate contamination. Basin-wide WDOH NRCS, WSU -- -- Water_Quahty i
/Assessment . Nitrate
Extension, PBAC,
Options for focusing activities include: hand dug / Planning Unit,
shallow wells (300 ft or above), proximity to sewer / IDEQ, IDWR
fertilizer runoff lift stations, and recharge areas.
Establish and promote the following BMPs for erosion
control for pasture, rangeland, cropland, and forest
land. Options include:
* bank stabilization
* riparian buffers
e grazing management systems Counties in NFP,
* Conservation tillage Individual
* Divided slopes Landowners, Water Quality -
BW-26 9 Action » Minimize conventional summer fallow Basin-wide CDs NRCS, WSDA, B CAPITAL if tied to a specific project Erosion and
» Strip cropping WSU Extension, and location. Sedimentation
* Feedlot placement WDFW, Ecology,
» Use of site-based NRCS manuals USFS, ISCC,
» Forest road stabilization and abandonment IDEQ
Provide incentives to landowners to implement BMPs.
Specific areas to consider include Hooper in the CC
management area.
Identify and prioritize sites for bank stabilization and CDs in NFP, .
. . A o Water Quality -
BW-27 3 Action implement activities to minimize water quall_ty impacts Basin-wide _ Ecology, IDEQ, . _ Erosion and
from flood events. Specific area to consider includes IDWR, USACE, : .
. X Sedimentation
the mainstem Palouse River. WDFW

Abbreviations:

Golder Associates
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Action Tracking Table
Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Conduct further characterization of sediment sources, CDsIn SFP_and
- . . . NFP, Counties,
and identify and evaluate potential options to reduce
. . . Ecology,
sediment loads entering surface waters. Options could L
Stud Include: CDs in CRC and :Qﬁéﬁ'v%ﬂi'rs IDEQ Water Quality -
BW-28 3 y 1. BMPs for agriculture, range, forest (forest road Basin-wide ; ' -- -- Erosion and
/Assessment L CLP, USFS NRCS, WSU . .
stabilization and abandonment). . Sedimentation
Extension, IDWR,
2. Rural Roadway BMPs
il . Latah County
3. Streambank stabilization, cropping systems, . o
livestock management, and other practices Highway District,
gement, P WSDOT, WDFW
Work with individual landowners to review pesticide
and fertilizer use and implement the following BMPs to
limit water quality impacts:
1. Implement nutrient management plans on
agriculture / rangelands Ecology, IDEQ,
2. Follow labels for appropriate application WSDA, WSU Water Quality -
3. Evaluate and support opportunities for funding of Extension, NRCS, Pesticide and
BW-29 3 Action high precision agricultural systems to reduce pesticide Basin-wide CDs Individual -- -- Fertilizer Use
use irrigators, (Review,
4. Reduce nutrient loading to local waterbodies Individual Implement BMPs)
5. Enhance riparian areas Landowners, ISCC
6. Urban/rural education program
7. Conservation tillage
8. Cleaning equipment
9. Buffer zones
Water Quality -
When appropriate for resource conservation objectives, Pesticide and
BW-30 2 Action develop cost-share program to promote use of chemical | Basin-wide CDs -- -- - Fertilizer Use
fallow vs. summer fallow. (Review,
Implement BMPs)

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Characterize surface water for potential contamination
from fecal coliform. ldentify sources of fecal coliform
(e.g., agricultural runoff or natural populations of
waterfowl and/or other species) using best available
practices. Identify and prioritize locations to
implement strategies to reduce fecal coliform levels.
Consider implementing the following strategies to
reduce fecal coliform levels:
1. Enhance riparian areas / buffers . .
2. Minimize direct discharge from livestock operations Elcaglgmg unit,
(feedlots and/or grazing) 100y,
3. Out of stream watering of livestock Basin-wide, Ilgr(lj(lj\(l)lv?/ﬁzlrs Some projects could be eligible for Water Quality -
BW-31 2 Action 4. Identify and address septic systems _ Sprague Lake CDs, Counties NRCS, WSU -- CAPITAL funding. Fecal Coliform
5. Explore waterfowl management options Outlet .
N . Extension, USFS,
6. Reduce or eliminate combined sewage overflows
. WDOH, WDFW,
7. Expanded lagoons/lines aerated lagoons
IDEQ
8. Urban sources
9. Inventory/dye testing of septic systems adjacent to
floodplains and waterways
10. Other applicable BMPs
11. Monitoring
12. Education/outreach
Work with individual livestock owners/managers to
review management practices, and implement the CDs except CDs in
following BMPs through grants and other programs to | Basin-wide, Along NFP, Ecology,
) . limit water quality impacts: length of North . IDEQ, Individual B _ Water Quality -
BW-32 2 Action 1. livestock BMPs (specific to type of animal), Fork (lower CDs in NFP landowners, Fecal Coliform
2. monitoring, elevations) NRCS, WSU
3. expanded lagoons / lined aerated lagoons, Extension, ISCC
4. nutrient management plans.
Cities in SFP,
Towns in SFP,
Not Review and update, as needed, best-available-science- USFS, Counties, | Ecology, WDFW, Land Use and
BW-33 Recommendation | based riparian buffer zones and critical areas Basin-wide Cities and Cooperative -- -
Ranked . . . Development
regulations. Towns in NFP Extension, IDFG,
IDWR, NRCS,
Towns in CLP
Not Evaluate effectiveness of critical areas ordinances; Cities and Land Use and
BW-34 Recommendation | modify ordinances to improve effectiveness as Basin-wide Towns in NFP, Ecology -- -
Ranked . Development
necessary. Counties

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area

Golder Associates

Project No. 083-93055.300




February 20, 2009

FINAL

Appendix A, Table A-1 Page 8 of 22
Action Tracking Table
Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Implement/enforce land use and management .
Not . regulations by appropriate agencies to protect critical L Cities and Land Use and
BW-35 Recommendation . Basin-wide Towns, Ecology, WDFW -- -
Ranked areas and pristine areas of the management area (e.g. . Development
o . Counties, USFS
critical areas and shorelines programs).
Not Consider fisheries management and recreational fishing Fish and Aquatic
BW-36 Ranked Recommendation | in conjunction with enhancement of natural lake Basin-wide WDFW -- -- Recommendation to WDFW Plantsq
storage.
Evaluate pros and cons of conducting Use Attainability
Analysis (UAA) for meeting water quality standards.
Include Planning Unit in discussions. Revise water o
Not . quality standards (e.g. temperature) to reflect local N C|t|es_|n SFR'
BW-37 Recommendation L ~ Basin-wide Ecology Planning Unit, -- - Programs and Plans
Ranked conditions.
IDEQ
Specific areas to consider include Paradise Creek and
the South Fork Palouse.
Planning Unit members should actively participate in .EC?Iogy (fﬁr
Not . state TMDL process to ensure that PU concerns are L Planning Unit ne udmg the
BW-38 Recommendation o i Basin-wide ' - Planning Unit | ONGOING Programs and Plans
Ranked reflected, specifically with regard to voluntary Ecology .
. in the TMDL
management actions to reduce pollutant loads.
process)
BW-39 Not Recommendation | Planning Unit Support Beyond Phase 4. Basin-wide CDs Cities 'and Towns, -- -- Programs and Plans
Ranked Counties, Ecology
Fulfill lead agency responsibilities for watershed plan
implementation:
1. Intergovernmental coordination and
communications
2. Pursue additional funding
Not 3. Monitor plan implementation
BW-40 Ranked Recommendation | 4. Information clearinghouse Basin-wide Palouse CD 0 -- Recommendation to Palouse CD Programs and Plans
5. Support specific strategies
6. Identify issues/ barriers to be addressed
7. Targeted public outreach
8. Prepare annual progress report
9. Coordinate watershed plan updates
10. Administrative support
BW-41 Rell\r|1(I)<tez q Recommendation | Increase access to Federal Implementation Funding. Basin-wide CDs USDA -- -- Programs and Plans
Not Work with WRIA 34 regarding water management and
BW-42 Ranked Recommendation | policy decisions within watershed for identified WRIA | Basin-wide -- Ecology, WDFW -- -- Programs and Plans
34 policy and management priorities.
Not Use Ecology’s start card filing database to alert team of
BW-43 Ranked Recommendation | local geologists of wells that are planned in the Basin-wide -- Ecology -- -- Programs and Plans
Palouse.

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Conduct further inventory of septic systems, and IDEQ, Individual
identify and evaluate potential options to repair landowners,
BW-44 2 Action systems and reduce waste from entering surface waters | Basin-wide Counties NRCS, USFS, -- - Wastewater
and water quality impacts (evaluate opportunities for Ecology, WDOH,
assistance to landowners for repairs). WSU Extension
BW-45 RaNr1cIJ<t(e 4 | Recommendation \?vg?eoluqcsg)llijt?/“siaer? du;?jtsl?n program on TMDL and Basin-wide Ecology CDs, IDEQ Ecology -- PZ?]IACOEUT:::;LW
Counties in NFP,
Individual
Not . !ncrease awareness by develgpment and . L landowners, Public Education
BW-46 Ranked Recommendation |mpl_ementat|o_n of an education program targeting Basin-wide WDOH NRCS. USFS, -- -- and Outreach
septic system issues. Ecology, WSU
Extension, IDEQ
Identify opportunities and implement targeted one-on- | Early emphasis: IDFG, NRCS, Public Education
BW-47 3 Action one outreach on land management planning and Deep Creek, ID; CDs USFS, WSU -- --
. . and Outreach
practices. Clear Creek, ID Extension
Secure funding, develop, promote and implement a
community education program on water quality and
water quantity management options, including
conservation, ASR, groundwater recharge and WDOH, Towns in
streamflow enhancement, and instream flows. CLP, Ecology,
Education programs regarding conservation measures IDEQ, IDWR,
could include: WSU/U of |
1. Communicating existing efforts and opportunities Extensions,
for funding to individual landowners Counties. CDs in Individual Public Education
BW-48 1 Action 2. Increasing funding, methods and outreach of Basin-wide CLP an d’SFP landowners, - -- and Outreach
conservation measures to all water users NRCS, Non-profit
3. Developing regional workshops that target all water organizations,
users on the following topics: Public Water
a. water re-use Systems, CDs
b. lawn watering except CDs in CLP
c. water efficiencies and SFP
d. equipment installation and use
e. riparian and watershed function
f. out of stream livestock watering
Provide additional resources to CDs to increase CDs. NRCS &ﬁfcﬂjﬁgggn
BW-49 2 Action |nd|\_/|dual farm a_nd urbfan household BMP planning Basin-wide WSCC CLP, DNR, Towns -- - Funding
and implementation assistance. )
in CLP, Ecology

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Moscow has $150,000 in budget to
conduct a feasibility study of surface
0 be water storage in Moscow area.
ranked Evaluate the feasibility of constructing surface water Surface and
- Study/ storage facilities in the Palouse River Watershed to o cities, counties, | Ecology, IDWR, Columbia River Water Management
BW-50 in first . Basin-wide -- s . Groundwater
Assessment augment water supply for instream and/or out-of- CDs PBAC, USACE Program funds feasibility studies for
update Storage
of DIP stream purposes. surface water storage. CRWMP hgs
funded Rock Lake storage feasibility
study. Scope of work should be
developed by end of 2008.
Develop a road map for instream flow assessments and
to be recommendations for the entire watershed within the
ranked second year of implementation. Determine whether Palouse CD, Planning Unit will be develoning the
BW-51 in first | Action instream flows will be set in other management areas Basin-wide Planning Unit, -- - g’ . ping Instream Flow
L . roadmap in year 2 implementation.
update and at what point instream flow recommendations for Ecology
of DIP the North Fork Palouse River will be adopted into rule
by Ecology.
Coordinate supporting information with Adams
CC and Conservation District water quality monitoring studies Water Quality -
Lp-1 4 Action for fecal coliform and nutrients on Cow Creek and Entire MA Adams CD Ecology - -- Sampling and
baseline nutrient and other water quality information Analysis
on CLP.
Cow Creek, Rock
Creek, Sprague
Re-establish gauging stations on lower Cow Creek and Lake Outlet, . Streamfl_ow, Water
CCand 9 Action Soraque Lake and establish a network of gauaes to Above Rock Lake, Ecolo CDs in CRC, B Sprague Lake gauge was funded and Quality, and
RC-1 prag . gaug below Rock Lake, 9y USGS installed. Groundwater
manage water effectively. L
confluence of Rock Monitoring
Lake and Palouse
River
Encourage Whitman County to form a Groundwater This action may be unnecessary if Characterize
Management Area (GWMA) in order to increase . . y essary
CCand Not . - . . Whitman County, future instream flow rule includes Surface Water and
Recommendation | support for characterizing the regional hydrogeology Whitman County -- . . -
RC-2 Ranked : Planning Unit adequate groundwater management Groundwater
and developing sound groundwater management .
strategies strategies. Resources

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Hydrogeologic study to understand the impacts of
groundwater withdrawal on groundwater levels and
streamflows in Cow Creek and Rock Creek Subbasins.
Study to be conducted cooperatively with the other
WRIAs (34, 54, and 56) regarding water use and
instream flow setting (in an adjudicated basin).
1. Characterize the hydrology and hydrogeology,
including connectivity and interaction between surface
water, groundwater, springs, lakes and gravel beds.
Study to include review of flow data. Entire MA - CRC, ONGOING. Spokane County is
2. Develop a groundwater-surface water flow model. Sheep Springs, CDs in CRC leading the effort for the portion of
3. Use the model to: Cow Lake, Finnell Planning Unit Airway Heig’hts the management area within Spokane Characterize
CCand 1 Study/ a. characterize hydraulic continuity between wells and | Lake, Hallin Lake, (for #5) Cheney Spokan'e Ecology for #5 County and intends to fund these Surface Water and
RC-3 Assessment streams on Cow Creek, Rock Creek, Cow ’ T efforts through WRIA 54. Spokane Groundwater
X ; Ecology County, Lincoln ) '
b. develop potential recharge and flow enhancement Creek subbasin, County, USGS County would like the Planning Resources
strategies for Cow Creek, Airway Heights, ’ Unit's support for its work related to
c. assess the impact of new groundwater withdrawals Cheney this action.
(e.g., for stockwatering, irrigation, and municipal water
supply for Cheney, Airway Heights and Medical Lake)
on the streamflows and groundwater flows of the Cow
Creek and Rock Creek Subbasins.
4. Plan for future water supply in the Cow Creek
subbasin considering both the hydrogeology and the
1984 adjudication.
5. Develop appropriate management strategies to
address the results for both the Cow Creek and Rock
Creek Subbasins.
CC and _ Identify and prior_itize selected areas for_ storage of _ CDs in CRC except Surface and
RC-4 3 Action excess runoff during peak flows, including aquifer Entire MA Adams CD Adams CD, -- CAPITAL Groundwater
storage in increments on river reaches. Ecology Storage
Cow Creek Well Decommissioning & Casing Project. Characterize
. Locate, case and/or decommission wells that have been Wesj[ of COWZ Surface Water and
CC-1 2 Action . o . Hallin, and Finnell | Adams CD Ecology -- CAPITAL
identified as cascading from the upper to lower L akes Groundwater
aquifers. Resources
ONGOING - Spokane County
Conduct hydrogeologic characterization of Cheney and currently doing hydrogeologic study.
Medical Lake areas and establish location of Spokane County is leading the effort Characterize
Study/ groundwater divide. Conduct hydrologic study and ch Medical for the portion of the management Surface W
udy. . . eney, Medica S urface Water and
CC-2 1 A establish surface water divides. Based on the results of Spokane County | Ecology -- area within Spokane County and
ssessment . Lake : Groundwater
these studies, evaluate the need to remap WRIA intends to fund these efforts through RESOUICES

boundaries in the Cheney and Medical Lake areas.
Coordinate with adjacent WRIAs, as needed.

WRIA 54. Spokane County would
like the Planning Unit's support for
its work related to this action.

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Optimize the use of existing storage facilities Surface and
cc-3 Not Recommendation throug_hout the Cow Creek subbasin when there is Cow Cr_eek CDs in CRC Ecology, USACE _ B Groundwater
Ranked water in streams over and above that needed to satisfy | Subbasin Storage
senior water rights. g
Consider granting a storage right for Sprague Lake to
store water between the minimum and maximum Surface and
cC-4 Not Recommendation adjudicated level. Concerns such as flooding, p.roperty Above Sprague Ecology Planning Unit B B Groundwater
Ranked damage, etc. may need to be addressed along with a Lake Storage
cost-benefit analysis and completion of the SEPA g
process.
Collect additional flow and elevation data at the inlet Kev locations
and outlet of Sprague Lake and key locations between b y
etween Sprague
Sprague Lake and Hooper and compare to flows Lake and Hooper Surface and
CC-5 3 Action throughout the Cow Creek system to establish a ; . PET. | cDsin CRC Ecology -- -- Groundwater
. ; L including: Cow
reliable data set to confirm when water is likely to be . Storage
. . . Lake, Finnell Lake,
available for storage in Sprague Lake and impacts of .
. Sheep Springs.
storage in Sprague Lake.
Develop monthly water balance estimates for Sprague Surface and
CC-6 3 Action Lake by installing an evaporation pan and flow Sprague Lake CDsin CRC Ecology, USGS -- -- Groundwater
monitoring and water level elevation gauges. Storage
Convene a PU Subcommittee to discuss storage options
in the Cow Creek Subbasin during high flows and how Surface and
' they would be implemented. Determine whether this is | Cow Creek . . CDs in CRC,
CC-7 3 Action . X L . Planning Unit -- -- Groundwater
possible given the Adjudication. If mutually subbasin Ecology S
I ) - . torage
beneficial, discuss a maximum allocation associated
with water use during high flows.
Study/ Study feasibility of storing water in Sprague Lake to Planning Unit, CDs Surface and
CC-8 4 - . Sprague Lake -- . ’ -- -- Groundwater
Assessment rehabilitate lake for recreation. in CRC
Storage
Study/ Assess additional storage feasibility, including surface E%V:éﬂaigﬂel‘ake' Surface and
CC-9 3 Y water losses to groundwater, for Cow/Hallin Lake, L CDs in CRC Ecology -- -- Groundwater
Assessment . . - Sheep Springs
Finnell Lake, and Sheep Springs Reservoir. R ! Storage
eservoir
. — Surface and
CC-10 3 Study/ Determine availability of surface water above Sprague | Above Sprague Ecology Planning Unit B B Groundwater
Assessment Lake for storage or use downstream. Lake Storage
T . Surface and
i Study/ Further evaluate feasibility, including costs and . . 3 B
cc-11 4 Assessment benefits of flood control for the City of Sprague. City of Sprague City of Sprague | Ecology, USACE Grgttjggvg:ter
. Municipal Water
CC-12 2 Study/ Assess water SI_JppIy and projected demand due to Medical Lake Medical Lake Spokane County, Medical Lake B Supply and
Assessment growth in Medical Lake. Ecology Demand

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®® any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Determine feasibility of pumping water (at sustainable .
CC-13 4 Study/ levels) from deep aquifer wells to enhance surface Entire MA -- CDs in CRC, -- -- Recharge and Flow
Assessment . Ecology Enhancement
flows in Cow Creek.
Provide technical assistance in evaluating the Cow
Not Creek instream flow study, establish minimum
CC-14 Ranked Recommendation | instream flows for Cow Creek (if warranted), and Entire MA Ecology - -- - Instream Flow
consider pending water rights applications when setting
instream flows.
Convene a PU Subcommittee to work on an instream
flow package for the Cow Creek Subbasin. Consider
package components:
1. Partial closure to address groundwater use and
include along with that closure a reservation for
uninterruptible water for domestic, municipal, and
. stockwater purposes, and storage Cow C_r eek Planning Unit
CC-15 3 Action . ’ . ' . subbasin and Cow . ’ Ecology, WDFW -- - Instream Flow
2. Define an acceptable daily use level for permit c CDsin CRC
X . reek
exempt wells and other single family households.
3. Meter new water uses to verify that the water use
levels applied to the reservation are accurate.
4. Apply findings on groundwater and surface water
interaction (actions CC and RC-3 and CC-12) to
develop instream flow package in Cow Creek.
CC-16 Not Recommendation Mz_ina_ge v_vater rights/uses consistent with prior Cow Creek Ecology - -- -- Water Rights
Ranked adjudication.
Seek funding sources for off-site stock watering sites Every mile on Cow CDs in CRC except Water Quality -
CC-17 4 Action (estimated requirement is one supply site per mile for Creeks on both Adams CD Adams CD, -- -- Erosion and
riparian grazing areas). sides Ecology Sedimentation
Construct Fish Passage Barrier on Cow Creek below Fish and Aquatic
CC-18 4 Action Sprague Lake to prevent repopulation of Sprague Lake | Cow Creek -- WDFW -- -- Plantsq
with undesirable species.
Study the potential use of aquatic plants (e.g., duck . .
CC-19 4 Study weed or native species) that can be used to reduce or Sprague Lake - WSU Extension - -- Fish and Aquatic
/Assessment C . Plants
eliminate algal blooms in Sprague Lake.
CC-20 3 Study Conducft Cheney WWTP Effluent Discharge Cheney _ City of Cheney, B _ Wastewater
/Assessment Relocation Study. Ecology
. . . 1. Two miles
Characterize groundwater resources; map approximate . .
. X . . outside of Characterize
location, depth, and geographic extent of aquifers inthe | . =" .~ . Ecology, USGS,
LP and Study/ jurisdiction of each 4 Surface Water and
1 Lower Palouse and Rock Creek Management Areas. . -- Towns in CLP, -- -
RC-1 Assessment . . o town in the Groundwater
Also determine regional quantities and movement of PBAC
management areas Resources
groundwater. i .
2. Region wide

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Characterize hydrology and connectivity of surface
water and springs, and develop potential recharge and
flow enhancement strategies at the following locations
in the Lower Palouse and Rock Creek Management Characterize
LP and 1 Study/ Areas: Entire MA B Ecology, IDEQ, B . Surface Water and
RC-2 Assessment 1. Eastern portion of the Basin (Adams/Whitman USGS, IDWR Groundwater
County Line to Washtucna) Resources
2. Streams — Palouse River, Union Flat Creek, Willow
Creek, Rebel Flat Creek, Pine Creek, Cottonwood
Creek
Conduct a TMDL study for bacteria, temperature, and .
. | Water Quality -
LP and Not | oo ommendation | d1SS0lved oxygen in the Central Lower Palouse Entire MA Ecolo IDEQ Ecolo B Sampling and
RC-3 Ranked management area. Include sampling at the mouths of 9y 9y piing
S : Analysis
the major tributaries.
. . . Water Quiality -
LP and Not Recommendation Imprqve gnd streamline pgrmlttmg process for bank Entire MA USACE WDFW, Counties B _ Erosion and
RC-4 Ranked stabilization and other projects. in CLP : .
Sedimentation
Study/ Determine feasibility of stream re-engineering to West of Endicott . Ecology, IDEQ, Recharge and Flow
LP-1 4 . . on Rebel Flat CDsin CLP -- --
Assessment improve flows and water quality. Creek NRCS, IDWR Enhancement
Consider the concerns of the Planning Unit in future
instream flow rule-making, including:
i Not : 1. Implementing a partial closure to enable storage : CDs in CLP, _ B
LP-2 Ranked Recommendation 2. Reservation for uninterruptible water rights for Entire MA Ecology Planning Unit Instream Flow
domestic and municipal use, and a maximum allocation
for potential future storage.
COMPLETE. The town of Colton’s
LP-3 4 Complete Secure additional water supply/water rights Colton Colton Ecology -- water right transfer was completed Water Rights
Nov. 2007.
Identify the source(s) of foaming (potent_lal Organics or | i cio hatween _
detergent sources) that occurs on the mainstem Palouse . Water Quality -
. : . : ; . Colfax and CDs in CLP, ISCC, :
LP-4 3 Action River, and then identify and implement corrective . Ecology -- -- Sampling and
. . Whitman county NRCS, IDEQ .
actions to address the cause of the foaming on the line Analysis
mainstem Palouse River.
Assist the City of Endicott in securing grant funding to
LP-5 3 Action implement its water system C.I.P. to improve system Endicott City of Endicott | WDOH -- Possible recommendation to WDOH. Funding
storage, fire flow, conservation and reliability.
Further develop the concept of aquifer recharge using CDs in NFP,
NFP and 3 Study/ recharge wells to stabilize and recover aquifer levels in | Entire MA - NFP PBAC Ecology, Pullman, B _ Recharge and Flow
SFP-1 Assessment both the Wanapum and Grand Ronde basalts. Educate | and SFP WSU, IDWR, CDs Enhancement

and involve the public in water management options.

in SFP

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
I o Funded. CAPITAL. The feasibility
Further develop the feasibility of enhapced |nf|Itra-t|on study was funded by Ecology in 2006
at the basement-basalt contact at Kamiak Butte, with .
e . and has been documented in a recent
preference for an infiltration ditch that would follow report (Golder and HDR, 2008)
the contact between the basalt and the basement rocks. | Kamiak Butte, P ! '
NFP and Study/ . . USGS, Ecology, Recharge and Flow
2 Consider the North Fork and Fourmile Creek as NFP management | PBAC ; -- .
SFP-2 Assessment . T CDs in NFP Based on the results of this study, the Enhancement
potential sources of water for infiltration. Conduct area . .
. Planning Unit agreed that enhanced
surface water sampling to support assessment of infiltration of water at surface is
treatment options for water diverted from the North unlikelv to be effective to enhance
Fork of the Palouse River and Fourmile Creek. y
recharge to the basalts.
Ongoing. Ecology is assessing gage Streamflow, Water
NEP-1 1 Action Identify appropriate areas for permanent gauging Upstream of Ecolo USGS, IDWR, B locations and is intending to site a Quality, and
stations upstream of Colfax. Colfax g9y IDEQ new gaging station just upstream of Groundwater
Colfax on the North Fork. Monitoring
Establish and maintain groundwater monitoring wells Streéumglli(t)w,a\r/]\/dater
NFP-2 1 Action in support of instream flow management in the North Entire MA Ecology IDWR -- -- G g
Fork Palouse roundwater
) Monitoring
Study/ Characterize hydrology and connectivity of surface Ecology, IDWR, Sur(IE::era:/C\;:tran q
NFP-3 1 Y water, groundwater, and springs within the North Fork | Entire MA -- IDEQ, PBAC, - --
Assessment Groundwater
Palouse Management Area. USGS
Resources
Enhance and/or restore wetlands at the following CDs in NEP excent Enhancement/Resto
locations with willing landowners; evaluate incentive- Latah CD P ration of
NFP-4 4 Action based approaches to wetland restoration: Entire MA USFS, Latah CD ' -- -- Floodplain,
. g Ecology, IDEQ, Lo
1. City of Potlatch — old mill site, IDWR . NRCS Riparian or
2. Upper forest meadows (USFS) ’ Wetland Areas
e e o iz Wae
NFP-5 3 Action manag -/ supply 10 projects, query Endicott, Rosalia Counties in NFP | Counties, Planning - - Supply and
regarding economic development being limited by X
L Unit Demand
water availability.
Obligate agencies to collaborate with and assist in
identifying funding for developing a full instream flow
i Not . package for the North Fork Palouse to support . Ecology, CDs in NFP, Ecology,
NFP-6 Ranked Recommendation quantification of flows, a reservation, and maximum Entire MA WDFW Planning Unit WDFW ONGOING Instream Flow
allocation. Assist in identifying funding to educate the
Planning Unit/community on instream flow setting.
Develop instream flow package for North Fork
Palouse; establish minimum instream flows for North
Fork Palouse River. Consider a partial closure during North Fork Palouse CDs in NFP,
NFP-7 2 Action low flow summer months; along with a reservation for Ecology WDFW, Planning -- ONGOING Instream Flow

year round domestic and municipal use and a
maximum allocation during high flow; consider water
reservation for storage.

River

Unit

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
NEP-8 Not Recommendation Manage local development to minimize impacts to Entire MA Cities and Counties in NFP, B _ Land Use and
Ranked natural resources. Towns in NFP WDFW, Ecology Development
Counties in NFP,
Not . Encourage water re-use systems and stormwater . Cities and Eco_lo_gy, Land Use and
NFP-9 Recommendation . Entire MA - Individual -- --
Ranked management plans for new construction. Towns in NFP Development
landowners, Non-
profit organizations
Not . Evaluate and review the impact of the Idaho Forest Idaho portion of
NFP-10 Ranked Recommendation Practices Act on water quality. MA IDL, IDEQ Programs and Plans
Review and evaluate key strategies for water
management from Clearwater National Forest
NFP-11 4 Action Management Plan, state practices and forest practices Entire MA Planning Unit USFS - -- Programs and Plans
to use in water management planning throughout the
management area.
Counties in NFP,
. . o Ecology, IDEQ,
NEP-12 3 Study !nvestlgate legality of use of gray water and evaluate Entire MA Cities a_nd IDWR. Individual B . Wastewater
/Assessment impacts to surface water flows. Towns in NFP
landowners, Non-
profit organizations
i Study Evaluate the feasibility, cost and funding sources fora | City of Palouse . B _
NFP-13 3 /Assessment sewer extension for eastside Palouse. (Fisher Addition) City of Palouse | Ecology Wastewater
Not . . S . CDs in NFP Public Education
- - ’ - ?
NFP-14 Ranked Recommendation | Encourage public participation in the TMDL process. Entire MA Ecology, IDEQ ONGOING? and Outreach
Secure funding to implement the 14 water quality
NFP-15 2 Action actions referenced in the 2002 North Fork Palouse N_orth Fork Palouse Planning Unit -- -- - Funding
. River
River Watershed Management Plan.
Ongoing and/or funded. Centennial
Identify funding opportunities to address TMDL Mainstem Palouse CDs in NFP, Clean Water Grgnt/Loan funds, 319
i ' L . . . Nonpoint Pollution Grant funds, and .
NFP-16 2 Action concerns on the mainstem Palouse River in in Washington and | -- Ecology, Planning -- . - Funding
. . . 319 Direct Implementation funds (a
Washington and in ldaho. Idaho Unit - :
subset of the nonpoint pollution
funds).
Streamflow, Water
. . . . Quality, and
SFP-1 3 Action Install permanent gauging on Fourmile Creek. Fourmile Creek -- Palouse CD, USGS -- -
Groundwater
Monitoring
Project Proposal submitted in 2008.
. _ . . PBAC’s #2 Priority. Identified as the
Cunningham Fa_rm Monitoring Field Well Project - Cunningham Farm Planning Unit's #3 Priority in the Characterize
Install and monitor as many as 5 wells in the Palouse . .
. X . . . and other locations Watershed Plan. This could be Surface Water and
SFP-2 1 Action Basin Aquifer at Cunningham Farms, Kamiak Gap, ; PBAC Ecology -- . .
. . . in the Palouse partially funded with CAPITAL Groundwater
Whitman County Landfill, 4- mile gap and Staley to . if fundi q i it
characterize the geology and hydrogeology of the area Basin Aquifer tncing sources aepencing on 1t we Resources
' can tie the effort to an ASR, SAR or
Reclamation Reuse Project.

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area

Golder Associates

Project No. 083-93055.300




February 20, 2009

FINAL
Appendix A, Table A-1
Action Tracking Table

Page 17 of 22

Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
Project Proposal submitted in 2008.
PBAC’s #1 priority. Identified as the
Planning Unit's #1 Priority in the
Watershed Plan. This action has been
a topic of discussion at PBAC, but as
of August 2008 there is no dedicated
funding allocated. The grant
proposal written by Jerry Fairley was
Ecology, CDs in submitted to the Plannin_g Unit Characterize
SEP-3 1 Action De\{e_lop a framework for water resource management Entire MA PBAC SEP, Counties in B through _PBAC, and the item also Surface Water and
decisions concerning the Palouse Basin Aquifer. SEP. Cities in SEP appears in the draft of the Palouse Groundwater
: Basin portion of the ($20M) Idaho Resources
Aquifer Study / Water Plan project.
The current timeline calls for
initiation of work on the Palouse
beginning in mid-2010, but the
project is subject to annual
appropriation and the SCOPE
DETAILS COULD WELL
CHANGE between now and then.
Characterize
. Establish a central and permanent office for storage of . There is no dedicated PBAC funding | Surface Water and
SFP-4 1 Action geologic/ hydrologic information on the Palouse Basin. Entire MA PBAC h N to this effort as of August 2008. Groundwater
Resources
Continue to characterize groundwater resources; map
approximate location, depth, and extent of aquifers in Characterize
Study/ the South Fork Palouse Management Area. Also Ecology, IDWR, Project Proposal submitted in 2008 Surface Water and
SFP-5 1 Assessment determine regional quantities and movement of Pullman/ Moscow | PBAC USGS N for the age-dating portion. Identified Groundwater
groundwater. Age-date water to identify young water as the Planning Unit's #4 Priority in Resources
in shallow and deep aquifer systems. the Watershed Plan.

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Lead Entities/ Obligated
Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
ONGOING. PBAC funds a
continuing monitoring program that
fits under this action. Since 1999,
student research projects have been
coupled with monitoring activities.
Currently the Wanapum monitoring
. . . . activity is funded through May of Characterize
SEP-6 1 Study/ Condlg:t ongoing dgtpdles anoclj datt)a collecgon 0 r(;uk)]nltor - Ecology, IDEQ, next year; the Grande Ronde Surface Water and
i Assessment groundwater con . Itions, and to _etter un erstand how | Entire MA PBAC IDWR h monitoring student researcher Groundwater
recharge occurs (in Palouse Basin Aquifer). . .
completed his research in May, and Resources
Steve Robischon is now doing the
monitoring. PBAC has had ongoing
discussions about whether the
monitoring is best conducted by
student researchers or a dedicated
employee.
Characterize
SEP-7 5 Study/ Carbon 14 dating of Sediments of Bovil and Vantage Bovil and Vantage | PBAC _ B _ Surface Water and
Assessment well water. Groundwater
Resources
Characterize
SEP-8 9 Study/ Develop more detailed Gran_de Ronde_ flow maps by Entire MA PBAC _ B _ Surface Water and
Assessment comprehensive basalt sampling/chemistry Groundwater
Resources
!_ook at whether prc_)posed new Colfax well project will Characterize
Study/ impact shallow aquifer, springs and streamflows by Ecology, PBAC, Surface Water and
SFP-9 1 A characterizing the hydrology and connectivity of Entire MA, Colfax | -- USGS, City of -- --
ssessment . o Groundwater
surface water, groundwater, and springs within the Colfax RESOUICES

South Fork Palouse Management Area.

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Unique Project Supporting Entities, if
Identifier | Tier Category DIP Action Description Location Sponsors*? Entities®* any* Implementation Notes® Topic
This could be partially funded with
CAPITAL funding depending on if
we can tie the effort to an ASR, SAR
Characterize hydrology and connectivity of surface or Reclamation Reuse Project. A
water, groundwater, and springs, and develop potential major objective of the Kamiak part of
recharge and flow enhancement strategies at the the study is to determine the extent of
following locations: the Grande Ronde portion of the
1. Moscow Mountain, aquifer system. PBAC funded past
2. Sand Road area, Entire MA: geophysical research that indicated Characterize
SEP-10 1 Study/ 3. Smoot Hill, Kamiak an'd Four- | PBAC Ecology, IDEQ, _ the Grande Ronde is not continuous Surface Water and
Assessment 4. Kamiak Butte, Mile “gaps” USGS through the Kamiak Gap. Test Groundwater
5. Latah County (eastern basin), drilling there will help verify/refute Resources
6. upper reaches of tributaries. that conclusion. The log
investigation and test drilling will
Specifically include geologic characterization of the also help with the objectives to
Kamiak and Four-Mile “gaps” by further investigation characterize hydrology and
of well logs and additional test drilling. connectivity of surface water,
groundwater, and springs, and
develop potential recharge and flow
enhancement strategies.
Characterize
SEP-11 3 Study/ Develop a 3-D model of the geology of the Palouse Entire MA PBAC USGS B _ Surface Water and
Assessment Basin Aquifer. Groundwater
Resources
Characterize
Study/ Completion of 1:24,000 scale geologic maps for the . Surface Water and
SFP-12 3 Assessment Colfax South, Garfield, and Ewartsville quads. Entire MA PBAC USGS - - Groundwater
Resources
Characterize
SEP-13 3 Study/ Completion of 1:48,000 and 1:100,000 scale geologic | - ... via PBAC USGS B _ Surface Water and
Assessment map of the Palouse Basin Aquifer. Groundwater
Resources
Identify and evaluate potential aquifer recharge areas, City of Moscow Surface and
SFP-14 1 Action for winter flow diversions, ASR, Class A treated Pullman/Moscow | PBAC . ’ -- CAPITAL Groundwater
City of Pullman
effluent, etc. Storage
. . . City of Pullman, Surface and
SFP-15 2 Action It fee}5|ble, develop pilot sca!e ASR program(s) using City of Pullman -- WSU, Ecology, -- CAPITAL Groundwater
existing wells/water system infrastructure. .
CDs in SFP Storage

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Complete further study on ASR feasibility in Pullman,
beginning with a pre-feasibility document including:
1. identification/examination of existing wells for CAPITAL. PBAC has agreed in
possible retrofit to ASR principal to fund a project that will
2. geochemical compatibility screening to confirm look at the hydraulic impacts of ASR,
compatibility of surface water for use as a source for and as of the spring of 2008 was
aquife_r storage and recovery (ASR). Surface wat_er _ pending identif_icatio_n of a student Surface and
SEP-16 1 Study/ sampling to support assessment of treatment options City of Pullman, City of Pullman PBAC, Ecology, B researcher. This project would also Groundwater
Assessment for water diverted from Paradise Creek and the South Entire MA - SFP CDs in SFP, IDEQ involve the activity of continuing the Storage
Fork of the Palouse River Grande Ronde portion of the PBAC
3. preliminary operational scenarios and water system monitoring program. However, the
compatibility overview proposed project does not propose to
4. proposed observation well network and monitoring address much of the scope of the
plan action.
5. educate and involve the public in water management
options.
Conduct an economic evaluation/feasibility study that -
Study/ addresses, with other new supply options, supply . Municipal Water
SFP-17 4 IR S L Entire MA PBAC Ecology, IDWR - -- Supply and
Assessment development (i.e. “harvesting”) opportunities, and Demand
compare costs.
SEP-18 3 Study Rainfall/Wanapum well correlation study to determine Entire MA PBAC Ecology, IDWR, _ _ Recharge and Flow
/Assessment recharge areas and amounts. IDEQ Enhancement
SEP-19 5 Study Paradise Creek/Palouse Mall Area Aquifer Recharge Paradise Creek/ PBAC (E:(E?)SI;SySFIPDEQ B CAPITAL Recharge and Flow
/Assessment Study. Palouse Mall Area IDWR Enhancement
Further develop the preliminary feasibility of enhanced
infiltration at the crystalline bedrock-basalt margins as
Study a long-term groundwater level management tool. . CDs in SFP, Recharge and Flow
SFP-20 2 /Assessment Conduct an investigation including the use of Entire MA PBAC USGS, Ecology N CAPITAL Enhancement
geophysics and test pits to determine if the contact can
be identified and exposed.
Conduct tentative determination of status and validity
Not of existing surface water rights, claims, certificates and South Fork below
SFP-21 R Recommendation | permits (including riparian stockwater rights), -- -- -- -- Water Rights
anked : - . o Pullman
including place of use, point of diversion and usage
information for existing water right holders.
Study _ _ _ _ Water Quality -
SFP-22 3 IA Palouse Aquifer Water Chemical Analysis Study. Entire MA Pullman - -- - Sampling and
ssessment Analysis
SEP-23 Not Recommendation Encourage IOV\_/ impa(_:t Qe\_/elopment and sustainable Entire MA Counties in SEP _Cities and Towns B _ Land Use and
Ranked growth strategies to limit impacts to water resources. in SFP Development
Not Support Pullman and WSU efforts to obtain funding Ecology has obligated to fund a
SFP-24 Recommendation | (Legislature and other sources) for wastewater reuse City of Pullman - Ecology -- - . Wastewater
Ranked portion of the project.

project.
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Unique
Identifier

Tier

Category

DIP Action Description

Location

Lead Entities/
Project
Sponsors*?

Supporting
Entities*®

Obligated

Entities, if
any*

Implementation Notes®

Topic

SFP-25

Action

Identify and implement wastewater effluent reuse
strategies where practicable, considering legal
interpretation of obligation/amount of water to supply
and protect water rights, including riparian
stockwatering rights, below city discharge points.

Pullman/ Moscow

City of Moscow,
City of Pullman,
WSsuU

Ecology

CAPITAL. Submitted funding
proposal through WRIA as capital
project and close to getting funding
commitment from Ecology; funded
up to 30 percent design which has
been completed by WSU through its
budget (completed 2002) — project
waiting for funding to complete final
design and construction. Partnership
between city of Pullman and WSU.

As stated in the Watershed
Management Plan, “The Planning
Unit believes riparian livestock rights
have been and should be recognized
as an inherent water right for
landowners of streamside parcels and
those existing rights should not be
conditioned to instream flows (p. 5-
4).” Regarding this statement,
Ecology has noted the following:
“Riparian stock watering would need
to be adjudicated (e.g. Cow Creek) to
provide certainty for landowners of
stream parcels” (Ecology 2007).

Wastewater

SFP-26

Not
Ranked

Recommendation

Continue the “Palouse Water Summit” as an annual
event to discuss Palouse Watershed water resources
issues in a public forum.

Entire MA

Palouse CD

Cities in SFP, U of

I, WSU, Counties
in SFP, Ecology,
USGS

Public Education
and Outreach

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Action Tracking Table

Notes
1. An organization / individual that is primarily responsible for the completion of the action and guides other agencies collaborating on the action. The lead is in charge of securing funding for the action.
2. CRC CDs, cities, towns, and counties:
- CDs in CRC include Adams County CD, Lincoln County CD, Palouse Rock Lake CD, Pine Creek CD, and Spokane County CD.
- Cities in CRC include Medical Lake and Sprague.
- Towns in CRC include Lamont.
- Counties in CRC include Adams, Lincoln, Spokane, and Whitman.
CLP CDs, cities, towns, and counties:
- CDs in CLP include Adams County CD, Latah SWCD, Pine Creek CD, Palouse CD, Palouse Rock Lake CD, Spokane County CD, and Whitman County CD.
- Towns in CLP include Colton, Endicott, Farmington, Genesee (ID), LaCrosse, Malden, Oakesdale, Rosalia, Saint John, and Uniontown.
- Counties in CLP include Whitman, Spokane, Latah (ID), Benewah (ID), and Nez Perce (ID).
NFEP CDs, cities, towns, and counties:
- CDs in NFP include Palouse CD, Latah SWCD, Whitman County CD, and Palouse Rock Lake CD.
- Cities and towns in NFP include Palouse, Potlatch (ID), and Onaway (ID).
- Counties in NFP include Whitman, Latah (ID), and Benewah (ID).
SEP CDs, cities, towns, and counties:
- CDs in SFP include Palouse CD, Whitman County CD and Latah SWCD.
- Cities in SFP include Colfax, Pullman, and Moscow (ID).
- Towns in SFP include Albion.
- Counties in SFP include Whitman and Latah (ID).
3. An organization / individual that is in support of an action and therefore, collaborates as needed on action items, working in coordination with the lead entity; supports action funding strategies; and dedicates in-kind support and/or funding
when possible.
4. An organization / individual that accepted the obligation to complete the action. "--" indicates that no obligated entity was identified in the Watershed Management Plan. Actions where no obligated entity is identified are defined as Watershed
Management Plan Recommendations (desirable actions intended to help meet or address one or more of the planning objectives.
5. The implementation notes column should be updated with the following information:
a. Completion Status: Complete, Ongoing and/or funded
b. Funding status: specific information regarding actions taken to obtain funding (e.g., submitted project proposal in 2008). Also, identify if it would be a capital project.
c. Institutional knowledge: additional information that describes the background and purpose of the action to aid implementation
d. Other considerations: Other information that would be useful to know to implement the action. This can include information regarding related actions undertaken by other entities that could be used to eliminate duplication and
inconsistencies.

Abbreviations: BW = Basin-wide; CC = Cow Creek Management Area; LP = Lower Palouse Management Area; NFP = North Fork Palouse Management Area; RC = Rock Creek Management Area; SFP = South Fork Palouse Management Area
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
40 (BW): Continue instream flow and water quality monitoring
through permanent and seasonal gauges.
QT-4a (CLP): Continue instream flow and water quality
. ) . monitoring through permanent and seasonal gauges and water
Continue instream flow and water quality quality monitoring stations.
monitoring through permanent and seasonal gauges o o combined
and water quality monitoring stations. Specifically, | QT-2a (NFP): Continue instream flow monitoring through CDs (L- Adams), | Ecology ions: soli
permanent and seasonal gauges on North Fork; identify IDEQ (L), USGS, | (forthe | NFPL, _ actions; split
BW-1 - flow monitoring through permanent and seasonal | @Ppropriate areas for permanent gauging stations upstream of Basin-wide Ecology (L), monitorin | BW13, oornlgl(;;?? Low or ?ISltII:(I)DI; Q;ﬁ;
gauges on North Fork and South Fork Palouse River | Colfax IDWR, City of g station | BW14, term Medium part of split
- monthly flow measurements at sites throughout the | permanent and seasonal gauges on South Fork. Unit Pullman) NEP-1
Cow Creek subbasin that are currently monitored by ) o ) ) ‘
the Adams CD QT-2c (SEP): Continue to operate and maintain gauging station
in Pullman.
QT-2a (CRC): Continue monthly flow measurements at sites
throughout the Cow Creek subbasin that are currently monitored
by the Adams CD.
30 (BW) and QT-2c (CRC): Upgrade diversions to install !n(_jividual Eco_lo_gy, . . ggtrrobr:g er?o
BW-2 - - - X irrigators Individual -- BW17 Mid-term | Medium '
measuring devices where needed. (throughout area) | irrigators (L) change to
g g language
CDs, Counties,
33 (BW) and QL-2 (NFP): Conduct further characterization of i?\ltlllelglf ngc-g(l)(;’g;s split action.
BW-3 Prov@e opportunities for voluntary water quality groundw:_:lt_er for potential contamination from nitrates; p_rowde Basin-wide NRCS, WDOH _ BW18 Mid-term | Medium oth_er part of
sampling on private wells (sample Kits). opportunities for voluntary water quality sampling on private (L), WSU split action is
wells (sample kits). Extension, IDEQ in BW-25.
(L)
Continue to support regional (Washington and , . . .
BW-4 Idaho) management efforts and solutions for Grand 9 (BW): Continue to support r_eglonal (Washington and _Idaho) Basin-wide Ecology -- -- -- -- changed
. . management efforts and solutions for Grand Ronde aquifer. language
Ronde aquifer decline.
10 (BW): Continue to support and fund research and study
BW-5 - efforts for determining characteristics and solutions for Basin-wide Ecology - -- - - no change

declining Grand Ronde aquifer.

Golder Associates
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Unique
Identifier*

Refined Action Description

Original Description in Watershed Management Plan?

Location

Lead (L) and
Supporting
Entities®

Obligated
Entities,
if any*

Supported
Objectives

Schedule®

Cost®

Revisions to
watershed

plan action

description®

BW-6

Identify and prioritize areas for potential wetland
creation, restoration, and enhancement for storage
purposes and enhancement and/or restoration of
natural floodplain, riparian or wetland areas.

15 (BW): Evaluate needs and identify areas that would benefit
from enhancement and/or restoration of riparian vegetation.

19 (BW): Conduct feasibility study to identify opportunities for
wetland creation, restoration, and enhancement for storage and
environmental enhancement purposes.

QT-7a (CRC): Conduct a study to identify priority selected areas
for enhancement and/or restoration of natural floodplain,
riparian or wetland areas.

QT-4d (NFP): Conduct feasibility of and implement potential
wetland storage locations.

QT-5b (SEP): Conduct study to identify opportunities for
wetland creation, restoration and enhancement for storage
purposes.

QT-2b (CLP): Evaluate needs and identify areas that would
benefit from enhancement and/or restoration of riparian
vegetation and wetlands

Basin-wide

CDs (L), Counties
(L), Ecology,
Individual
Landowners,
WSU Extension,
IDEQ, IDWR,
NRCS (L),
Cooperative
Extension

BW10,
BW11,
CRC1

Near-term

Medium
or Low

combined
actions

Characterize riparian conditions and identify
restoration/enhancement areas where appropriate;
implement riparian function enhancement projects
with willing landowners, tailored to their strategies
and needs, in priority areas where appropriate using
incentive-based approaches (using Whitman County
Growth Management Plans to assist in identification
of critical areas). Develop a managed grazing
program that addresses the use of riparian areas
while protecting and enhancing water resources.

18 (BW) and QT-4c (NFP): Characterize riparian conditions and
identify restoration/enhancement areas where appropriate;
implement riparian function enhancement projects with willing
landowners, tailored to their strategies and needs, in priority
areas where appropriate using incentive-based approaches (using
Whitman County Growth Management Plans to assist in
identification of critical areas).

41 (BW): Develop managed grazing program that addresses use
of riparian areas while protecting and enhancing water
resources.

49 (BW): Fund and support riparian restoration/ preservation
projects within watershed.

Basin-wide

CDs (L), Counties
(L), Ecology,
Individual
Landowners,
WSU Extension

BW10,
BW11

Near-term

Medium

combined
actions

BW-8

21 (BW): Enhance existing surface water storage in reservoirs
and/or lakes.

Basin-wide

CDs (L), Ecology

no change

Golder Associates
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan® Location Entities® ifany® | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
. L : . 20 (BW): Work with individual landowners to construct small
Identify opportunities for recharge (including —(—)— o . . . X
retention/settling basins, rainfall collection, small storage, infiltration, or additional retention/settling basins.
scale structures for improving baseflows, and other | QT-5a (SFP): Conduct study to identify opportunities for Citv of Moscow
small scale storage opportunities). Encourage and additional retention/settling basins to enhance supply. Consider (L)yCit of
work with individual landowners to construct small | rainfall collection. PulimaX(L) BWS
storage, |r_1f|Itrat|0n or addltlo_nal retention/settling QT-4b (NFEP): Identify opportunities for additional Colfax (L), Albion BW12,
basins to improve baseflows in the summer. ; X 7 ! Near-term .
; . : . retention/settling basins: small scale and large scale. L (L), Counties (L), BW15, ; combined
BW-9 Consider the Laird Park (ID) site as a demo site for Basin-wide Ecology, IDEQ -- BW16 and Mid- | Low actions
local Conservation Districts in the NFP to show to T-6a (NFP): Encourage use of small scale structures by IDWngU SES ’ BW17’ term
interested landowners. landowners to improve baseflows in the summer, (e.g. those at NRCS, CDs (L) NEP?2 ’
Laird Park, ID). Consider the Laird Park site as a demo site for Individual ’
Areas to consider in the NFP MA include outside local Conservation Districts to show to interested landowners. landowners
:c—lar;ardd OldtMI'“ gt'te VKeSt of(l;’ OtlitCh (ﬂft plane QT-2a (CLP): Identify opportunities and areas and work with
or tlood con 50 % r)I/_c _ndyrge rkee d (on stream individual landowners to construct small storage, infiltration or
reservoir), and above Laird Creek (dam). additional retention/settling basins.
Identify and prioritize areas to implement the 42 (BW) and QL-5 (NFP): Identify and prioritize areas to
following strategies to improve stormwater implement strategies to improve stormwater management and
management and treatment and increase treatment and increase groundwater infiltration.
groundwater infiltration: _ Counties (L), All
1. sediment basins L-3b (CRC): Adopt the Eastern Washington Stormwater 1. Drainage dour:tles (L),
2 infiltration trenches manual and implement the following strategies to improve facilities on rural Celillg c_erment m bined
3. swales / wetlands stormwater management and treatment and increase roads P C(E)V;Ir:z I(r:]LP BW20 ggtrinor::es it
4. rural/urban drainage ditch upgrades groundwater infiltration: 2. City of NRCS. State | CRCA. Mid-term, Sction Qlf)-3b
1. seciment basins Sprague drainage Transportation BW7, Near to (CRC). other
BW-10 This action is applicable in the following locations | 2. infiltration trenches ditches De arE[)ments (L - BW1E Mid-term, | Medium | = "o
of the CC, RC, NFP and LP management areas: 3. swales/wetlands 3. City of Lamont WSpDOT Giti BW2L and Long- part ot sp
cc: 4. rural/urban drainage ditch upgrades drainage ditch ), Cities ’ term action is in
. faciliti | road ) ) ) ; and Towns in NFP CLP1 BW-11 and
1. Drainage facilities on rural roads QL-4b (CLP): Implement the following strategies to improve 4. Drainage (L- Palouse, BW-12.
2. City of Sprague drainage ditches stormwater management and treatment and increase facilities on rural | b0 D
RC: . groundwater infiltration: and urban roads Onaway ID)
1. Drainage facilities on rural roads 1. sediment basins
NFP: Drainage facilities on rural and urban roads 3. swales / wetlands
LP: Drainage facilities on rural roads

Golder Associates
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
32 (BW): Implement stormwater management BMPs and plans
(consistent with the Eastern Washington Stormwater Manual or
Idaho equivalent) for existing and/or new urban and rural
developments and roadways.
QL-4a (CLP): Develop updated stormwater management
requirements and plans for existing and/or new developments combined
and roadways. actions. split
QL-3a (CRQ): Implement stormwater management BMPs and actions QL-4a
plans (such as the Eastern Washington Stormwater Manual) for Cities and Towns BW7, (CLP), QL-3b
Implement updated stormwater management existing and/or new urban and rural developments and (L), Counties (L) BWS, Near- (CRC) and
requirements,_BMPs, and plans (consistent with the | roadways. o No}th L atah ’ BW19, term QL-5 (SFP).
BW-11 (Eajgs/;?e\é\g?‘zlrn(g;?s?iﬁto;rr:]dvlv;rter]rev'\c&:jr:;/aellc(J)rrlndea::}[g QL-3b (CRC): Adopt the Eastern Washington Stormwater Basin-wide Highway District N gwgg Mid-term, Low gtTﬁraE?iréisf
agd roadwavs g P manual and implement the following strategies to improve (L), Ecology, CLP1 ' Ongoing aFr)e in BW-12
ys. stormwater management and treatment and increase NRCS CRC 4 and part of
groundwater infiltration: QL-3b (CRC)
1. sediment basins i< also in BW-
2. infiltration trenches 10
3. swales / wetlands '
4. rural/urban drainage ditch upgrades
QL-5 (SFP): Implement stormwater management BMPs and
plans (such as the Eastern Washington Stormwater Manual) for
existing and/or new urban and rural developments and
roadways.
QL-3b (CRC): Adopt the Eastern Washington Stormwater
manual and implement the following strategies to improve combined
stormwater management and treatment and increase actions. split
groundwater infiltration: actions.QL-4a
1. sediment basins (CLP), QL-3b
2. infiltration trenches (CRC)’ and
Adopt the Eastern Washington Stormwater manual 3. swales / wetlan_ds . S C . BW20 QL-5 (SFP).
BW-12 and/or develop updated stormwater management 4. rural/urban drainage ditch upgrades Basin-wide Ct'?f[e, 'I9 unties, -- CRC 4’ Mid-term | Medium | other parts of
requirements. QL-4a (CLP): Develop updated stormwater management ities, Towns split actions
requirements and plans for existing and/or new developments are in BW-11
and roadways. and part of
QL-5 (SEP): Implement stormwater management BMPs and gtugg i(ncg\?\/)-
plans (such as the Eastern Washington Stormwater Manual) for 10
existing and/or new urban and rural developments and '
roadways.
Implement aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) and | 13 (BW): Implement aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) and Cities and Towns changed
BW-13 reuse to meet potable water demand and to offset reuse to meet potable supply demand and to offset groundwater | Basin-wide (L) -- -- -- -- language

groundwater use.

use.
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
BW-14 B 3\/761'[(5\;\(1)‘.) Fﬁzjepsp.)ort efforts of municipalities to develop alternative Basin-wide 5\?83?—?/ (L), Ecology B B _ no change
QT-4a (NFP): Develop potential recharge and flow
enhancement strategies.
. . . Cities and Towns
Develop/implement potential recharge and flow 26 (BW): Develop potential recharge and flow enhancement in NFP (City of
_enhancement st_rategieg. Strategies to consider strategies. Palouse, City of
Include: balancmg basins, floodplain storage, 24 (BW): Enhance baseflows by the use of balancing basins, Potlatch, City of
wetland restoration, the use of small check dams, floodolain st tland restorati dth £ I Garfield) Mid to combined
BW-15 and infiltrating water that is withdrawn from surface oodplain storage, wetland restoration, and the Use ot sma Basin-wide ’ -- BW16 Medium .
- : . - check dams. Ecology, IDEQ, Long-term actions
water in the high-flow winter months into shallow IDWR PBAC
groundwater in locations that will result in return 25 (BW): Enhance baseflows by infiltrating water that is CDs (L) ’
flows to streams during summer months via surface | withdrawn from surface water in the high-flow winter months Indivi du’aI
infiltration. into shallow groundwater in locations that will result in: 1. Landowners
Return flows to streams during summer months; and 2. surface
infiltration facilities.
1. Hydrologic study/assessment to evaluate
alternative tillage practices that address water 23 (BW): Compare different forms of conservation tillage (i.e.
management objectives. no-till, mulch till, etc.) to conventional tillage, determining
2. Pursue trials of various conservation tillage benefits gained including soil quality, erosion rates, water
operations (e.g. Cook/Stations — Cunningham farm), | infiltration rates, etc. . BWS,
and then demonstrate these conservation tillage . ; i i i Start In SFP MA, BW14
i > QT-3f (SFP): Pursue trials of various no-till operations (e.g. and if successful ’ Near-term .
BW-16 approaches (e.g. no-till, mu_Ich t||_|, etc_.) and_result_s Cook/Stations — Cunningham farm), and then demonstrate these | apply to rest of CDs (L), USDA, _ BW16, or Mid- Low or cor_nbmed
to area growers (e.9., beneflt.s g'alne(_j including soil | ynservation tillage approaches and results to area growers. management WSU (L), NRCS BW17, term High actions
quality, erosion rates, water infiltration rates, etc.). SFP2,
3. Develop and implement Conservation Tillage QT-4a (SEP): Develop and implement Conservation Tillage areas SFP6
Aquifer Recharge Program: This program focuses | Aquifer Recharge Program: This program focuses on improving
on improving aquifer recharge by changing farming | @quifer recharge by changing farming practices on
practices on approximately 50,000 acres (35,000 approximately 50,000 acres (35,000 WA & 15,000 ID).
WA & 15,000 ID)
59 (BW): Work together and with WRIA 34 to develop instream
In the future Ecology should involve the PU in any Ilu?[\ljvrzInrgvl\)/?i:a:r?g%rfs?gﬁ%gﬁ?:llcci:?)rrzggrgesgIonal aquifer issues,
future studies, study recommendations and rule- g ' combined
making from instream flow studies in WRIA 34 and | 50 (BW): Continued Planning Unit Instream Flow & TMDL . .
. AP : . Ecology (L), BW6, actions. split
BW-17 shOL_JId include existing information _coIIected during | Involvement. Basin-wide Planning Unit, Ecology, BWS. Long-term | Medium | action 50
Ezfelrgztli?:g] ?r?gvtr:aerildflg\j\?sssﬂgsrc} Ibr:e gjetsgl}ope din QT-4b (CLP): In the future Ecology should involve the PU in WDFW WDFW | Bwi14 (BW). other
; any future studies, study recommendations and rule-making part in BW-38.

a balanced fashion considering regional aquifer
issues, future growth and environmental concerns.

from instream flow studies in WRIA 34 and should include
existing information collected during instream flow needs
assessment in future rulemaking.
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan® Location Entities® ifany® | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
14 (BW): Continue efforts to implement the following water
conservation and efficiency strategies for agricultural systems:
1. Conservation tillage and 2. Irrigation efficiencies.
gdodni?igl:];egg;? oilnsdt:)diemn“grr?gr?t E[)ll;leoll;:)tll Izoewi N QT-3c (SFP): Continue efforts to implement the following water
water conservation and ef?iciency strategies fo? conservation and efficiency strategies for agricultural systems: CDs (L),
agricultural systems: 1. conservation tillage and 2. irrigation efficiencies. :Qr?(lj\(l)lv(\j/lrj]?rs
BW-18 1 anservatlor! t!llagg QT-6b (CRC) I.dentlfy anq prlorltlze Iocgtlons for [mplementlng Basin-wide NRCS, Individual _ BW8 Near-term | Low cor_nbmed
2. Irrigation efficiencies water conservation and efficiency strategies for agricultural irrigators (L) BW17 actions
3. Minimize conventional summer fallow. irrigation systems. WSgU Extension
. . 17 (BW) and QT-5a (NFP): Identify and prioritize locations to USDA, Ecology
tCrl]ans;:dPe rl\;[lr,f area between Pullman and Colfax in implement water conservation and efficiency strategies for
' agricultural irrigation systems.
22 (BW): Study the amount of water saved from conservation
practices (i.e. direct seeding).
Medical Lake (L),
Sprague (L),
WDOH to provide technical assistance and work Eﬁg}ﬁg:t(z‘l_))'
with water utilities to set goals and implement 12 (BW): Develop goals, define and implement WDOH Colton (L), '
individual conservation programs as appropriate and | compliant (WAC 246-290) municipal conservation program Farmington (L),
compliant with WA_‘C 246-290. ltems to be considering items such as: 1. System water audits, 2. Leak Genessee (L), La
considered include: detection and repair, 3. Source metering, 4.Consumer metering, Crosse (L),
1. System watgr audits, _ 5. Consumption/seasonal rates, 6. Bills w/consumption history, Malden (L),
2. Leak detection and repair, 7. Reuse of reclaimed water, 8. Plumbing retrofit kits, 9. User Oakesdale (L),
3. Source metering, water audits, 10. Landscaping/irrigation guidelines, 11. User Rosalia (L), Saint bined
BW-19 4. Consumer metering, education, 12. Secure funding for implementation. Basin-wide John (L), - g\ﬁ\()l; Near-term k/IO(;I(\inLOm gggqor:;‘e
5. Consumption/seasonal rates, 31 (BW): Work with water utilities to set goals and implement Uniontown (L),
6. Bills with consumption history, individual conservation programs compliant with WAC 246- Palouse (L),
7. Reuse of reclaimed water, 290. Potlatch ID (L),
8. Plumbing retrofit kits, Onaway ID (L),
9. User wat?ar audits QT-6a (CRC); QT-3b (C_L_P); QT-5b (NI_:P): QT-3b (SEP): City of Moscow
R S Implement WDOH municipal conservation program elements as (L), City of
10. Landscaping/irrigation guidelines, appropriate » LIty
11. User education, ' EZUIIIfmanI_(L),’A\lb'
12. Secure funding for implementation. (LO) gﬁé“():’Wat;?n
Systems (L),
WDOH (L)
Ecology, IDWR, combined
BW-20 B 57 (BW) and RG-4 (SFP): Consider supporting legislation to Basin-wide Planning Unit, . BW2 Mid-term | Medium | 2ctions: no
provide incentives to water rights holders to conserve water. State Legislature change to
(L) language

Golder Associates




February 20, 2009 FINAL 083-93055.300
Appendix B Page 7 of 27
Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
8 (BW): Study the impacts, effectiveness, and water savings of
BW-21 - abolishing Ecology’s “use it or lose it” policy with respect to Basin-wide Ecology - -- - - no change
water rights.
Provide background information on water banking | 58 (Bw): Support and establish legal framework for water
to the Planning Unit. Planning Unit to consider banking, allowing unused water to be sold/leased to other users Ecology, IDEQ
recommending that the state legislature revise the commensurate with current statutory and case law. Planningj Unit ’ combined
BW-22 statute to provide for water banking in WRIA 34, ) ) ] Basin-wide S -- BW1, BW2 | Mid-term | Medium .
allowing unused water to be sold/leased to other RG-5 (SFP): Consider water banking, allowing unused water to State Legislature actions
users commensurate with current statutory and case be sold/leased to other users commensurate with current L
law. statutory and case law.
Support Adams CD in water quality sampling for | | -3p (CLP) and QL-5b (CRC): Conduct studies of water
temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, nutrients, quality sampling and analysis for temperature, pH, dissolved _
phosphorus, etc. oxygen, nutrients, phosphorus, etc. (including ongoing Adams | Willow Creek, Adams BW19, Mid-term _
BW-23 _ _ _ CD efforts). Rebel Creek CDs (L-Adams), CD (see CLP1 or Near- Medium combined
Adams CD is obligated to: "Include water quality ) ) ) (Adams County), | Ecology . i actions
sampling and analysis of the mouths of Cow Creek | 39 (BW): Conduct studies of water quality sampling and Rock Creek action) BW18 term
and Rock Creek in the Palouse River Mainstem analysis for temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, nutrients,
TMDL studies.” phosphorus, etc.
48 (BW) and QL-2b (CLP): Conduct microbial source tracking CDs in CLP, ggg]obn':ego
BW-24 - (including DNA, RNA ribotyping, and other new techniques) Basin-wide Ecology, IDEQ -- CLP1 Mid-term | Medium change'to
and analysis of bacteria to identify sources. L) |
anguage
QL-1 (CLP): Conduct further characterization of groundwater
Conduct further characterization of groundwater for _for |c|)otent|tal contamlnaf[lotn ftrom nlttratej and (_jtev;alop and CDs. Counti bined
potential contamination from nitrates using existing ::Tﬁtaerrnnienr;tirggnagemen strategies to reduce nitrate Ci tise’s aﬁltjjn'ljs\?\’ms ggtr?or::es lit
data (USGS, WDOH, etc), identify risk areas and ' in NFP, Ecology actions.QpL-Z
develop and implement management strategies to QL-2 (SFP): Conduct further characterization of groundwater ' ' BW18, Mid-term
¢ A : < ) : e o NRCS, WDOH . (NFP) and 33
BW-25 reduce nitrate contamination. for potential contamination from nitrates using existing data Basin-wide L) WSU -- CLP1, or Near- Medium (BW). other
(USGS, Dept. of Health, etc), and identify risk areas. L), ; BW13 term PR
Options for focusing activities include: hand dug / S Extension, IDEQ part of S.pl.'t
shallow wells (300 ft or above) proxir.nity 10 sewer / 33 (BW) and QL-2 (NF_P): Condu_ct fgrther chargcterlzatlon_of (L), PBAC, actions is in
; groundwater for potential contamination from nitrates; provide Planning Unit BW-3.

fertilizer runoff lift stations, and recharge areas.

opportunities for voluntary water quality sampling on private
wells (sample kits).
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
35 (BW): Implement (Individual Landowners) or Establish and
promote the following BMPs for erosion control for pasture and
rangeland, cropland, and forest land: 1. Conservation tillage; 2.
Minimize conventional summer fallow; 3. Improved grazing
Establish and promote the following BMPs for management; 4. Increased grassed waterways; 5. Buffers; 6.
erosion control for pasture, rangeland, cropland, and | Strip cropping; 7. Feedlot placement; 8. Use of site-based NRCS
forest land. Options include: manuals; 9. Forest road stabilization and abandonment.
: gigﬁiz;agﬂﬁzgon QL—_Zb (CRCQ): I_Establish and promote the BMPs to reduce
« grazing management systems erosion and sediment levels for pasture and rangeland. s (L CRCS,
+ Conservation tillage QL-5b (CLP): Establish and promote BMPs for erosion control c s(L), CLP1,
- ounties,
. D|_V|_degl slopes _ for pasture and rangeland, cropland, and forest land. Individual BWS8,
BW-26 . g:&:@:ég;& r;vennonal summer fallow QL-_4b (NEP): Estab_lish and promote _the following BMPs for Basin-wide Landowners, _ gwﬂ Ongoing Low_or cor_nbined
« Feedlot placement erosion control and |_rr_1proved |nf|Itrat|_on fqr cropland: NRCS, WSDA, BW19’ Medium | actions
' 1. increase opportunities for conservation tillage, when WSU Extension, ’
* Use of site-based NRCS manuals licable (including long-term incentives) WDFW, Ecolo BW20,
» Forest road stabilization and abandonment gpg : nelucing fong ’ 9y, BW23,
: _ank_stablllzatlon USFS NEP4. EP1
Provide incentives to landowners to implement 3 fiparian buffers ’
BMPs. 4. grazing management systems
QL-4 (SFP): Implement the following strategies to reduce
Specific areas to consider include Hooper in the CC | erosion and sediment levels:
management area. 1. Enhance riparian areas
2. Divided slopes
3. Conservation tillage
4. Streambank stabilization
5. Provide incentives to landowners
Identify and prioritize sites for bank stabilization CDs in NFP,
and implement activities to minimize water quality | 44 (BW) and QL-4c (NFP): Conduct bank stabilization activities L Ecology, IDEQ, . Lowto | combined
BW-27 impacts from flood events. Specific area to consider | to minimize water quality impacts from flood events. Basin-wide IDWR, USACE, - BW10 Mid-term Medium | actions
includes the mainstem Palouse River. WDFW
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
QL-2a (CRC): Characterize sediment sources, and identify and
Zx?;lrjiarl]te El:)rt:ar::téa\:vgg:gns to reduce erosion and sediment loads CDs in CRC (L-
Conduct further characterization of sediment y . o Adams), Counties,
. . . . 38 (BW) and QL-3a (CLP): Conduct further characterization of Ecology,
sources, and identify and evaluate potential options ; T : ) L
. . sediment sources, and identify and evaluate potential options to Individual
to reduce sediment loads entering surface waters. . .
. . _ reduce sediment loads entering surface waters. landowners, .
Options could include: NRCS. WSU BW18, Mid-term Lowor | combined
BW-28 1. BMPs for agriculture, range, forest (forest road QL-4a (NFP): Conduct further characterization of sediment Basin-wide Extens,ion IDEQ -- BW19,CR | or Near- Medium | actions
stabilization and abandonment). sources, and identify and evaluate potential options to reduce ! C6 term

2. Rural Roadway BMPs
3. Streambank stabilization, cropping systems,
livestock management, and other practices

sediment loads entering surface waters, including:

1. BMPs for agriculture, range, forest (forest road stabilization
and abandonment).

2. Rural Roadway BMPs

3. Deep Creek, ID: streambank stabilization, cropping systems,
livestock management, and other practices

(L), IDWR, Latah
County Highway
District, USFS
(L), WSDOT,
WDFW
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Unique
Identifier*

Refined Action Description

Original Description in Watershed Management Plan?

Location

Lead (L) and
Supporting
Entities®

Obligated
Entities,
if any*

Supported
Objectives

Schedule®

Cost®

Revisions to
watershed

plan action

description®

BW-29

Work with individual landowners to review
pesticide and fertilizer use and implement the
following BMPs to limit water quality impacts:
1. Implement nutrient management plans on
agriculture / rangelands

2. Follow labels for appropriate application

3. Evaluate and support opportunities for funding of
high precision agricultural systems to reduce
pesticide use

4. Reduce nutrient loading to local waterbodies
Enhance riparian areas

Urban/rural education program
Conservation tillage

Cleaning equipment

Buffer zones

© oo~ ;g

52 (BW): Implement the following water quality strategies for
agricultural systems: 1. Work with individual landowners to
review pesticide and fertilizer use; 2. Implement the following
BMPs to limit water quality impacts: a. cleaning equipment, b.
buffer zones, c. alternative weed control at banks.

36 (BW): Work with individual landowners to review pesticide
and fertilizer use and implement the following BMPs to limit
water quality impacts, including promoting biotechnology and
other innovative technologies: 1. Implementation of nutrient
management plans on agriculture / rangelands; 2. Follow labels
for appropriate application; 3. Evaluate and support
opportunities for funding of high precision agricultural systems
to reduce pesticide use (e.g. biotechnology and other innovative
technologies); 4. Cleaning equipment; 5. Buffer zones/ riparian
restoration; 6. Alternative weed control at banks; 7. Urban/rural
education; 8. Conservation tillage.

QL-6b (NFP): Work with individual landowners to review
pesticide and fertilizer use and implement the following BMPs
to limit water quality impacts: 1. Implementation of nutrient
management plans on agriculture /rangelands; 2. Follow labels
for appropriate application; 3. Evaluate and support
opportunities for funding of high precision agricultural systems
to reduce pesticide use.

QL-4a (CRC): Work with individual landowners to review
pesticide and fertilizer use; and to implement the following best
management practices to limit water quality impacts: 1. Manage
Sprague Lake inputs to reduce nutrient loading; 2. Enhance
riparian areas; 3. urban/rural education program; 4. conservation
tillage.

QL-6 (SFP): Work with urban and rural individual landowners
to review pesticide and fertilizer use; and to implement the
following best management practices to limit water quality
impacts: 1. Enhance riparian areas; 2. Urban/rural education
program; 3. Conservation tillage.

QL-5a (CLP): Implement the following water quality strategies
for agricultural irrigation systems:

1. work with individual landowners to review pesticide and
fertilizer use

2.implement the following BMPs to limit water quality impacts:
a. cleaning equipment; b. buffer zones; c. alternative weed
control at banks

Basin-wide

CDs (L), Ecology,
IDEQ, WSDA,
WSU Extension,
NRCS, Individual
irrigators,
Individual
Landowners

BW18,
BW19,
NFP4,
NFP5,
BW20,
BWS,
BW11

Ongoing
or Near-
term

Low

combined
actions
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
5 (BW): When appropriate for resource conservation objectives,
BW-30 - develop cost-share program to promote use of chemical fallow Basin-wide CDs (L) - -- - -- no change
vs. summer fallow.
34 (BW): Implement the following strategies to reduce fecal
coliform levels: 1. Riparian enhancement, 2. Improve/encourage
grazing management for operations adjacent to streams, 3. Feed
lot nutrient management/location, 4. Septic system inventory/
management/straight pipes, 5. Reduce or eliminate combined
sewage overflows, 6. Expanded lagoons/lines aerated lagoons, 7.
Urban sources, 8. Inventory/dye testing of septic systems
adjacent to floodplains and waterways, 9. Other applicable
Characterize surface water for potential BMPs, 10._Exp|ore watt_erﬂ(_)w management options (Adams),
contamination from fecal coliform. Identify sources | 11+ Education, 12. Monitoring.
of fecal coliform (e.g., agricultural runoff or natural | 45 (BW): Conduct further characterization of surface water for
populations of waterfowl and/or other species) using | potential contamination of fecal coliform, using best available
best available practices. Identify and prioritize practices including bacterial source tracking methods (i.e.
locations to implement strategies to reduce fecal species of origin).
coliform levels. Consider implementing the ] . .
following strategies to reduce fecal coliform levels: Mﬂ)— Characterize s_urface -wate_r for potential .
1. Enhance riparian areas / buffers coqtamlnatlon from fecal coliform; |(?Ient|fy sources (e.g., CDs (L), Counties BW13,
o : . agricultural runoff or natural populations of waterfowl), (L), IDEQ (L), BWS,
2. Minimize direct discharge from livestock ; . lanning Unit BW11
operations (feedlots and/or grazing) including Sprague Lake. S Planning Unit, ’
. : .. Basin-wide, Ecology, BW18, Near-term .
BW-31 3. Out o_f stream watering of livestock QL-3a (SFP): Conduct further characterization of surface water Sprague Lake Individual _ BW19 or Mid- Low_or combmed
4. ldentify and address septic systems for potential contamination from fecal coliforms; identify ’ Medium | actions
. ! X Outlet landowners CLP1 term
5. Explore waterfowl management options sources (e.g., agricultural runoff or natural populations of NRCS WS,U SFPl,
6. Reduce or eliminate combined sewage overflows | waterfowl and/or other species) using best available practices to Extens’ion USFS CRCLi
7. Expanded lagoons/lines aerated lagoons identify fecal sources. WDOH. WDEW NEP4
8 ,
9

. Inventory/dye testing of septic systems adjacent
to floodplains and waterways

10. Other applicable BMPs

11. Monitoring

12. Education/outreach

levels.

QL-3b (SFP): Implement the following strategies to reduce fecal
coliform levels: 1. enhance riparian areas, 2. livestock/grazing
management, 3. out of stream watering of livestock; 4. identify
failing septic systems; 5. education/outreach.

QL-1b (CRQ): Identify and prioritize locations to implement the
following strategies to reduce fecal coliform levels: 1. Restore
riparian buffers; 2. Manage grazing in riparian areas; 3. Explore
waterfowl management options.

QL-3a (NFP): Identify sources of fecal coliform (by species)
and implement the following strategies to reduce water quality
impacts: 1. minimize direct discharge from livestock operations
(feedlots and/or grazing); 2. enhance riparian buffers.
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan® Location Entities® ifany® | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
46 (BW) and QL-6a (NFP): Work with individual livestock oDs (L-Palouse,
owners/managers to review management practices, and L i
) ) Basin-wide, Palouse-Rock ;
implement the following BMPs through grants and other combined
S Lo ) Along length of Lake, Latah BWS, .
BW-32 B programs to limit water quality impacts: North Eork SWCD), Ecolo . BW19 Near-term Low to | actions. no
1. livestock BMPs (specific to type of animal), , =cology, ’ Medium | change to
L (lower IDEQ, Individual NFP4
2. monitoring, . language
. elevations) landowners,
3. expanded lagoons / lined aerated lagoons, NRCS. WSU
4. nutrient management plans. Extens’ion
. .. . Cities in SFP,
55 (BW): Review and update riparian buffer zones and critical T(I)\I/vnsl in SEP
areas regulations as needed, using best available practices and USFS (L) ’
science, or Idaho equivalent. Ecology iDEQ
RG-3 (SFP): Review and update riparian buffer zones and WDFW,
critical areas regulations as needed, using best available Cooperative BWE,
Review and update, as needed, best-available- practices and science. Extension, Cities BW?7, combined
BW-33 suence-baseq riparian buffer zones and critical RG-2 (NFP): Review and update, as needed, best-available- Basin-wide and Towns in NFP -- BWS, Ongoing Low actions
areas regulations. —(—)—. N . (L-Palouse, BW10,
science-based riparian buffer zones and critical areas Potlatch 1D BW11
regulations. Onaway ID,)
RG-2 (CLP): Review and update, as needed, best-available- Counties (L),
science-based riparian buffer zones and critical areas IDFG, IDWR,
regulations. NRCS, Towns in
CLP
Cities and Towns
56 (BW) and RG-4 (NFP): Evaluate effectiveness of critical (L-Palouse, cor_nbmed
- - - . ; . L Potlatch 1D, actions. no
BW-34 - areas ordinances; modify ordinances to improve effectiveness as | Basin-wide -- BW7 Near-term | Low
Onaway ID), change to
necessary. ;
Counties (L), language
IDEQ, Ecology
54 (BW), RG-2 (CRC), RG-1 (CLP), RG-1 (NFP), and RG-2 Cities and Towns ngvg combined
(SEP): Implement/enforce land use and management regulations (L), Counties (L), ’ .
. . - S L BWS, . actions. no
BW-35 - by appropriate agencies to protect critical areas and pristine Basin-wide USFS (L), -- BW10 Ongoing Low chanae to
areas of the management area (e.g. critical areas and shorelines Ecology, IDEQ, BW18’ I g
programs). WDFW CRC1 ’ anguage
BW-36 B 11 (BW): Consider fisheries management and recreational Basin-wide WDFW (L) B B B B no change

fishing in conjunction with enhancement of natural lake storage.
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Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
. QL-1b (SFP): Evaluate pros and cons of conducting Use
Evaluate pros and cons of conducting Use Attainability Analysis (UAA) for meeting water quality
Attainability Analysis (UAA) for meeting water standards.
quality standards. Include Planning Unit in ' ) Cities in SFP, BW18 Near-term
BW-37 discussions. Revise water quality standards (e.g. 60 (BW) and RG-3 (CRC): Evaluate state water quality and Basin-wide IDEQ (L), B SEPL or Mid. | Medium | combined
temperature) to reflect local conditions. water rights regulations and actions for applicability to local Ecology (L), ! or Low | actions
basin conditions. P|anning Unit BW21 term
Specific areas to consider include Paradise Creek 47 (BW): Revise water quality standards (e.g. temperature) to
and the South Fork Palouse. reflect local conditions.
50 (BW): Continued Planning Unit Instream Flow & TMDL Ecology
Involvement. (for .
Planning Unit members should actively participate 51 (BW): Include the Planning Unit in the TMDL including BW19 cotmbm_ed lit
BW-38 in state TMDL process to ensure that PU concerns 51 (BW): Include the Planning Unit in the ProCess. Basin-wide Planning Unit (L), the BW22’ Long-term | Low gg |(an\§\,l)sp :
are reflected, specifically with regard to voluntary QL-6a (CLP): Planning Unit members actively participate in Ecology (L) Planning CLP1 ’ other ar;[ in
management actions to reduce pollutant loads. state TMDL process to ensure that PU concerns are reflected, Unit in the BW-l%
specifically with regard to voluntary management actions to TMDL '
reduce pollutant loads. process)
Cities and Towns,
BW-39 -- 1 (BW): Planning Unit Support Beyond Phase 4. Basin-wide CDs (L), - - -- - no change
Counties, Ecology
2 (BW): Fulfill lead agency responsibilities for watershed plan
implementation:
1. Intergovernmental coordination and communications
2. Pursue additional funding
3. Monitor plan implementation
BW-40 - g gnformatlon c_:lt_earmghogse Basin-wide CDs (L-Palouse) -- -- -- - no change
. Support specific strategies
6. Identify issues/ barriers to be addressed
7. Targeted public outreach
8. Prepare annual progress report
9. Coordinate watershed plan updates
10. Administrative support
BW-41 -- 6 (BW): Increase access to Federal Implementation Funding. Basin-wide CDs (L), USDA -- -- -- -- no change
28 (BW): Work with WRIA 34 regarding water management
BW-42 - and policy decisions within watershed for identified WRIA 34 Basin-wide Ecology, WDFW - -- - - no change
policy and management priorities.
BW-43 B 29 (BW): Use Ecology’s start card filing database to alert team Basin-wide Ecology B B B B no change

of local geologists of wells that are planned in the Palouse.
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
43 (BW) and QL-3b (NFP): Conduct further inventory of septic Counties (I.‘).’ .
- . . . X IDEQ, Individual combined
systems, and identify and evaluate potential options to repair BW18, .
. L landowners, Lowto | actions. no
BW-44 - systems and reduce waste from entering surface waters and Basin-wide -- BW19, Near-term .
. L . NRCS, USFS, Medium | change to
water quality impacts (evaluate opportunities for assistance to Ecol WDOH NFP4 |
landowners for repairs) cology, WDOH, anguage
' WSU Extension
combined
i B 37 (BW) and QL-1a (SFP): Conduct public education program L Ecology (L), ; actions. no
BW-45 on TMDL and water quality standards. Basin-wide IDEQ (L), CDs Ecology | BW9 Near-term | Low change to
language
Counties in NFP,
IDEQ (L),
53 (BW) and QL-3c (NFP): Increase awareness by development Individual BW18, cor_nbmed
- - . . . . . landowners, Low to actions. no
BW-46 - and implementation of an education program targeting septic Basin-wide -- BW19, Near-term .
svstem issues NRCS, USFS, NEP4 Medium | change to
y ' Ecology, WDOH language
(L), wsu
Extension
. . . . . combined
G-1 (NFP) and 3 (BW): Identify opportunities and implement Early emphasis: CDs (L), IDFG, actions. no
BW-47 -- targeted one-on-one outreach on land management planning and | Deep Creek, ID; NRCS, USFS, - BW?7, BW8 | Near-term | Low '
. . change to
practices. Clear Creek, ID WSU Extension language
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
7 (BW): Develop/promote education programs regarding
conservation measures, including: 1. Communicate existing
efforts basin—wide and 2. Develop regional workshops that
target all water users, focusing on landscape watering,
efficiencies, equipment (including installation).
16 (BW): Implement management area-wide conservation
program, including: 1. Communicating existing efforts and
opportunities for funding to individual landowners; 2. Increasing
funding, methods and outreach of conservation measures to all
. . water users; 3. Developing regional workshops that target all
Secure funding, develop, promote and implementa | \yater users on the following topics: a. water re-use, b. lawn
community education program on water quality and | \yatering, c. water efficiencies, d. equipment installation and use, _
water quantity management options, including e. riparian and watershed function, f. out of stream livestock CDs (L), Counties
conservation, ASR, groundwater recharge and watering. (L), WDOH,
streamflow enhancement, and instream flows. Towns in CLP,
Education programs regarding conservation G-1 (CLP): Develop/promote education programs regarding Ecology, IDEQ,
measures could include: conservation measures, including: IDWR, WSU/U of
1. Communicating existing efforts and 1. communicate existing efforts basin-wide | Extensions, BW2,
opportunities for funding to individual landowners | 2. develop regional workshops that target all water users, Individual BW4, Near-term .
BW-48 2. Increasing funding, methods and outreach of focusing on landscape watering, efficiencies, equipment Basin-wide landowners, - BWO, or Lovc\il_to combined
conservation measures to all water users (including installation) NRCS, Non-profit BW11, Ongoing Medium | actions
3. Developing regional workshops that target all organizations, BW17

water users on the following topics:
water re-use

. lawn watering

water efficiencies

. equipment installation and use
riparian and watershed function
out of stream livestock watering

~Do o0 T

QT-5¢ (NFP): Implement management area-wide conservation
program, including:

1. Communicating existing efforts and opportunities for
funding to individual landowners

2. Increasing funding, methods and outreach of conservation
measures to all water users

3. Developing regional workshops that target all water users on
the following topics:

water re-use

. lawn watering

water efficiencies

. equipment installation and use

riparian and watershed function

out of stream livestock watering

QT-3d (SFP): Secure funding and implement community
education program on water conservation and water quantity
management options.

D OO0 o

Public Water
Systems and CDs
in SFP (L-Palouse,
Whitman, Latah
SWCD (ID))
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
CDs (L), ISCC,
G-3 (NFP), G-1 (SFP), G-2 (CLP), QL-4b (CRC): Provide NRCS (L), WSCC
additional resources to CDs to increase individual farm and (L), CDs in SFP, BWS,
Provide additional resources to CDs to increase urban household BMP planning and implementation assistance. Planning Unit, BW?9, combined
BW-49 individual farm and urban household BMP planning 4 (BW): Seek additional resources to increase individual farm Basin-wide Counties in CLP, -- NFP4, Near-term | Medium actions
and implementation assistance. and urb:cm household BMP planning and implementation CDs in CLP, BW17,
. DNR, Towns in CRC6
assistance. CLP, CDs in
CRC, Ecology
QL-6d (CLP): Coordinate supporting information with Adams
CCand Conservation District water quality monitoring studies for fecal . Adams CD (L),
LP-1 N coliform and nutrients on Cow Creek and baseline nutrientand | =10¢ MA Ecology - CLPL Near-term | Low no change
other water quality information on CLP.
Cow Creek, Rock
Creek, Sprague
Lake Outlet,
CC and QT-2b (CRC): Re-establish gauging stations on lower Cow Above Rock CDs in CRC, BW13
- Creek and Sprague Lake and establish a network of gauges to Lake, below Ecology (L), -- ’ Near-term | Low no change
RC-1 : CRC2
manage water effectively. Rock Lake, USGS
confluence of
Rock Lake and
Palouse River
E/Incourage Whitman County 0 form a G.roundwater G-1 (CRQ): Encourage Whitman County to join GWMA in BW14,
anagement Area (GWMA) in order to increase ; .7 . . BW15,
CCand for characterizing the regional order to increase support for characterizing the regional Whitman Count Whitman County, _ BW17 Near-term | Low changed
RC-2 ;upport or charac gt g hydrogeology and developing sound groundwater management y Planning Unit ’ language
ydrogeology and developing sound groundwater . CRCS5,
) strategies.
management strategies. CRC8
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
Hydrogeologic study to understand the impacts of
groundwater withdrawal on groundwater levels and
streamflows in Cow Creek and Rock Creek
Subbasins. Study to be conducted cooperatively ) . L
with the other WRIAs (34, 54, and 56) regarding Q. T-1a ('CRE)- Characte]zcrlze the hydrologa/, connectivity andd
water use and instream flow setting (in an interaction between surface water, groundwater, springs, an
s : gravel beds, and develop potential recharge and flow
adjudicated basin). . . - .
enhancement strategies, using modeling (including
. haracterization of hydraulic continuity between wells and
1. Characterize the hydrology and hydrogeology, ¢ | . .
including connectivity and interaction between streams on Cow Creek); study to include review of flow data.
surface water, groundwater, springs, lakes and QT-1c (CRCQC): Assess the impact of new groundwater Entire MA -
gravel beds. Study to include review of flow data. withdrawals (e.g., for stockwatering, irrigation, and municipal CRC, Sheep
2. Develop a groundwater-surface water flow water supply for Cheney and Medical Lake) on the streamflows | ¢ .~ CDs in CRC, combined
. prings, Cow - . . .
model. of the Cow Creek subbasin and plan for future water supply Lake. Einnell Airway Heights, actions. Split
cC and 3. Use the model to: considering both the hydrogeology of the subbasin and the 1984 | |\ =" 11-11in Cheney, Spokane Ecolo BW14, action QT-4b
a. characterize hydraulic continuity between wells adjudication. ’ County, Planning 9y BW15, Near-term | High (CRC). other
RC-3 Lake, Rock . for #5 .
and streams on Cow Creek, T-4b (CRC): Analvze h ter d q i th need Creek. Cow Unit (L for #5), CRC2 part of split
b. develop potential recharge and flow enhancement Q—(—)-. : r.1a yze how water deémands meet growth neeas ' . Ecology (L), actionisin
. for Medical Lake; how Airway Heights and Cheney will impact | Creek subbasin,
strategies for Cow Creek, Cow Creek and Rock Creek drainage area (surface and Airway Heights USGS cC-12.
c. assess the impact of new groundwater oundwater flows g ( Cheney gnss,
withdrawals (e.g., for stockwatering, irrigation, and groundw Ws). y
municipal water supply for Cheney, Airway Heights | QT-1b (CRC): Hydrogeologic study to understand the impacts
and Medical Lake) on the streamflows and of groundwater withdrawal on groundwater levels, streamflow,
groundwater flows of the Cow Creek and Rock and long-term trends. Develop appropriate management
Creek Subbasins. strategies to address the results. Study to be conducted
4. Plan for future water supply in the Cow Creek cooperatively with the other WRIAs (34, 54, and 56) regarding
subbasin considering both the hydrogeology and the | water use and instream flow setting (in an adjudicated basin).
1984 adjudication.
5. Develop appropriate management strategies to
address the results for both the Cow Creek and Rock
Creek Subbasins.
CC and Identify and prioritize selected areas for. storage of QT-4c (CRQC): Conduct a study_to identify priority se[ected areas _ CDs (L-Adams), BW15 _ . changed
excess runoff during peak flows, including aquifer for storage of excess runoff during peak flows, including aquifer | Entire MA -- BW16, Mid-term | Medium
RC-4 . . 27 . Ecology language
storage in increments on river reaches. storage in increments on river reaches. CRC1
QT-7c (CRQ): Cow Creek Well Decommissioning & Casing West of Cow, Adams CD CRC?
CcC-1 - Project. Locate, case and/or decommission wells that have been | Hallin, and ’ -- ’ Near-term | High no change
L . . . Ecology CRC5
identified as cascading from the upper to lower aquifers. Finnell Lakes
Conduct hydrogeologic characterization of Cheney
and Medical Lake areas and establish location of
groundwater divide. Conduct hydrologic study and | QT-1d (CRC): Conduct hydrogeologic characterization study of Chenev. Medical | Spokane Count chanaed
CC-2 establish surface water divides. Based on the results | Cheney and Medical Lake areas; remap hydrologic/watershed Lake Y, (f) Ecology y -- BW15 Mid-term | Medium Iangt?age

of these studies, evaluate the need to remap WRIA
boundaries in the Cheney and Medical Lake areas.
Coordinate with adjacent WRIAsS, as needed.

boundaries in the Cheney and Medical Lake areas.
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
CDs (L-Adams,
QT-4d (CRC): Optimize the use of existing storage facilities Lincoln County,
throughout the Cow Creek subbasin when there is water in Cow Creek Palouse-Rock
CC-3 -- . . - Lake, Pine Creek, - CRC1 Mid-term | Medium | no change
streams over and above that needed to satisfy senior water Subbasin and Spokane
rights. County), Ecology,
USACE
. . . QT-5d (CRC): Determine availability of surface water above
Consider granting a storage right for Sprague Lake . . .
e . Sprague Lake for storage or use downstream; consider granting L
to store water between the minimum and maximum : split action.
o . a storage right for Sprague Lake to store water between the
adjudicated level. Concerns such as flooding, - : oo Above Sprague Ecology (L), BW11, . . other part of
CC-4 minimum and maximum adjudicated level. Concerns such as > . - Mid-term | Medium T
property damage, etc. may need to be addressed . Lake Planning Unit BW16 split action is
i . . . flooding, property damage, etc. may need to be addressed along .
along with a cost-benefit analysis and completion of ; d ; . in CC-10.
with a cost-benefit analysis and completion of the SEPA
the SEPA process.
process.
QT-5a (CRCQ): Collect additional flow and elevation data at the Key locations CDs (L-Adams,
. . between Sprague . BW12,
inlet and outlet of Sprague Lake and key locations between Lincoln County,
Lake and Hooper, BW17, Near-term
Sprague Lake and Hooper and compare to flows throughout the | . . Palouse-Rock .
CC-5 - . . . including: Cow . -- CRC1, to Long- Medium | no change
Cow Creek system to establish a reliable data set to confirm . Lake, Pine Creek,
e . . Lake, Finnell CRC2, term
when water is likely to be available for storage in Sprague Lake and Spokane
. . Lake, Sheep CRC9
and impacts of storage in Sprague Lake. Springs County), Ecology
CDs (L-Adams,
Lincoln County,
QT-5b (CRC): Develop monthly water balance estimates for Palouse-Rock CRC?
CC-6 - Sprague Lake by installing an evaporation pan and flow Sprague Lake Lake, Pine Creek, -- CRC9’ Near-term | Medium | no change
monitoring and water level elevation gauges. and Spokane
County), Ecology,
USGS
QT-4a (CRC): Convene a PU Subcommittee to discuss storage
options in the Cow Creek Subbasin during high flows and how
cC-7 B they would be implemented. Determine whether this is possible | Cow Creek CDs, Ecology, _ CRCS, Near-term | Low no chanae
given the Adjudication. If mutually beneficial, discuss a subbasin Planning Unit (L) BW17 g
maximum allocation associated with water use during high
flows.
QT-5¢ (CRCQ): Study feasibility of storing water in Sprague Planning Unit BWI6, . .
CC-8 - o . Sprague Lake ' -- CRC1,CR | Mid-term | Medium | no change
Lake to rehabilitate lake for recreation. Ecology, CDs c9
CDs (L-Adams,
QT-4e (CRCQC): Assess additional storage feasibility, including pr/HaIIm Lake, | Lincoln County,
. Finnell Lake, Palouse-Rock CRC1, . .
CC-9 -- surface water losses to groundwater, for Cow/Hallin Lake, : . - Mid-term | Medium | no change
. . : Sheep Springs Lake, Pine Creek, BW15
Finnell Lake, and Sheep Springs Reservoir. )
Reservoir and Spokane

County), Ecology

Golder Associates




February 20, 2009 FINAL 083-93055.300
Appendix B Page 19 of 27
Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
QT-5d (CRC): Determine availability of surface water above
Sprague Lake for storage or use downstream; consider granting o
. - a storage right for Sprague Lake to store water between the split action.
CC-10 Determine availability of surface water above minimum and maximum adjudicated level. Concerns such as Above Sprague Ecology (L)’. -- BW11, Mid-term | Medium oth_er pa_rt Of
Sprague Lake for storage or use downstream. floodi ] ) Lake Planning Unit BW16 split action is
ooding, property damage, etc. may need to be addressed along in CC-4
with a cost-benefit analysis and completion of the SEPA '
process.
) oo . City of Sprague
QT-7e (CRQ): Further evaluate feasibility, including costs and . BW1, . .
cC-1l N benefits of flood control for the City of Sprague. City of Sprague fJLS)AEC?EIOQy’ N CRC1 Mid-term | Medium | no change
changed
QT-4b (CRC): Analyze how water demands meet growth needs Medical Lake (L) BW3, language. split
CC-12 Assess water supply and projected demand due to for Medical Lake; how Airway Heights and Cheney will impact Medical Lake Spokane County ' Medical | BW11, Near-term | Medium action. other
growth in Medical Lake. Cow Creek and Rock Creek drainage area (surface and E ' Lake BW16, part of split
cology oo
groundwater flows) CRC8 action is in CC
and RC-3.
QT-1e (CRQ): Determine feasibility of pumping water (at CDs in CRC
CC-13 - sustainable levels) from deep aquifer wells to enhance surface Entire MA Ecology ’ -- CRCS8 Mid-term | Medium | no change
flows in Cow Creek.
RG-5 (CRCQ): Provide technical assistance in evaluating the Cow CRC 2,
Creek instream flow study, establish minimum instream flows . CRC 3, .
CC-14 N for Cow Creek (if warranted), and consider pending water rights Entire MA Ecology (L) - BW 14, Near-term | Medium | no change
applications when setting instream flows. BW 15
Convene a PU Subcommittee to work on an QT-3a (CRC): Convene a PU Subcommittee to work on an
instream flow package for the Cow Creek Subbasin. | instream flow package for the Cow Creek Subbasin. Consider
Consider package components: package components:
1. Partial closure to address groundwater use and 1. Partial closure to address groundwater use and include along CDs (L-Adams,
include along with that closure a reservation for with that closure a reservation for uninterruptible water for Lincoln County,
uninterruptible water for domestic, municipal, and domestic, municipal, and stockwater purposes, and storage. Cow Creek Palouse-Rock BW14,
cC-15 stockwater purposes, and storage. 2. Define an acceptable daily use level for permit exempt wells subbasin and Lake, Pine Creek, _ CRC2, Near-term Low- combined
2. Define an acceptable daily use level for permit and other single family households. Cow Creek and Spokane CRC3, Medium | actions
exempt wells and other single family households. 3. Meter new water uses to verify the water use levels applied to County), Ecology, BW15
3. Meter new water uses to verify that the water use | the reservation are accurate. Planning Unit (L),
levels applied to the reservation are accurate. WDFW
4. Apply findings on groundwater and surface water | QT-3b (CRC): Apply findings on groundwater and surface water
interaction (actions CC and RC-3 and CC-12) to interaction (QT-1a - c) to develop instream flow package in Cow
develop instream flow package in Cow Creek. Creek.
CC-16 - —(—)—aR d?t]éicg':i?o% - Manage water rights/uses consistent with prior Cow Creek Ecology (L) -- BW1 Ongoing Medium | no change
QT-7b (CRC): Seek funding sources for off-site stock watering | Every mile on CDs (L-Adams) BW10,
CC-17 -- sites (estimated requirement is one supply site per mile for Cow Creeks on E ’ -- BW11, Mid-term | Low no change
L . ; cology
riparian grazing areas). both sides CRC6
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
G-2 (CRCQ): Construct Fish Passage Barrier on Cow Creek
CC-18 - below Sprague Lake to prevent repopulation of Sprague Lake Cow Creek WDFW - CRC9 Mid-term | Medium | no change
with undesirable species.
QL-5a (CRCQ): Study the potential use of aquatic plants (e.qg.,
CC-19 -- duck weed or native species) that can be used to reduce or Sprague Lake Ecolog_y , WSU -- BW19, Mid-term | Low no change
g . Extension CRC4
eliminate algal blooms in Sprague Lake.
- : - - ,
CC-20 B QT-7d (_CRC) Conduct Cheney WWTP Effluent Discharge Cheney City of Cheney _ CRCS Near-term | Low no change
Relocation Study. Ecology
1. Two miles
Characterize groundwater resources; map . outside of
. . . QT-1a( ): : A
LP and approximate location, depth, and geographic extent a Tr})?(igzl;tlz lOcclgteil(r)arl]ctgrelztehg;?]lénd;/:/)atg ﬁscoéj;f:r?t (r)r::a;) uifers jurisdiction of Ecology, PBAC BW12, chanaed
of aquifers in the Lower Palouse and Rock Creek PP . N, depth, and geograp a " | eachtown inthe | (L), USGS, Towns -- BW14, Mid-term | Medium g
RC-1 . ; Also determine regional quantities and movement of h language
Management Areas. Also determine regional roundwater management in CLP CLP3
quantities and movement of groundwater. g ' areas
2. Region wide
Characterize hydrology and connectivity of surface
water and springs, and develop potential recharge . -
and flow en%angement strateg?eg at the foIIowingg T-1b (CLP): Characterize hydrology and connectivity of
locations in the Lower Palouse and Rock Creek surface water and springs, and develop potential recharge and
LP and Management Areas: flow enhancement strategies at the following locations: Ecology, IDEQ BW12, chanaed
g A . . 1. Eastern portion of the Basin (Adams/Whitman County Line to | Entire MA 9y, ' -- BW14, Mid-term | Medium g
RC-2 1. Eastern portion of the Basin (Adams/Whitman Washtucna) USGS BW16 language
County Line to Washtucna) 5 | . . I K Wil K
2. Streams — Palouse River, Union Flat Creek R f)trlelelrlnic—:PaI:)usg Rl(\:/er, Ergort]tlz at Crde(z: ! VY(' ow Creek,
; i . ’ ebel Flat Creek, Pine Creek, Cottonwood Cree
Willow Creek, Rebel Flat Creek, Pine Creek, ’ ’
Cottonwood Creek
Conduct a TMDL study for bacteria, temperature, i ) .
LP and and dissolved oxygen in the Central Lower Palouse L 6? CLP): Conduc-t a TMDL study-for bac.terla, temperature, - Ecology (L), BW19, . . changed
. and dissolved oxygen in the Palouse River mainstem. Include Entire MA Ecology Mid-term | Medium
RC-3 management area. Include sampling at the mouths lina th hs of th {or tributari IDEQ CLP1 language
of the major tributaries. sampling the mouths of the major tributaries.
LP and _ RG-3 (CLP): Improve and streamline permitting process for - USACE (L), . i .
RC-4 bank stabilization and other projects. Entire MA WDFW, Counties BW6 Near-term | Medium | no change
CDs (L-Adams
County, Latah
SWCD, Pine
. Creek, Palouse
_ . I . . West of Endicott ' ' BW10, .
Lp-1 B ( T-2c (CLP): Determine feas_lblllty of stream re-engineering to on Rebel Flat Palouse-Rock _ BW10, Mid-term Mgdlum no change
improve flows and water quality. Lake, Spokane -High
Creek CLP1
County, and
Whitman),
Ecology, IDEQ,
NRCS
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
QT-4c (CLP): Consider the concerns of the Planning Unit in
future instream flow rule-making, including: .
. . CDs in CLP,
Lp-2 B 1. Impleme_ntlng a pa_rtlal clos_ure to enab!e storage _ Entire MA Ecology (L) _ BW14, Long-term | Low no change
2. Reservation for uninterruptible water rights for domestic and ; ' BW17
o . . . Planning Unit
municipal use, and a maximum allocation for potential future
storage.
LP-3 -- QT-3c (CLP): Secure additional water supply/water rights. Colton Egétlggél‘)’ -- g\li\I/Dl:f Near-term | Medium | no change
QL-6b (CLP): Identify the source(s) of foaming (potential
Identify the source(s) of foaming (potential organics | organics or detergent sources) that occurs on the mainstem . .
. . Mainstem CDs in CLP,
or detergent sources) that occurs on the mainstem Palouse River. Near-term .
. o . between Colfax Ecology (L), BW19, . Low or | combined
LP-4 Palouse River, and then identify and implement and Whitman IDEQ (L), ISCC -- CLP1 or Mid- Medium | actions
corrective actions to address the cause of the QL-6¢ (CLP): Identify and implement corrective actions to . ’ ’ term
) . . . ; county line NRCS
foaming on the mainstem Palouse River. address the cause of the foaming on the mainstem Palouse
River.
AS.S'St the C'tY of Endicott in securing grant funding QT-3a (CLP): Implement City of Endicott water system C.1.P. to . .
to implement its water system C.1.P. to improve - . . - . City of Endicott . . changed
LP-5 . ; improve system storage, fire flow, conservation and reliability Endicott -- CLP2 Mid-term | Medium
system storage, fire flow, conservation and . . : - . - (L), WDOH language
L (including assistance in securing grant funding).
reliability.
QT-6¢ (NFP) and QT-6g (SFP): Further develop the concept of CDs in NFP, combined
- < - . Ecology, Pullman, BW12, . .
NFP and aquifer recharge using recharge wells to stabilize and recover Entire MA - NFP . Medium | actions. no
- . - WSU, IDWR, - BW17, Mid-term .
SFP-1 aquifer levels in both the Wanapum and Grand Ronde basalts. and SFP . -High change to
. g ; PBAC (L), CDs in SFP2
Educate and involve the public in water management options. SEP language
Further develop the feasibility of enhanced QT-6b (NFP) and QT-6¢ (SFP): Further develop the feasibility
infiltration at the basement-basalt contact at Kamiak | of enhanced infiltration at the basement — basalt contact at
Butte, with preference for an infiltration ditch that Kamiak Butte, with preference for an infiltration ditch that Low-
would follow the contact between the basalt and the | would follow the contact between the basalt and the basement Kamiak Butte Palouse CD, BW12, Medium
NFP and basement rocks. Consider the North Fork and rocks. Consider the North Fork and Fourmile Creek as potential ’ PBAC (L), USGS, BW17, . combined
; . ol NFP management . -- Mid-term | or :
SFP-2 Fourmile Creek as potential sources of water for sources of water for infiltration. Ecology, CDs in BW20, . actions
et i area Medium
infiltration. Conduct surface water sampling to NFP NFP5 “Hidh
support assessment of treatment options for water QL-8 (NFP): Conduct surface water sampling to support g
diverted from the North Fork of the Palouse River assessment of treatment options for water diverted from the
and Fourmile Creek. North Fork of the Palouse River and Fourmile Creek.
QT-2a (NFP): Continue instream flow monitoring through Ecology (L) split action.
Identify appropriate areas for permanent gauging permanent and seasonal gauges on North Fork; identify Upstream of gy -, BW13, . other part of
NFP-1 . ; X . IDEQ (L), USGS, -- Ongoing Low . L
stations upstream of Colfax. appropriate areas for permanent gauging stations upstream of Colfax NFP1 split action is
IDWR )
Colfax. in BW-1.
Establish and maintain groundwater monitoring . L o
. . . - : . , , , . .
NEP-2 wells in support of instream flow management in the QT-2b (NFP): Establish and maintain groundwater monitoring Entire MA PBAC (L), IDWR _ BW13 Ongoing Medium changed
wells. Ecology NFP2 language

North Fork Palouse.
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan® Location Entities® ifany® | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
Characterize hydrology and connectivity of surface | QT-1a (NFP): Characterize hydrology and connectivity of Ecoloav. IDWR BW12, chanaed
NFP-3 water, groundwater, and springs within the North surface water, groundwater, and springs within the management | Entire MA 9y, ’ -- BW14, Mid-term | Medium g
PBAC, USGS language
Fork Palouse Management Area. area. NFP2
QT-4e (NFP): Enhance and/or restore wetlands at the following
. - - ) . . CDs (L-Latah),
locations with willing landowners; evaluate incentive-based Ecology, IDEQ
NFP-4 - approaches to wetland restoration: Entire MA 9y, ' -- BW10 Mid-term | Medium | no change
. A IDWR, NRCS,
1. City of Potlatch — old mill site, USFS (L)
2. Upper forest meadows (USFS)
CDs in NFP,
Counties (L-
G-4 (NFP): Survey small communities within the watershed for K\;?;nggui?umy’ BWS3,
NFP-5 - water management / supply issues and projects; query regarding | Endicott, Rosalia (ID), and y -- BW11, Near-term | Low no change
economic development being limited by water availability. : BW12
Benewah County
(ID)), Planning
Unit
QT-3a (NFP): Obligate agencies to collaborate with and assist in
identifying funding for developing a full instream flow package CDs in NFP, BW14
i B for the North Fork Palouse to support quantification of flows, a . Ecology (L), Ecology, ' ;
NFP-6 reservation, and maximum allocation. Assist in identifying Entire MA WDFW (L), WDFW El\é\llalf Near-term | Low no change
funding to educate the Planning Unit/community on instream Planning Unit
flow setting.
QT-3b (NFP): Develop instream flow package for North Fork
Palouse; establish minimum instream flows for North Fork CDs in NFP,
i B Palouse River. Consider a partial closure during low flow North Fork Ecology (L), B - .
NFP-7 summer months; along with a reservation for year round Palouse River WDFW, Planning NFP1 Mid-term | Medium | no change
domestic and municipal use and a maximum allocation during Unit
high flow; consider water reservation for storage.
Cities and Towns
RG-5 (NFP): Manage local development to minimize impacts to g(_)-tlrail&ufg’ gwg Low to
NFP-8 - : g P P Entire MA Onaway ID), -- ’ Ongoing . no change
natural resources. ) BW11, Medium
Counties in NFP, BW18

WDFW, Ecology,
IDEQ, IDFG
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
Cities and Towns
(L-Palouse,
Potlatch ID,
QT-5d (NFP): Encourage water re-use systems and stormwater Onawgy I.D)’ split action.
Encourage water re-use systems and stormwater e . . . Counties in NFP, . other part of
NFP-9 ; management plans for new construction; investigate legality of | Entire MA -- BW15 Ongoing Low ST
management plans for new construction. use of arav water and evaluate imoacts to surface water flows Ecology, IDEQ, split action is
gray P ' IDWR, Individual in NFP-12.
landowners, Non-
profit
organizations
NEP-10 B RG-3 (NFP): Evaluate and review the impact of the Idaho Forest | Idaho portion of IDEQ (L), IDL _ NEP6 Near-term | Low no change
Practices Act on water quality. MA
G-2 (NFP): Review and evaluate key strategies for water
i B management from Clearwater National Forest Management . Planning Unit (L), _ BWS, ;
NFP-11 Plan, state practices and forest practices to use in water Entire MA USFS NFP3 Near-term | Low no change
management planning throughout the management area.
Cities and Towns
(L-Palouse,
Potlatch ID,
. . QT-5d (NFP): Encourage water re-use systems and stormwater Onawgy I.D)’ split action.
Investigate legality of use of gray water and e . . . Counties in NFP, . other part of
NFP-12 . management plans for new construction; investigate legality of | Entire MA -- BW15 Ongoing Low ST
evaluate impacts to surface water flows. use of arav water and evaluate imoacts to surface water flows Ecology, IDEQ, split action is
gray P ' IDWR, Individual in NFP-9,
landowners, Non-
profit
organizations
QL-3d (NFP): Evaluate the feasibility, cost and funding sources | City of Palouse City of Palouse BW18,
NFP-13 - = . ’ . . -- BW19, Near-term | Low no change
for a sewer extension for eastside Palouse. (Fisher Addition) | (L), Ecology NEP4
_ . L CDs in NFP, BWS9,
NFP-14 - L-7a (NFP): Encourage public participation in the TMDL Entire MA Ecology, IDEQ -- BW18, Near-term | Low no change
process.
(L) BW19
Secure funding to implement the 14 water quality QL-1 (NFP): Reference 2002 North Fork Palouse River North Eork BW18, chanaed
NFP-15 actions referenced in the 2002 North Fork Palouse Watershed Management Plan for water quality strategies and ) Planning Unit (L) -- BW19, Near-term | Low g
. Palouse River language
River Watershed Management Plan. measures. NFP4
Identify funding opportunities to address TMDL QL-7b (NFP): Identify mainstream/alternative funding F“g?:)r:]sst:?:] CDs in CLP, Near to chanaed
NFP-16 concerns on the mainstem Palouse River in opportunities for TMDL studies and implementation activities ; Ecology, Planning -- BW4 . Low g
. . . . . Washington and . Mid-term language
Washington and in Idaho. on the mainstem Palouse River and in Idaho. 1daho Unit
) . . . Palouse CD, BW14, 17, ;
SFP-1 - T-2a (SFP): Install permanent gauging on Fourmile Creek. Fourmile Creek Ecology, USGS SEP? Near-term | Low no change
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan® Location Entities® ifany® | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
Cunningham Farm Monitoring Field Well Project - .
. . Cunningham
Install and monitor as many as 5 wells in the Farm and other
Palouse Basin Aquifer at Cunningham Farms, QT-1h (SFP): Cunningham Farm Monitoring Field Well Project L PBAC (L), . Low- changed
SFP-2 . . . . » . locations in the -- BW12 Mid-term .
Kamiak Gap, Whitman County Landfill, 4- mile gap | (PBAC’s #2 Priority). Palouse Basin Ecology Medium | language
and Staley to characterize the geology and AQUi
quifer
hydrogeology of the area.
Develop a framework for water resource G-3 (SFP): Develop a framework for water resource Eiﬁ‘g (L)(st BWS, chanaed
SFP-3 management decisions concerning the Palouse management decisions in the Palouse Basin Aquifer (PBAC’s #1 | Entire MA gy, ~Ls, -- BWS, Near-term | Low g
. . - Counties in SFP, language
Basin Aquifer. priority). Cities in SEP SFP5
SEP-4 B G-2 (SFP_): Establish e_lc_entral an_d permanent office for_storage Entire MA PBAC (L) _ BWS, Near-term | Low no change
of geologic/ hydrologic information on the Palouse Basin. SFP5
Continue to characterize groundwater resources;
map approximate location, depth, and extent of QT-1a (SFP): Continue to characterize groundwater resources;
aquifers in the South Fork Palouse Management map approximate location, depth, and extent of aquifers. Also Pullman/ Ecoloav. IDWR BW14, chanaed
SFP-5 Area. Also determine regional quantities and determine regional quantities and movement of groundwater. Moscow PBAC?)(/I,_) USG,S -- SFP2, Mid-term | High lan L?a o
movement of groundwater. Age-date water to Age-date water to identify young water in shallow and deep ’ SFP6 guag
identify young water in shallow and deep aquifer aquifer systems.
systems.
S]%?]?tﬁt Orrc])%?]?v%asgrdcl:?;gﬂ?oiztaagglItictgle?t?etro T-1d (SFP): Conduct ongoing studies and data collection to PBAC (L), chanaed
SFP-6 g ' . monitor groundwater conditions, and to better understand how Entire MA Ecology, IDEQ, -- BW14 Ongoing Medium g
understand how recharge occurs (in Palouse Basin language
i recharge occurs. IDWR
Aquifer).
SEP-7 _ T-1k (SEP): Carbon 14 dating of Sediments of Bovil and Bovil and PBAC (L) _ BW17, Mid-term | Medium | no change
Vantage well water. Vantage SFP6
SEP-8 B QT-11 (SFP): Qevelop more det_alled Grapde Ronde flow maps Entire MA PBAC (L) _ BW15, Mid-term | Medium | no change
by comprehensive basalt sampling/chemistry SFP6
Look at whether proposed new Colfax well project
will impact shallow aquifer, springs and QT-1m (SFP): Characterize hydrology and connectivity of Ecoloav. PBAC BW12
streamflows by characterizing the hydrology and surface water, groundwater, and springs within the management | Entire MA, 9y, ’ ’ . . changed
SFP-9 L e . IDWR, USGS, - BW14. Mid-term | Medium
connectivity of surface water, groundwater, and area, specifically looking at whether proposed new Colfax well | Colfax City of Colfax SEPG language

springs within the South Fork Palouse Management
Area.

project will impact shallow aquifer, springs and streamflows.
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Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
Characterize hydrology and connectivity of surface QT-1i (SFP): Geologic characterization of the Kamiak and Four-
water, groundwater, and springs, and develop Mile 5 by further i tioation of well | d additional
potential recharge and flow enhancement strategies ¢ Ited .ﬁ’?ps P>I/3,:£: e;énl\ale_s 'Qta 1on of well fogs and additiona
at the following locations: est drilling ( S riority).
1. Moscow Mountain, QT-1c (SFP): Characterize hydrology and connectivity of
2. Sand Road area, surface water, groundwater, and springs, and develop potential BW14
3. Smoot Hill, recharge and flow enhancement strategies at the following Entire MA; : .
SFP-10 4. Kamiak Bultte, locations: Kamiak and Ecology, IDEQ, -- BWL5, Mid-term | Medium cor_nblned
. . e | PBAC (L), USGS BW16, actions
5. Latah County (eastern basin), 1. Moscow Mountain Four-Mile “gaps SEPG
6. upper reaches of tributaries. 2. Sand Road area
3. Smoot Hill
Specifically include geologic characterization of the | 4. Kamiak Butte
Kamiak and Four-Mile “gaps” by further 5. Latah County (eastern basin)
investigation of well logs and additional test 6. upper reaches of tributaries
drilling.
SEP-11 B QT-1g (SFP.): Devglop a 3-D model of the geology of the Entire MA PBAC (L), USGS _ BW15, Mid-term Mgdlum no change
Palouse Basin Aquifer. SFP6 -High
) B QT-1e (SFP): Completion of 1:24,000 scale geologic maps for . _ BW15, . Low-
SFP-12 the Colfax South, Garfield, and Ewartsville quads. Entire MA PBAC (L), USGS SFP6 Mid-term Medium | "° change
) B QT-1f (SEP): Completion of 1:48,000 and 1:100,000 scale . _ BW15, | Low-
SFP-13 geologic map of the Palouse Basin Aquifer. Entire MA PBAC (L), USGS SFP6 Mid-term Medium | "° change
Identify and evaluate potential aquifer recharge QT-1b (SFP): Identify and evaluate potential aquifer recharge Citv of Moscow BWI5 chanaed
SFP-14 areas, for winter flow diversions, ASR, Class A areas, such as winter flow diversions, ASR, Class A treated Pullman/Moscow Ity ! - ! Mid-term | Medium g
City of Pullman BW16 language
treated effluent, etc. effluent, etc.
QT-6h (SFP): Following the pre-feasibility state, and if ASR in
. . Pullman is considered a good potential to improve water supply City of Pullman, BW12,
SFP-15 Lg{gaségli;i(rj]ev\?\);?s?\;vlgttesrc:l;ﬁﬁ?ﬂ?{;ﬁ:ﬁgﬁz reliability, develop a pilot scale program(s) using existing City of Pullman | WSU, Ecology, -- BW17, Long-term | High f::nl?:de
g g y ' wells/water system infrastructure. Educate and involve the CDs in SFP SFP2 guag

public in water management options.
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Appendix B Page 26 of 27
Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
Complete further study on ASR feasibility in QM(SE)_ C(_)mple_te further stud_y_o_n ASR feasib_ility in_ .
Pullman, beginning with a pre-feasibility document Pu.llmar),-beg'lnnlng W!th a pre-fea§|plllty document mpludmg.
including: 1. |dept|f|cat|on/exam|nat|on of existing wells for possible
1. identification/examination of existing wells for ;etroflt;o ASRI tibilit .
possible retrofit to ASR ' geolt_: emicaf compall II "y scrgenlngd
2. geochemical compatibility screening to confirm 3. pre Iminary operational scenarios and water system
compatibility of surface water for use as a source for compatibility OVETVIeEw _ . BW12, Low-
; . d observation well network and monitoring plan City of Pullman, BW17, .
aquifer storage and recovery (ASR). Surface water 4. propose X o g plan itv of Pull PBAC. Ecol BW20 Medium bined
SFP-16 sampling to support assessment of treatment options 5. educate and involve the public in water management options. Eltty 0 I\I/IDX msagﬁ CDs i ’SE‘F’, 09y -- NEP?2 ’ Mid-term |, cotr_n ine
for water diverted from Paradise Creek and the QT-6f (SFP): Conduct geochemical analysis to confirm Hre ) IDES N ST ' Medium | 21O
. T . Q SFP2, .
South Fork of the Palouse River compatibility of surface water for use as a source for aquifer SEP1 or High
3. preliminary operational scenarios and water storage and recovery (ASR).
system compatibility overview _ -
4. proposed observation well network and QT-6b (SEP): Pullman ASR Feasibility.
monitoring plan QL-8 (SFP): Conduct surface water sampling to support
5. educate and involve the public in water assessment of treatment options for water diverted from Paradise
management options. Creek and the South Fork of the Palouse River.
QT-5¢ (SFP): Conduct an economic evaluation/feasibility study
that addresses, with other new supply options, supply . PBAC (L), BW14, .
SFP-17 N development (i.e. “harvesting”) opportunities, and compare Entire MA Ecology, IDWR - BW16 Mid-term | Low no change
costs.
. o . PBAC (L),
SEP-18 B gdzT—1| (_SFP). Rainfall/Wanapum well correlation study to Entire MA Ecology, IDWR, _ BW17, Mid-term | Medium | no change
etermine recharge areas and amounts. IDEQ SFP2
. . Paradise Creek/ CDs in SFP, .
SFP-19 - g;ré—t?:ré% dl;aradlse Creek/Palouse Mall Area Aquifer Palouse Mall Ecology, IDEQ, -- gl\:/\lil’g Mid-term Fﬁg;}um no change
' Area IDWR, PBAC (L)
QT-6e (SFP): Further develop the preliminary feasibility of BW12
enhanced infiltration at the crystalline bedrock-basalt margins as CDs in SFP, BW17, Medium
SFP-20 - a long-term groundwater level management tool. Conduct an Entire MA PBAC (L), USGS, -- SEP? ' Mid-term “High no change
investigation including the use of geophysics and test pits to Ecology SFP6’
determine if the contact can be identified and exposed.
RG-1 (SEP): Conduct tentative determination of status and
validity of existing surface water rights, claims, certificates and South Fork below BW1
SFP-21 - permits (including riparian stockwater rights), including place of Pullman Ecology (L) -- SFP4’ Mid- term | Medium | no change
use, point of diversion and usage information for existing water
right holders.
SFP-22 - QL-7 (SFP): Palouse Aquifer Water Chemical Analysis Study. Entire MA Pullman (L) - BW19 Mid-term II\_/IOQI(\jI;um no change
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Appendix B Page 27 of 27
Link between Watershed Management Plan Actions and DIP Actions
Revisions to
Lead (L) and Obligated watershed
Unique Supporting Entities, | Supported plan action
Identifier! Refined Action Description Original Description in Watershed Management Plan? Location Entities® ifany’ | Objectives | Schedule® | Cost® | description®
Counties (L-
. . Whitman and
SEP-23 B QT-4_b (SEP): Encourage I_ow impact _development and Entire MA Latah (ID)), _ BW7, TBD TBD no change
sustainable growth strategies to limit impacts to water resources. e BW8, BW9
Cities, and Towns
in SFP
QT-3e (SFP): Support Pullman and WSU efforts to obtain BW16
SFP-24 - funding (Legislature and other sources) for wastewater reuse City of Pullman Ecology - SEP? ’ Ongoing Low no change
project.
QT-3a (SFP): Identify and implement wastewater effluent reuse .
- . o . . City of Moscow
strategies where practicable, considering legal interpretation of .
.o . Pullman/ (L), City of BW15, . .
SFP-25 - obligation/amount of water to supply and protect water rights, -- Mid-term | High no change
) R T o Moscow Pullman (L), SFP4
including riparian stockwatering rights, below city discharge
. WSU, Ecology
points.
Palouse CD (L),
G-4 (SFP): Continue the “Palouse Water Summit” as an annual Cities in SFP, U of BWSG, Near-term Low -
SFP-26 -- event to discuss Palouse Watershed water resources issues in a Entire MA I, WSU, Counties - BWS, to Long- . no change
. . Medium
public forum. in SFP, Ecology, NFP5 term
USGS
Notes

1. The unique identifier is the link to the information developed as part of the DIP process that is provided in Table A-1 in Appendix A. The number in the unique identifier does not reflect prioritization. The abbreviation in the unique identifier
reflects the management area(s) to which the action applies: BW: Basin-wide, CC: Cow Creek Management Area, CC and LP: Cow Creek and Lower Palouse Management Areas, CC and RC: Cow Creek and Rock Creek Management Areas,
LP: Lower Palouse River Management Area, LP and RC: Lower Palouse River and Rock Creek Management Area, NFP: North Fork Palouse River Management Area, NFP and SFP: North Fork Palouse River and South Fork Palouse River

Management Areas,

RC: Rock Creek Management Area, and SFP: South Fork Palouse River Management Area.

2. The letters and numbers at the beginning of each description is the action number used in the Watershed Management Plan. The abbreviation in parenthesis after the action number indicates the management area to which the action applied:

BW: Basin-wide, CLP: Central Lower Palouse Management Area, CRC: Cow Rock Creek Management Area, NFP: North Fork Palouse River Management Area, and SFP: South Fork Palouse River Management Area. The actions are from the
following tables in the Watershed Management Plan: BW actions are from Appendix B-1, CLP actions are from Table 6-2, CRC actions are from Table 6-1, NFP actions are from Table 6-4, and SFP actions are from Table 6-5.
3. The lead entity for an action is denoted with an "(L)" after the entity's name. An entity that leads an action is primarily responsible for the completion of an action and guides other entities collaborating on the action. The lead is in charge of

securing funding for the action. An entity listed in this column without the “(L)” after the entity’s name is a supporting entity. A supporting entity is an organization / individual that is in support of an action and therefore, collaborates as needed
on action items, working in coordination with the lead entity; supports action funding strategies; and dedicates in-kind support and/or funding when possible. Lead and supporting entities are identified in Appendix B of the Watershed
Management Plan.

4. This column identifies the entities that have committed to or have a responsibility to complete the action from the entities listed in the Lead and Supporting Entities column. "--" indicates that no obligated entity was identified in the Watershed
Plan. Obligated entities are identified in Appendix B of the Watershed Management Plan. Actions where no obligated entity is identified are desirable actions intended to help meet or address one or more of the planning objectives (defined by
the Planning Unit as “Recommendations” in the Watershed Management Plan).

5. The information is these columns is directly from the Watershed Management Plan and does not reflect updates developed as part of the DIP process.

6. These notes indicate how the Watershed Management Plan action descriptions were refined so that they could be better understood for prioritization as part of the DIP process. In addition, some actions were split and some were combined to
remove duplication.
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WRIA 34: Palouse Watershed Planning Unit
325 NW State Street
Pullman, WA 99163

April 22, 2008

Water System Name
Attention: Contact
Address

City, State Zip

Dear Group A Water System Owner / Operator:

I am sending you this letter on behalf of the Palouse Watershed Planning Unit. The Planning
Unit members include concerned citizens and landowners of the Palouse Watershed along with
representatives of agriculture, commerce, industry, utilities, real estate, and environmental
interests as well as local, state and federal government agencies. The Planning Unit has recently
developed a Watershed Management Plan that includes actions to insure there is adequate water
for the future as communities grow.

The Planning Unit invites you to attend a workshop on Tuesday, May 20th from 1:30 pm to 4:30
pm at the Wren Pierson Multi-Purpose Room, located at 615 4th Street, Cheney, WA. Please
RSVP by Friday May 9 to this invitation via phone or email (to Bryony Stasney at 208-755-1010
/ bstasney@golder.com). Pastries and refreshments will be provided.

The purpose of the workshop is to inform you of the Watershed Planning process (per RCW
90.82) in the Palouse and to obtain information from you to help with future water resources
planning. Per RCW 90.8.2.048(1), the Planning Unit is required to address the planned future
use of municipal water rights that are inchoate (i.e., currently unused). 1 have included the
definition of a municipal water supplier and an information request form with this letter. If your
system is a municipal water supplier, please complete the form and return it within the enclosed
stamped and addressed envelope or bring it to the workshop where we can assist you. If you
have any questions or need assistance filling out the form, please contact Bryony at 208-755-
1010 / bstasney@golder.com.

We look forward to meeting you.

Best regards,

Bryony Stasney, L.HG.
Senior Project Hydrogeologist, Golder Associates Inc.

On behalf of

Suzanne Hamada

Palouse Watershed Planning Coordinator
WRIA 34 Palouse Watershed Planning


mailto:bstasney@golder.com
mailto:bstasney@golder.com

WATER SYSTEM SURVEY FORM

Thank you for choosing to participate in our voluntary survey of Group A municipal water right holders. Your
participation is greatly appreciated and the information you provide will help the Palouse Watershed (WRIA 34)
Planning Unit as it prepares its Detailed Implementation Plan. The purpose of this form is to obtain information
from each water system to help with future water resources planning. The estimates of inchoate water rights are
based on information provided voluntarily and do not constitute an official examination of the water right.

Please return this form by mail to Bryony Stasney in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope by May 20",
2008. You may also bring this form with you to the workshop on May 20™, 2008.

If you have any questions about this form, please contact Bryony Stasney at 208-755-1010 / bstasney@golder.com

Please complete the below information. This information can be found on your Water Facilities Inventory
Report:

Residential Connections:

Total Connections:

Approved Connections:

You have a total of connections available for future growth.

Purveyor Name:

Water System 1D Number:

Contact Name:

Phone Number:

Email Address:

Please see reverse side.


mailto:bstasney@golder.com

Please fill out the table below for each of your water rights.

Future Water Quantity Needs for Municipal Water Suppliers

Water Right Control Total Water Right 2007 Water System Use®

Number Qi2 Qa Qi Qa
(acre-feet per year) | (max GPM/CFS) (annual total)

(1) Per RCW 90.03.015 (3) and (4) "Municipal water supplier" means an entity that supplies water for municipal water supply purposes. "Municipal
water supply purposes™ means a beneficial use of water: (a) For residential purposes through fifteen or more residential service connections or
for providing residential use of water for a nonresidential population that is, on average, at least twenty-five people for at least sixty days a year;
(b) for governmental or governmental proprietary purposes by a city, town, public utility district, county, sewer district, or water district; or (c)
indirectly for the purposes in (a) or (b) of this subsection through the delivery of treated or raw water to a public water system for such use. If
water is beneficially used under a water right for the purposes listed in (a), (b), or (c) of this subsection, any other beneficial use of water under
the right generally associated with the use of water within a municipality is also for "municipal water supply purposes," including, but not
limited to, beneficial use for commercial, industrial, irrigation of parks and open spaces, institutional, landscaping, fire flow, water system
maintenance and repair, or related purposes. If a governmental entity holds a water right that is for the purposes listed in (a), (b), or (c) of this
subsection, its use of water or its delivery of water for any other beneficial use generally associated with the use of water within a municipality
is also for "municipal water supply purposes,” including, but not limited to, beneficial use for commercial, industrial, irrigation of parks and
open spaces, institutional, landscaping, fire flow, water system maintenance and repair, or related purposes.

(2) In GPM (gallons per minute) for groundwater rights, CFS (cubic feet per second) for surface water rights.

(3) Master meter total or highest annual volume ever used.

Are your existing water rights adequate to support future growth for the next 20 years and beyond?

Yes No Unknown

If not, please describe your plan to meet future water demands.

(This information may be in your water system plan, if not, one way to estimate this is to use the average number of
connections added annually over the last 4-5 years and project it to 20 years. Will you have enough connections to meet that
current growth rate of connections for 20 years?)

Are you planning to use your entire water right over the next 20 years?

Yes No Unknown

Is there anything else we should know about provision of municipal drinking water in your area, or are there any
other comments you would like to share? Thanks for your time!
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Chapter 90.82 RCW
WATERSHED PLANNING

(Formerly Water resour ce management)

RCW SECTIONS

90.82.005 Purpose.
90.82.010 Finding.
90.82.020 Definitions.
90.82.030 Principles.

Page 1 of 17

90.82.040 WRIA planning units -- Watershed planning grants -- Eligibility criteria-- Administrative

costs.
90.82.043 Implementation plan.
90.82.048 Implementation plan -- Timelines and milestones.
90.82.050 Limitations on liability.

90.82.060 Initiation of watershed planning -- Scope of planning -- Technical assistance from state

agencies.
90.82.070 Water quantity component.
90.82.080 Instream flow component -- Rules -- Report.
90.82.085 Instream flows -- Assessing and setting or amending.
90.82.090 Water quality component.
90.82.100 Habitat component.
90.82.110 Identification of projects and activities.
90.82.120 Plan parameters.
90.82.130 Plan approval -- Public notice and hearing -- Revisions.

90.82.140 Use of monitoring recommendations in RCW 77.85.210.

90.82.900 Part headings not law -- 1997 ¢ 442.
90.82.901 Severahility -- 1997 ¢ 442.
90.82.902 Captions not law -- 1998 ¢ 247.

RCW 90.82.005
Purpose.

The purpose of this chapter isto develop a more thorough and cooperative method of determining what
the current water resource situation isin each water resource inventory area of the state and to provide
local citizens with the maximum possible input concerning their goals and objectives for water resource

management and devel opment.

It is necessary for the legislature to establish processes and policies that will result in providing state
agencies with more specific guidance to manage the water resources of the state consistent with current

http://www.leg.wa.gov/rcw/index.cfm?fuseaction=chapter& chapter=90.82& RequestTimeo... 12/5/2004
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law and direction provided by local entities and citizens through the process established in accordance
with this chapter.

[1997 ¢ 442 § 101]

RCW 90.82.010
Finding.

The legislature finds that the local development of watershed plans for managing water resources and
for protecting existing water rightsis vital to both state and local interests. The local development of
these plans serves vital local interests by placing it in the hands of people: Who have the greatest
knowledge of both the resources and the aspirations of those who live and work in the watershed; and
who have the greatest stake in the proper, long-term management of the resources. The development of
such plans serves the state's vital interests by ensuring that the state's water resources are used wisely, by
protecting existing water rights, by protecting instream flows for fish, and by providing for the economic
well-being of the state's citizenry and communities. Therefore, the legislature believes it necessary for
units of local government throughout the state to engage in the orderly development of these watershed
plans.

[1997 ¢ 442 § 102]

RCW 90.82.020
Definitions.

Unless the context clearly requires otherwise, the definitions in this section apply throughout this
chapter.

(1) "Department” means the department of ecology.

(2) "Implementing rules* for aWRIA plan are the rules needed to give force and effect to the parts of
the plan that create rights or obligations for any party including a state agency or that establish water
management policy.

(3) "Minimum instream flow" means a minimum flow under chapter 90.03 or 90.22 RCW or a base
flow under chapter 90.54 RCW.

(4) "WRIA" means awater resource inventory area established in chapter 173-500 WAC asit existed
on January 1, 1997.

(5) "Water supply utility" means a water, combined water-sewer, irrigation, reclamation, or public
utility district that provides water to persons or other water users within the district or adivision or unit
responsible for administering a publicly governed water supply system on behalf of a county.

(6) "WRIA plan" or "plan” means the product of the planning unit including any rules adopted in
conjunction with the product of the planning unit.

[1997 ¢ 442 § 103]

http://www.leg.wa.gov/rcw/index.cfm?fuseaction=chapter& chapter=90.82& RequestTimeo... 12/5/2004
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RCW 90.82.030
Principles.

In order to have the best possible program for appropriating and administering water use in the state, the
legislature establishes the following principles and criteriato carry out the purpose and intent of chapter
442, Laws of 1997.

(1) All WRIA planning units established under this chapter shall develop a process to assure that
water resource user interests and directly involved interest groups at the local level have the opportunity,
in afair and equitable manner, to give input and direction to the process.

(2) If aplanning unit requests technical assistance from a state agency as part of its planning
activities under this chapter and the assistance is with regard to a subject matter over which the agency
has jurisdiction, the state agency shall provide the technical assistance to the planning unit.

(3) Plans developed under chapter 442, Laws of 1997 shall be consistent with and not duplicative of
efforts already under way in aWRIA, including but not limited to watershed analysis conducted under
state forest practices statutes and rules.

[1997 ¢ 442 § 104]

RCW 90.82.040
WRIA planning units -- Water shed planning grants -- Eligibility criteria-- Administrative costs.

(1) Once aWRIA planning unit has been initiated under RCW 90.82.060 and a lead agency has been
designated, it shall notify the department and may apply to the department for funding assistance for
conducting the planning and implementation. Funds shall be provided from and to the extent of
appropriations made by the legislature to the department expressly for this purpose.

(2)(a) Each planning unit that has complied with subsection (1) of this section is €ligible to receive
watershed planning grants in the following amounts for the first three phases of watershed planning and
phase four watershed plan implementation:

(i) Initiating governments may apply for an initial organizing grant of up to fifty thousand dollars for
asingle WRIA or up to seventy-five thousand dollars for a multi-WRIA management area in accordance
with RCW 90.82.060(4);

(i)(A) A planning unit may apply for up to two hundred thousand dollars for each WRIA in the
management area for conducting watershed assessments in accordance with RCW 90.82.070, except that
a planning unit that chooses to conduct a detailed assessment or studies under (a)(ii)(B) of this
subsection or whose initiating governments choose or have chosen to include an instream flow or water
quality component in accordance with RCW 90.82.080 or 90.82.090 may apply for up to one hundred
thousand additional dollars for each instream flow and up to one hundred thousand additional dollarsfor
each water quality component included for each WRIA to conduct an assessment on that optional
component and for each WRIA in which the assessments or studies under (a)(ii)(B) of this subsection
are conducted.

(B) A planning unit may elect to apply for up to one hundred thousand additional dollars to conduct a

detailed assessment of multipurpose water storage opportunities or for studies of specific multipurpose
storage projects which opportunities or projects are consistent with and support the other elements of the

http://www.leg.wa.gov/rcw/index.cfm?fuseaction=chapter& chapter=90.82& RequestTimeo... 12/5/2004



RCW 90 . 82 CHAPTER Page 4 of 17

planning unit's watershed plan devel oped under this chapter; and

(iif) A planning unit may apply for up to two hundred fifty thousand dollars for each WRIA in the
management area for developing awatershed plan and making recommendations for actions by local,
state, and federal agencies, tribes, private property owners, private organizations, and individual citizens,
including arecommended list of strategies and projects that would further the purpose of the plan in
accordance with RCW 90.82.060 through 90.82.100.

(b) A planning unit may request a different amount for phase two or phase three of watershed
planning than is specified in (@) of this subsection, provided that the total amount of funds awarded do
not exceed the maximum amount the planning unit is eligible for under (a) of this subsection. The
department shall approve such an aternative allocation of fundsif the planning unit identifies how the
proposed alternative will meet the goals of this chapter and provides a proposed timeline for the
completion of planning. However, the up to one hundred thousand additional dollarsin funding for
instream flow and water quality components and for water storage assessments or studies that a planning
unit may apply for under (a)(ii)(A) of this subsection may be used only for those instream flow, water
quality, and water storage purposes.

(c) By December 1, 2001, or within one year of initiating phase one of watershed planning,
whichever occurs later, the initiating governments for each planning unit must inform the department
whether they intend to have the planning unit establish or amend instream flows as part of its planning
process. If they elect to have the planning unit establish or amend instream flows, the planning unit is
eligible to receive one hundred thousand dollars for that purpose in accordance with ()(ii) of this
subsection. If the initiating governments for a planning unit elect not to establish or amend instream
flows as part of the unit's planning process, the department shall retain one hundred thousand dollarsto
carry out an assessment to support establishment of instream flows and to establish such flowsin
accordance with RCW 90.54.020(3)(a) and chapter 90.22 RCW. The department shall not use these
funds to amend an existing instream flow unless requested to do so by the initiating governments for a
planning unit.

(d) In administering funds appropriated for supplemental funding for optional plan components under
(a)(ii) of this subsection, the department shall give priority in granting the available funds to proposals
for setting or amending instream flows.

(e) A planning unit may apply for a matching grant for phase four watershed plan implementation
following approval under the provisions of RCW 90.82.130. A match of ten percent is required and may
include financial contributions or in-kind goods and services directly related to coordination and
oversight functions. The match can be provided by the planning unit or by the combined commitments
from federal agencies, tribal governments, local governments, special districts, or other local
organizations. The phase four grant may be up to one hundred thousand dollars for each planning unit
for each of thefirst three years of implementation. At the end of the three-year period, atwo-year
extension may be available for up to fifty thousand dollars each year. For planning units that cover more
than one WRIA, additional matching funds of up to twenty-five thousand dollars may be available for
each additional WRIA per year for the first three years of implementation, and up to twelve thousand
five hundred dollars per WRIA per year for each of the fourth and fifth years.

(3)(a) The department shall use the eligibility criteriain this subsection (3) instead of rules, policies,
or guidelines when evaluating grant applications at each stage of the grants program.

(b) In reviewing grant applications under this subsection (3), the department shall evaluate whether:

http://www.leg.wa.gov/rcw/index.cfm?fuseaction=chapter& chapter=90.82& RequestTimeo... 12/5/2004
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(i) The planning unit meets al of the requirements of this chapter;

(i) The application demonstrates a need for state planning funds to accomplish the objectives of the
planning process,; and

(i) The application and supporting information evidences a readiness to proceed.

(c) In ranking grant applications submitted at each stage of the grants program, the department shall
give preference to applications in the following order of priority:

(i) Applications from existing planning groups that have been in existence for at least one year;

(i1) Applications that address protection and enhancement of fish habitat in watersheds that have
aquatic fish species listed or proposed to be listed as endangered or threatened under the federal
endangered species act, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1531 et seq. and for which there is evidence of an inability to
supply adequate water for population and economic growth from:

(A) First, multi-WRIA planning; and

(B) Second, single WRIA planning;

(i) Applications that address protection and enhancement of fish habitat in watersheds or for which
thereis evidence of an inability to supply adequate water for population and economic growth from:

(A) First, multi-WRIA planning; and
(B) Second, single WRIA planning.

(d) Except for phase four watershed plan implementation, the department may not impose any local
matching fund requirement as a condition for grant eligibility or as a preference for receiving a grant.

(4) The department may retain up to one percent of funds allocated under this section to defray
administrative costs.

(5) Planning under this chapter should be completed as expeditiously as possible, with the focus
being on local stakeholders cooperating to meet local needs.

(6) Funding provided under this section shall be considered a contractual obligation against the
moneys appropriated for this purpose.

[2003 1st sp.s.c4 § 2; 2001 ¢ 237 § 2; 1998 ¢ 247 § 1; 1997 c 442 § 105]
NOTES:

Findings -- 2003 1st sp.s. ¢ 4: "The legidlature declares and reaffirms that a core principle embodied
in chapter 90.82 RCW isthat state agencies must work cooperatively with local citizens in a process of
planning for future uses of water by giving local citizens and the governments closest to them the ability
to determine the management of water in the WRIA or WRIASs being planned.

The legidlature further finds that this process of local planning must have al the tools necessary to
accomplish thistask and that it is essential for the legislature to provide a clear statutory process for
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implementation so that the locally developed plan will be the adopted and implemented plan to the
greatest extent possible.” [2003 1st sp.s.c4 8 1.]

Finding -- Intent -- 2001 ¢ 237: "The legislature is committed to meeting the needs of agrowing
population and a healthy economy statewide; to meeting the needs of fish and healthy watersheds
statewide; and to advancing these two principles together, in increments over time.

The legidature finds that improved management of the state's water resources, clarifying the
authorities, requirements, and timelines for establishing instream flows, providing timely decisions on
water transfers, clarifying the authority of water conservancy boards, and enhancing the flexibility of our
water management system to meet both environmental and economic goals are important steps to
providing a better future for our state.

The need for these improvementsis particularly urgent as we are faced with drought conditions. The
failure to act now will only increase the potential negative effects on both the economy and the
environment, including fisheries resources.

Deliberative action over severa legidative sessions and interim periods between sessions will be
required to address the long-term goal of improving the responsiveness of the state water code to meet
the diverse water needs of the state's citizenry. It is the intent of the legislature to begin this work now
by providing tools to enable the state to respond to imminent drought conditions and other immediate
problems relating to water resources management. It is also the legislature's intent to lay the groundwork
for future legislation for addressing the state's long-term water problems.” [2001 ¢ 237 § 1]

Sever ability -- 2001 ¢ 237: "If any provision of this act or its application to any person or
circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the act or the application of the provision to other persons
or circumstances is not affected.” [2001 ¢ 237 § 33/]

Effective date -- 2001 ¢ 237: "This act is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public
peace, health, or safety, or support of the state government and its existing public institutions, and takes
effect immediately [May 10, 2001]." [2001 c 237 § 34.]

Intent -- 2001 ¢ 237: See note following RCW 90.66.065.

RCW 90.82.043
I mplementation plan.

(1) Within one year of accepting funding under RCW 90.82.040(2)(e), the planning unit must complete
adetailed implementation plan. Submittal of a detailed implementation plan to the department isa
condition of receiving grants for the second and all subsequent years of the phase four grant.

(2) Each implementation plan must contain strategies to provide sufficient water for: (a) Production
agriculture; (b) commercial, industrial, and residential use; and (c) instream flows. Each implementation
plan must contain timelines to achieve these strategies and interim milestones to measure progress.

(3) The implementation plan must clearly define coordination and oversight responsibilities; any
needed interlocal agreements, rules, or ordinances; any needed state or local administrative approvals
and permits that must be secured; and specific funding mechanisms.

(4) In developing the implementation plan, the planning unit must consult with other entities
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planning in the watershed management area and identify and seek to eliminate any activities or policies
that are duplicative or inconsistent.

(5) By December 1, 2003, and by December 1st of each subsequent year, the director of the
department shall report to the appropriate legid ative standing committees regarding statutory changes
necessary to enable state agency approval or permit decision making needed to implement a plan
approved under this chapter.

[2003 1st sp.s. ¢4 § 3]
NOTES:

Findings -- 2003 1st sp.s. ¢ 4: See note following RCW 90.82.040.

RCW 90.82.048
I mplementation plan -- Timelines and milestones.

(1) The timelines and interim milestones in a detailed implementation plan required by RCW 90.82.043
must address the planned future use of existing water rights for municipal water supply purposes, as
defined in RCW 90.03.015, that are inchoate, including how these rights will be used to meet the
projected future needs identified in the watershed plan, and how the use of these rights will be addressed
when implementing instream flow strategies identified in the watershed plan.

(2) The watershed planning unit or other authorized lead agency shall ensure that holders of water
rights for municipal water supply purposes not currently in use are asked to participate in defining the
timelines and interim milestones to be included in the detailed implementation plan.

(3) The department of health shall annually compile alist of water system plans and plan updates to
be reviewed by the department during the coming year and shall consult with the departments of
community, trade, and economic devel opment, ecology, and fish and wildlife to: (a) Identify watersheds
where further coordination is needed between water system planning and local watershed planning
under this chapter; and (b) develop awork plan for conducting the necessary coordination.

[2003 1st sp.s. ¢ 58§ 9.]
NOTES:
Severability -- 2003 1st sp.s. ¢ 5: See note following RCW 90.03.015.
RCW 90.82.050
Limitationson liability.

(1) This chapter shall not be construed as creating a new cause of action against the state or any county,
city, town, water supply utility, conservation district, or planning unit.

(2) Notwithstanding RCW 4.92.090, 4.96.010, and 64.40.020, no claim for damages may be filed
against the state or any county, city, town, water supply utility, tribal governments, conservation district,
or planning unit that or member of a planning unit who participatesin a WRIA planning unit for
performing responsibilities under this chapter.
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[1997 ¢ 442 § 106]

RCW 90.82.060
I nitiation of water shed planning -- Scope of planning -- Technical assistance from state agencies.

(2) Planning conducted under this chapter must provide for a process to allow the local citizens within a
WRIA or multi-WRIA areato join together in an effort to: (a) Assess the status of the water resources of
their WRIA or multi-WRIA area; and (b) determine how best to manage the water resources of the
WRIA or multi-WRIA areato balance the competing resource demands for that area within the
parameters under RCW 90.82.120.

(2) Watershed planning under this chapter may be initiated for aWRIA only with the concurrence of:
(@ All counties within the WRIA; (b) the largest city or town within the WRIA unless the WRIA does
not contain acity or town; and (c) the water supply utility obtaining the largest quantity of water from
the WRIA or, for aWRIA with lands within the Columbia Basin project, the water supply utility
obtaining from the Columbia Basin project the largest quantity of water for the WRIA. To apply for a
grant for organizing the planning unit as provided for under RCW 90.82.040(2)(a), these entities shall
designate the entity that will serve as the lead agency for the planning effort and indicate how the
planning unit will be staffed. For purposes of this chapter, WRIA 40 shall be divided such that the
portion of the WRIA located entirely within the Stemilt and Squilchuck subbasins shall be considered
WRIA 40a and the remaining portion shall be considered WRIA 40b. Planning may be conducted
separately for WRIA 40a and 40b. WRIA 40a shall be eligible for one-fourth of the funding available
for asingle WRIA, and WRIA 40b shall be eigible for three-fourths of the funding available for asingle
WRIA.

(3) Watershed planning under this chapter may be initiated for a multi-WRIA area only with the
concurrence of: (a) All counties within the multi-WRIA area; (b) the largest city or town in each WRIA
unless the WRIA does not contain a city or town; and (c) the water supply utility obtaining the largest
quantity of water in each WRIA.

(4) If entitiesin subsection (2) or (3) of this section decide jointly and unanimously to proceed, they
shall invite all tribes with reservation lands within the management area.

(5) The entitiesin subsection (2) or (3) of this section, including the tribes if they affirmatively accept
the invitation, constitute the initiating governments for the purposes of this section.

(6) The organizing grant shall be used to organize the planning unit and to determine the scope of the
planning to be conducted. In determining the scope of the planning activities, consideration shall be
given to all existing plans and related planning activities. The scope of planning must include water
guantity elements as provided in RCW 90.82.070, and may include water quality elements as contained
in RCW 90.82.090, habitat elements as contained in RCW 90.82.100, and instream flow elements as
contained in RCW 90.82.080. The initiating governments shall work with state government, other local
governments within the management area, and affected tribal governments, in developing a planning
process. Theinitiating governments may hold public meetings as deemed necessary to develop a
proposed scope of work and a proposed composition of the planning unit. In developing a proposed
composition of the planning unit, the initiating governments shall provide for representation of awide
range of water resource interests.

(7) Each state agency with regulatory or other interestsin the WRIA or multi-WRIA areato be
planned shall assist the local citizens in the planning effort to the greatest extent practicable, recognizing
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any fiscal limitations. In providing such technical assistance and to facilitate representation on the
planning unit, state agencies may organize and agree upon their representation on the planning unit.
Such technical assistance must only be at the request of and to the extent desired by the planning unit
conducting such planning. The number of state agency representatives on the planning unit shall be
determined by the initiating governments in consultation with the governor's office.

(8) Asused in this section, "lead agency" means the entity that coordinates staff support of its own or
of other local governments and receives grants for developing a watershed plan.

[2003¢ 328 §1; 2001 ¢ 229 § 1; 1998 c 247 § 2.]

RCW 90.82.070
Water quantity component.

Watershed planning under this chapter shall address water quantity in the management area by
undertaking an assessment of water supply and use in the management area and devel oping strategies
for future use.

(1) The assessment shall include:
(a) An estimate of the surface and ground water present in the management area;

(b) An estimate of the surface and ground water available in the management area, taking into
account seasonal and other variations;

(c) An estimate of the water in the management area represented by claimsin the water rights claims
registry, water use permits, certificated rights, existing minimum instream flow rules, federally reserved
rights, and any other rights to water;

(d) An estimate of the surface and ground water actually being used in the management areg;
(e) An estimate of the water needed in the future for use in the management area;

(f) Anidentification of the location of areas where aquifers are known to recharge surface bodies of
water and areas known to provide for the recharge of aquifers from the surface; and

(g9) An estimate of the surface and ground water available for further appropriation, taking into
account the minimum instream flows adopted by rule or to be adopted by rule under this chapter for
streams in the management area including the data necessary to evaluate necessary flows for fish.

(2) Strategiesfor increasing water supplies in the management area, which may include, but are not
limited to, increasing water supplies through water conservation, water reuse, the use of reclaimed
water, voluntary water transfers, aquifer recharge and recovery, additional water allocations, or
additional water storage and water storage enhancements. The objective of these strategiesisto supply
water in sufficient quantities to satisfy the minimum instream flows for fish and to provide water for
future out-of-stream uses for water identified in subsection (1)(e) and (g) of this section and to ensure
that adequate water supplies are available for agriculture, energy production, and population and
economic growth under the requirements of the state’'s growth management act, chapter 36.70A RCW.
These strategies, in and of themselves, shall not be construed to confer new water rights. The watershed
plan must address the strategies required under this subsection.
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(3) The assessment may include the identification of potential site locations for water storage
projects. The potential site locations may be for either large or small projects and cover the full range of
possible alternatives. The possible aternatives include off-channel storage, underground storage, the
enlargement or enhancement of existing storage, and on-channel storage.

[2001 2nd sp.s. ¢ 19 § 2; 1998 ¢ 247 § 3]
NOTES:

Intent -- 2001 2nd sp.s. ¢ 19: "The legislature recognizes the potential for additional water storage as
a solution to the water supply needs of the state. L ast year the legislature created atask force to examine
the role of increased water storage in providing water supplies to meet the needs of fish, population
growth, and economic devel opment, and to enhance the protection of people's lives and their property
and the protection of aguatic habitat through flood control facilities. One solution discussed by the task
force to address the state's water supply problem isto store water when there is excess runoff and stream
flow, and deliver or release it during the low flow period when it is needed. The task force discussed the
need for assessments of potential site locations for water storage projects. The legislature intends this act
to assist in obtaining the assessments relating to water storage." [2001 2nd sp.s. ¢ 19 8§ 1.]

RCW 90.82.080
I nstream flow component -- Rules -- Report.

(D(a) If the initiating governments choose, by majority vote, to include an instream flow component, it
shall be accomplished in the following manner:

(1) If minimum instream flows have aready been adopted by rule for a stream within the
management area, unless the members of the local governments and tribes on the planning unit by a
recorded unanimous vote request the department to modify those flows, the minimum instream flows
shall not be modified under this chapter. If the members of local governments and tribes request the
planning unit to modify instream flows and unanimous approval of the decision to modify such flow is
not achieved, then the instream flows shall not be modified under this section;

(i) If minimum stream flows have not been adopted by rule for a stream within the management
area, setting the minimum instream flows shall be a collaborative effort between the department and
members of the planning unit. The department must attempt to achieve consensus and approval among
the members of the planning unit regarding the minimum flows to be adopted by the department.
Approval is achieved if all government members and tribes that have been invited and accepted on the
planning unit present for a recorded vote unanimously vote to support the proposed minimum instream
flows, and all nongovernmental members of the planning unit present for the recorded vote, by a
majority, vote to support the proposed minimum instream flows.

(b) The department shall undertake rule making to adopt flows under (a) of this subsection. The
department may adopt the rules either by the regular rules adoption process provided in chapter 34.05
RCW, the expedited rules adoption process as set forth in RCW 34.05.353, or through a rules adoption
process that uses public hearings and notice provided by the county legisative authority to the greatest
extent possible. Such rules do not constitute significant legisative rules as defined in RCW 34.05.328,
and do not require the preparation of small business economic impact statements.

(c) If approval is not achieved within four years of the date the planning unit first receives funds from
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the department for conducting watershed assessments under RCW 90.82.040, the department may
promptly initiate rule making under chapter 34.05 RCW to establish flows for those streams and shall
have two additional years to establish the instream flows for those streams for which approval is not
achieved.

(2)(a) Notwithstanding RCW 90.03.345, minimum instream flows set under this section for rivers or
streams that do not have existing minimum instream flow levels set by rule of the department shall have
apriority date of two years after funding isfirst received from the department under RCW 90.82.040,
unless determined otherwise by a unanimous vote of the members of the planning unit but in no instance
may it be later than the effective date of the rule adopting such flow.

(b) Any increase to an existing minimum instream flow set by rule of the department shall have a
priority date of two years after funding isfirst received for planning in the WRIA or multi-WRIA area
from the department under RCW 90.82.040 and the priority date of the portion of the minimum instream
flow previously established by rule shall retain its priority date as established under RCW 90.03.345.

(c) Any existing minimum instream flow set by rule of the department that is reduced shall retain its
original date of priority as established by RCW 90.03.345 for the revised amount of the minimum
instream flow level.

(3) Before setting minimum instream flows under this section, the department shall engagein
government-to-government consultation with affected tribes in the management area regarding the
setting of such flows.

(4) Nothing in this chapter either: (a) Affects the department'’s authority to establish flow
requirements or other conditions under RCW 90.48.260 or the federal clean water act (33 U.S.C. Sec.
1251 et seq.) for the licensing or relicensing of a hydroelectric power project under the federal power act
(16 U.S.C. Sec. 791 et seq.); or (b) affects or impairs existing instream flow requirements and other
conditions in acurrent license for a hydroelectric power project licensed under the federal power act.

(5) If the planning unit is unable to obtain unanimity under subsection (1) of this section, the
department may adopt rules setting such flows.

(6) The department shall report annually to the appropriate legislative standing committees on the
progress of instream flows being set under this chapter, as well as progress toward setting instream
flows in those watersheds not being planned under this chapter. The report shall be made by December
1, 2003, and by December 1st of each subsequent year.

[2003 1st sp.s. c 4 § 4; 1998 ¢ 247 § 4.]
NOTES:

Findings -- 2003 1st sp.s. ¢ 4: See note following RCW 90.82.040.
RCW 90.82.085
I nstream flows -- Assessing and setting or amending.
By October 1, 2001, the department of ecology shall complete afinal nonproject environmental impact

statement that evaluates stream flows to meet the alternative goals of maintaining, preserving, or
enhancing instream resources and the technically defensible methodol ogies for determining these stream
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flows. Planning units and state agencies assessing and setting or amending instream flows must, as a
minimum, consider the goals and methodol ogies addressed in the nonproject environmental impact
statement. A planning unit or state agency may assess, set, or amend instream flows in a manner that
varies from the final nonproject environmental impact statement if consistent with applicable instream
flow laws.

[2001 ¢ 237 § 3]
NOTES.

Finding -- Intent -- Severability -- Effective date -- 2001 ¢ 237: See notes following RCW

Intent -- 2001 ¢ 237: See note following RCW 90.66.065.

RCW 90.82.090
Water quality component.

If the initiating governments choose to include a water quality component, the watershed plan shall
include the following elements:

(1) An examination based on existing studies conducted by federal, state, and local agencies of the
degree to which legally established water quality standards are being met in the management area;

(2) An examination based on existing studies conducted by federal, state, and local agencies of the
causes of water quality violations in the management area, including an examination of information
regarding pollutants, point and nonpoint sources of pollution, and pollution-carrying capacities of water
bodies in the management area. The analysis shall take into account seasonal stream flow or level
variations, natural events, and pollution from natural sources that occurs independent of human
activities;

(3) An examination of the legally established characteristic uses of each of the nonmarine bodies of

water in the management area;

(4) An examination of any total maximum daily load established for nonmarine bodies of water in the
management area, unless atotal maximum daily load process has begun in the management area as of
the date the watershed planning process is initiated under RCW 90.82.060;

(5) An examination of existing data related to the impact of fresh water on marine water quality;

(6) A recommended approach for implementing the total maximum daily load established for
achieving compliance with water quality standards for the nonmarine bodies of water in the management
area, unless atotal maximum daily load process has begun in the management area as of the date the
watershed planning processisinitiated under RCW 90.82.060; and

(7) Recommended means of monitoring by appropriate government agencies whether actions taken
to implement the approach to bring about improvements in water quality are sufficient to achieve
compliance with water quality standards.

This chapter does not obligate the state to undertake analysis or to devel op strategies required under
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the federal clean water act (33 U.S.C. Sec. 1251 et seq.). This chapter does not authorize any planning
unit, lead agency, or local government to adopt water quality standards or total maximum daily loads
under the federal clean water act.

[1998 ¢ 247 § 5.]

RCW 90.82.100
Habitat component.

If the initiating governments choose to include a habitat component, the watershed plan shall be
coordinated or developed to protect or enhance fish habitat in the management area. Such planning must
rely on existing laws, rules, or ordinances created for the purpose of protecting, restoring, or enhancing
fish habitat, including the shoreline management act, chapter 90.58 RCW, the growth management act,
chapter 36.70A RCW, and the forest practices act, chapter 76.09 RCW. Planning established under this
section shall be integrated with strategies developed under other processes to respond to potential and
actual listings of salmon and other fish species as being threatened or endangered under the federal
endangered species act, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1531 et seq. Where habitat restoration activities are being
developed under chapter 246, Laws of 1998, such activities shall berelied on as the primary
nonregulatory habitat component for fish habitat under this chapter.

[1998 ¢ 247 § 6.]

RCW 90.82.110
I dentification of projectsand activities.

The planning unit shall review historical data such as fish runs, weather patterns, land use patterns,
seasonal flows, and geographic characteristics of the management area, and also review the planning,
projects, and activities that have aready been completed regarding natural resource management or
enhancement in the management area and the products or status of those that have been initiated but not
completed for such management in the management area, and incorporate their products as appropriate
S0 as not to duplicate the work already performed or underway.

The planning group is encouraged to identify projects and activities that are likely to serve both
short-term and long-term management goals and that warrant immediate financial assistance from the
state, federal, or local government. If there are multiple projects, the planning group shall give
consideration to ranking projects that have the greatest benefit and schedul e those projects that should be
implemented first.

[1998 ¢ 247 § 7.]

RCW 90.82.120
Plan parameters.

(1) Watershed planning developed and approved under this chapter shall not contain provisions that: (a)
Arein conflict with existing state statutes, federal laws, or tribal treaty rights; (b) impair or diminishin
any manner an existing water right evidenced by a claim filed in the water rights claims registry
established under chapter 90.14 RCW or awater right certificate or permit; (c) require amodification in
the basic operations of afederal reclamation project with awater right the priority date of which is

http://www.leg.wa.gov/rcw/index.cfm?fuseaction=chapter& chapter=90.82& RequestTimeo... 12/5/2004



RCW 90 . 82 CHAPTER Page 14 of 17

before June 11, 1998, or ater in any manner whatsoever the quantity of water available under the water
right for the reclamation project, whether the project has or has not been completed before June 11,
1998; (d) affect or interfere with an ongoing general adjudication of water rights; () modify or require
the modification of any waste discharge permit issued under chapter 90.48 RCW; (f) modify or require
the modification of activities or actions taken or intended to be taken under a habitat restoration work
schedule devel oped under chapter 246, Laws of 1998; or (g) modify or require the modification of
activities or actions taken to protect or enhance fish habitat if the activities or actions are: (i) Part of an
approved habitat conservation plan and an incidental take permit, an incidental take statement, a
management or recovery plan, or other cooperative or conservation agreement entered into with a
federal or state fish and wildlife protection agency under its statutory authority for fish and wildlife
protection that addresses the affected habitat; or (ii) part of awater quality program adopted by an
irrigation district under chapter 87.03 RCW or aboard of joint control under chapter 87.80 RCW. This
subsection (1)(g) applies aslong as the activities or actions continue to be taken in accordance with the
plan, agreement, permit, or statement. Any assessment conducted under RCW 90.82.070, 90.82.090, or
90.82.100 shall take into consideration such activities and actions and those taken under the forest
practices rules, including watershed analysis adopted under the forest practices act, chapter 76.09 RCW.

(2) Watershed planning developed and approved under this chapter shall not change existing local
ordinances or existing state rules or permits, but may contain recommendations for changing such
ordinances or rules.

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, watershed planning shall take into account
forest practices rules under the forest practices act, chapter 76.09 RCW, and shall not create any
obligations or restrictions on forest practices additional to or inconsistent with the forest practices act
and itsimplementing rules, whether watershed planning is approved by the counties or the department.

[1998 c 247 § 8]

RCW 90.82.130
Plan approval -- Public notice and hearing -- Revisions.

(1)(@) Upon completing its proposed watershed plan, the planning unit may approve the proposal by
consensus of all of the members of the planning unit or by consensus among the members of the
planning unit appointed to represent units of government and a maority vote of the nongovernmental
members of the planning unit.

(b) If the proposal is approved by the planning unit, the unit shall submit the proposal to the counties
with territory within the management area. If the planning unit has received funding beyond the initial
organizing grant under RCW 90.82.040, such a proposal approved by the planning unit shall be
submitted to the counties within four years of the date that funds beyond the initial funding are first
drawn upon by the planning unit.

(c) If the watershed plan is not approved by the planning unit, the planning unit may submit the
components of the plan for which agreement is achieved using the procedure under (a) of this
subsection, or the planning unit may terminate the planning process.

(2)(a) With the exception of a county legidative authority that chooses to opt out of watershed
planning as provided in (c) of this subsection, the legidative authority of each of the counties with
territory in the management area shall provide public notice of and conduct at least one public hearing
on the proposed watershed plan submitted under this section. After the public hearings, the legidative
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authorities of these counties shall convenein joint session to consider the proposal. The counties may
approve or reject the proposed watershed plan for the management area, but may not amend it. Approval
of such aproposal shall be made by a magjority vote of the members of each of the counties with territory
in the management area.

(b) If aproposed watershed plan is not approved, it shall be returned to the planning unit with
recommendations for revisions. Approval of such arevised proposal by the planning unit and the
counties shall be made in the same manner provided for the original watershed plan. If approval of the
revised plan is not achieved, the process shall terminate.

(c) A county legidative authority may choose to opt out of watershed planning under this chapter and
the public hearing processes under (a) and (b) of this subsection if the county's affected territory within a
particular management areais: (i) Less than five percent of the total territory within the management
area; or (ii) five percent or more of the total territory within the management area and all other initiating
governments within the management area consent. A county meeting these conditions and choosing to
opt out shall notify the department and the other initiating governments of that choice prior to
commencement of plan adoption under the provisions of (a) of this subsection. A county choosing to opt
out under the provisions of this section shall not be bound by obligations contained in the watershed
plan adopted for that management area under this chapter. Even if a county chooses to opt out under the
provisions of this section, the other counties within a management area may adopt a proposed watershed
plan as provided in this chapter.

(3) The planning unit shall not add an element to its watershed plan that creates an obligation unless
each of the governments to be obligated has at |east one representative on the planning unit and the
respective members appointed to represent those governments agree to adding the element that creates
the obligation. A member's agreeing to add an element shall be evidenced by a recorded vote of all
members of the planning unit in which the members record support for adding the element. If the
watershed plan is approved under subsections (1) and (2) of this section and the plan creates obligations:
(a) For agencies of state government, the agencies shall adopt by rule the obligations of both state and
county governments and rules implementing the state obligations, or, with the consent of the planning
unit, may adopt policies, procedures, or agreements related to the obligations or implementation of the
obligations in addition to or in lieu of rules. The obligations on state agencies are binding upon adoption
of the obligations, and the agencies shall take other actions to fulfill their obligations as soon as possible,
and should annually review implementation needs with respect to budget and staffing; (b) for counties,
the obligations are binding on the counties and the counties shall adopt any necessary implementing
ordinances and take other actions to fulfill their obligations as soon as possible, and should annually
review implementation needs with respect to budget and staffing; or (c) for an organization voluntarily
accepting an obligation, the organization must adopt policies, procedures, agreements, rules, or
ordinances to implement the plan, and should annually review implementation needs with respect to
budget and staffing.

(4) After aplan is adopted in accordance with subsection (3) of this section, and if the department
participated in the planning process, the plan shall be deemed to satisfy the watershed planning authority
of the department with respect to the components included under the provisions of RCW 90.82.070
through 90.82.100 for the watershed or watersheds included in the plan. The department shall use the
plan as the framework for making future water resource decisions for the planned watershed or
watersheds. Additionally, the department shall rely upon the plan as a primary consideration in
determining the public interest related to such decisions.

(5) Once aWRIA plan has been approved under subsection (2) of this section for a watershed, the
department may develop and adopt modifications to the plan or obligations imposed by the plan only
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through aform of negotiated rule making that uses the same processes that applied in that watershed for
developing the plan.

(6) Asused in this section, "obligation” means any action required as aresult of this chapter that

imposes upon atribal government, county government, or state government, either: A fiscal impact; a
redeployment of resources; or a change of existing policy.

[2003 1st sp.s. ¢ 4 § 5; 2001 ¢ 237 § 4; 1998 ¢ 247 § 9.]
NOTES:
Findings -- 2003 1st sp.s. ¢ 4: See note following RCW 90.82.040.

Finding -- Intent -- Sever ability--Effective date -- 2001 ¢ 237: See notes following RCW

Intent -- 2001 ¢ 237: See note following RCW 90.66.065.
RCW 90.82.140
Use of monitoring recommendationsin RCW 77.85.210.
In conducting assessments and other studies that include monitoring components or recommendations,

the department and planning units shall implement the monitoring recommendations devel oped under
RCW 77.85.210.

[2001¢c298 § 2]
NOTES:
Finding -- Intent -- 2001 ¢ 298: See note following RCW 77.85.210.
RCW 90.82.900
Part headings not law -- 1997 ¢ 442.

Asused in this act, part headings constitute no part of the law.

[1997 c 442 § 803]

RCW 90.82.901
Severability -- 1997 c 442.

If any provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder
of the act or the application of the provision to other persons or circumstancesis not affected.

[1997 ¢ 442 § 805]
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RCW 90.82.902
Captionsnot law -- 1998 c 247.

Asused in this act, captions constitute no part of the law.

[1998 ¢ 247 § 15]
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Lar[x Morgan

From: “Larry Morgan" <imorgan103@verizon.net>
To: "Paul LaRiviere" <larivpel@dfw.wa.gov>; "Dave Burdick" <dbur461 @ecy.wa.gov>; "Alan Wald"
<waldarw@dfw.wa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, May 01, 2008 10:41 AM
Subject: Pullman/WSU Effluent Reuse Project

Hello Paul, Dave and Alan:
I have listed a select few issues concerning the reuse project that may be of interest to you.

| can provide you with documented copies of the details when we meet if you wish. Let me know if you need any
documented info and any or all of them.

1. In 1993 a private 18-hole golf course and effluent reuse project was proposed. The SEPA was appealed, thus
an EIS was mandated. The private party withdrew his proposal. There were numerous environmental issues
which were being ignored.
2. 2002 WSU Water Plan (Attachment A page 9 item W) states "additional 9 holes on golf course is entirely
dependent on reclaim water project" Estimated Date 2003-2015.
3.Irrigation engineer for the new golf course, Kuhn Assoc., estimates July golf course irrigation needs at
900,000gpd, leaving little remaining for other irrigation needs, even at full build out. (1 believe Mike from WSU at
the last meeting stated somewhere in the 350,000gpd) | think that was the gpd used for the old course)
4. WRIA-34 Palouse Watershed Plan adopted in Nov. 2007 clearly states (SFPR-Appendix B-5 Pg. 1 & page 16))
"....wastewater effluent reuse.....protect water rights, including riparian stockwatering rights, below city discharge
points".
5. Washington Water Law (page Il:7) [R]riparian owners are entitled to have their natural wants supplied by using
so much of the water as is necessary for strictly domestic purposes, and furnish drink to man and beast. before
any can be used for purposes of irrigation
[ I know for a fact, DOE failed to acknowledge riparian stockwatering rights when they made their informal

etermination of the gpd that could be used for the re-use project) It must be acknowledged by all, that [all} water
rights including stockwatering rights(RCW 80.22.010) must be accounted for through-out the entire Palouse River
system before a formal determination of the gpd for reuse can be aliowed. The SFPR flows do not stop at
Colfax Iil Any flows removed for reuse would have significant impacts on others throughout the system.
6.Washington law provides that i}t is the policy of this state that a flow of water sufficient to support game fish
and food fish populations be maintained at all times in the streams of this state." These limitations would affect
any solution for diversion or storage of water on the Palouse River system during the summer months.
7. In may of 2007, Governor Gregoire vetoed Section 4 of Senate Bill 6117 because the portion of the proposed
bill that changes the standard for mitigating impairment of existing water rights. | am not aware if there was any
amendment to that bill conceming her veto.

a. | know the reuse issue is a "hot” subject in other areas of our State also. Their concerns echo the concemns
of the riparian landowners living within the Palouse Basin Watershed.
8. Pullman's shorelines and critical areas ordinance has "no teeth” in them for protection of the
waterways located within their boundaries. Floodplains and wetiands continue to be filled in
and developed requiring very little if any mitigation for the protection of water quality and water quantity, thus
natural flows from the floodplains and wetlands to the waterways no longer exist during the summer
months. Perhaps the effluent flows should be the mandated mitigation for the impairment of summer
flows from the filling in of floodplains and wetlands.

| have provided you with a few concerns. My downstream neighbors also are very concerned, if in fact, the reuse
project is allowed.

I strongly believe an EIS must be mandated. The EIS must consider not only the SFPR, but the flows of the

entire Palouse Basin River System. This is the only way all paper water rights including riparian stockwatering
rights would not be impaired. Perhaps an adjudication of the entire Palouse River System is needed to sort out

water rights including riparian stegtkwatering rights before any final decision is made for any proposed reuse
project. Any impairments within the SFPR and downstream of the SFPR would definitely present an
economical loss to riparian property owners, thus would be a direct violation of private property rights.

Without a mandated EIS and an adjudication of the entire Palouse Basin River System, agency decisions for the

&1 hnno
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‘proposed Pullman/WSU Reuse Project will be based entirely on a piecemeal approach and not on a holistic
approach, thus their (agency) decisions would not be defendable in court.

Thank you for taking the time to consider a few of my concerns. | welcome any response you may have to any of (
them and will be looking forward to meeting with you soon.
Cheryl Morgan

14 ImAAA
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WSU WSP Chapter 2
BASIC PLANNING DATA AND WATER DEMAND FORECASTING
.- Table 2.3 .
. 2000-2015 Major Campus Development
Project Location Remarks . Gross Area (s.f.) | Estimated Date -
A. [Rec. Center North Fairway Rd 160,000 Opened Jan 2001
B. {Plant BioScience Current Johnson Hall | Research and Lab 70,000 Phase I {2004 const Ph I -
Bldgs Site 70,000 Phase II {2006 const Ph II
, . 275,000 2011 Final Phase
. completed
C. |Teaching & Learning | Stadium and College 3.5 Levels parking plus 80,000 2002 complete
‘1 .{Center ' classrooms )
D. {Murrow addition Veterans Way - Communications Stadio 25,000 2005 complete
| E._{Shock Physics Lab | Adjacent to Webster Hall 29,000 2003 complete
F. |Education South of Cleveland Hall |Classroom 20,000 2001 or 2003
. Classrooms Bldg . const
G. |Science Addition Replaces Admin Anpex. |Labs and Classroom 80,000 2009 complete
H. |Public Safety Bldg | Currently across from | Police, Fire, EMT, 911 30,000 2009 complete
- CUB moves to Motor | Replaces 20,000 facility (10,000 increase)
Pool Location ’
I. |Motor Pool Dairy Rd Relocated and rebuilt No change from
current sf
J. |Indoor Practice South Fairway Rd 50,000 2007 const
Facility - .
K. |Hotel 3 possible sites at North | Includes 500 person conference | 150 Unit 2006 const
side of campus facility
‘1L. |Veterinary Med South of Wegner Hall | Lab and Clinic 70,000 2009 const
M. | Academic space Grimes Way at rugby Classrooms 125,000 2015
. field
N. {Indoor Tennis South Fairway Rd 80,000 2007
Complex (10 indoor)
O. | Greenhouse relocate | Wilson Rd Increase existing sf by 25% 65,000 2012
: . ’ (13,000 increase)
P. |Housing and West of Commons Hall |Valley Crest Village will be Housing >45,000 | 2007 housing
Classrooms _ "| razed and replacement units classroom const .
located on this site. ~35,000 sf 2010 classrooms .
Q. | White Hall Existing Remodel 60,000
R. }Compton Union Bldg | Existing Remodel, remove hotel and 220,000 2007 complete il
: ballroom
S. |AMID and Facility |Holland -Old Library  |Remodel 200,000 2007 complete i
+ -
T. {Football Stadium Existing Remodel to add 12,000 seats, - |No change 2015
Renovation press boxes and executive -
boxes. i
U. |Regents Complex Colorado Street Replace existing complex with | 130,000 2005 10 2011
. new housing closer to Colorado .
St
V.11, Wilmer-Davis Existing Remode] housing units 180,000 2007 to0 2011
2. Duncan Dunn
3. Community Hall
4. McCrosky Hall
W. | Additional 9 holes on { East of existing Entirely dependent on reclaim 2015
golf course - water project 2003 Design of -
reclaim
X. | Steam Plant Existing Replacement of generation 2002 - 2003
' Renovation equipment const -
Page 9
Attachment A
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Lar:x Morgan

From:  "Lanmy Morgan" <Imorgan103@verizon.net>
To: "Paul LaRiviere" <larivpel@dfw.wa.gov>; "Dave Burdick” <dbur461@ecy.wa.gov>; "Alan Wald"
<waldarw@dfw.wa.gov>

Sent: Friday, May 16, 2008 1:03 PM
Subject: City of Puliman/WSU Effluent Reuse Project .

" Hi Paul, Dave and Alan:

There are many residents in this area who have been and continue to be opposed to the golf course expansion
for numerous reasons. Many do not speak out because they or their spouses work at WSU.

I came across an interesting news article printed in the Moscow/Puliman Daily News dated April 17,2004, of

which | have a copy for you when we meet. "Water issue continues to muddy golf course expansion plans at
WSU" | have listed a few.

How maintenance and operations of the course will be paid for,
The proposal documents indicate that water use at the new course would double.
PBAC has said it will not support the concept of an expanded or new golf course using deep aquifer water.

Even if the wastewater reuse plan is fully funded and the filtration pumps and pipes are in place, it is not a "silver
bullet" to the water question for some local geologists.

"I've heard it said that it's "a waste to return our wastewater to the stream. This denies the legitimate legally
binding claims of downstream users of streamflows." said WSU geology faculty member Kent Keller. " | would be
uncomfortable taking the position in principle that watering WSU's golf course is more important to the university
than the water uses of our fellow citizens downstream. It makes us poor neighbors, hydrological speaking, when
we should be leaders by example in an increasingly water-short region."

- Lamy Kirkland from PBAC agrees with Keller that downstream users of water don't view water in streams running
crough Pullman and Moscow as wasted water.

"For much of the year the effluent (from treatment plants in Pullman and Moscow) is improving the quality of the

South Fork of the Palouse River and Paradise Creek. "The quantity of water (discharged) is also important to
prevent the streams from becoming intermittent” Kirkland said.

Keller also disputes the idea floated by some in WSU's capital planning office that watering the golf course will
help recharge shallow groundwater bodies.

"lve heard a claim that golf course irrigation will recharge groundwater”, he said. "That would be true only if the
course were over-watered.

Irrigation schemes are designed to apply only the water that plants need. So little, if any, of the water diverted for
golf course irrigation would go to groundwater recharge.” 1 (Cheryl) found this statement of interest. His
statement claims any possibility of recharge would require over-watering of the course. Would over-
watering also be required for mitigation for flows to other streams. 1am sure over-watering of the WSU
golf course would cause erosion problems because of the steepness of the course and golfers would not
be very happy golfing on a soggy course.

Just wanted to pass this info on to you.

Thank you for taking the time to look at the "big picture”. WSU has placed the cart before the horse once again.
Cheryl Morgan

5/16/2008



May 30, 2008
To: Paul LaRiviere, Dave Burdick and Alan Wald
Re: City of Pullman/WSU Effluent Reuse Project

Hello Paul, Dave and Alan:

In March 2006 through June 12, 2007, I participated (as did others) in a study of
groundwater quality conditions along the South Fork of the Palouse River. The project
was conducted through DOE by Kirk Sinclair. I received a written summary

(dated May 16, 2008) from Kirk showing the water levels and water quality data his staff
obtained from my well during the testing period.

Kirk stated within the report that “the water level elevations for your well were
consistently below the streambed elevation-which suggests the creek may be feeding
the groundwater at your location. :

If there is any possibility that hydraulic continuity of the SF is feeding the groundwater at

my location, it is of great concern to me if the flows of the SF are diminished in any way.
My two neighbors living in close proximity to me just drilled wells in Dec. 2007. We are

all county residents, however, both of my neighbors are currently hooked up to the City
of Pullman’s Public Water System and have been for over [40] years. The City would
not allow me and my husband to hook up to their system when we moved to our property
in 1970, even though the service line is located just across the county road from us. The
depth of our well is 90 feet.

DOE and the City of Pullman have no regulatory enforceable management of exempt
well drilling, thus providing no protection of impairment to senior water rights and
stream flows. Kittias County and other areas in the state are experiencing significant
issues concerning “non regulatory enforcement” by DOE for the drilling of exempt
wells, thus providing no sustainability of water quality and water quantity for our present
and future generations.

It is strongly documented within the Washington Water Law Code that basic scientific
principles help describe the relationship of movement and exchange between surface and
ground waters, thus the complex nature of surface and ground water interactions has
shaped the law of ground water in Washington. Where hydraulic continuity occurs,
surface and ground water cannot be considered separate sources; withdrawals from one
will affect the other.

I personally believe as do others living in Pullman, that the Big Ground Water Pumpers
(Pullman and WSU) have played a significant role in the depletion of natural flows of the
streams located within the SFPR sub-basin. Those of us who have lived along the SF for
most of our lives (60+years) are not in agreement with the statement “there wouldn’t
have been any summer flows in the SF if it weren’t for the effluent flows of the WWTPs




of Moscow and Pullman”. I have continued to disagree with this statement through-out
the public watershed planning process. My comments have continued to be ignored.

However, if sound scientific studies have proven that the flows in the SF have always
been solely supplied by the conveyance of the WWTPs from Moscow and Pullman, any
water that might be targeted for reclamation has already been part of the water budget for
several years, thus allowing non-mitigated “in-kind” mandates for past and present
allowable land uses within urban jurisdiction, such as the filling in of the floodplains and
wetlands, etc. Floodplains and wetlands have historically been the storage tanks
providing natural flows to all streams during the dry seasons.

The Water Resources Act of 1971 sets forth several principles of water management that
must be considered in permitting decisions. Wash. Rev. Code 90.54. This act includes
retention of waters within streams and lakes in sufficient quantity and quality to
support game fish, food fish, wildlife, stockwatering requirements, etc. It has been clearly
documented with the approval of numerous WRIA Watershed Plans through-out this
State, that the State of Washington has “failed big time” in the protection of water
quantity and water quality of our streams in the majority of our state-wide watersheds.

The lack of a “holistic and in-kind mitigation” approach for decision making has been
the number “one” reason for the failure of the continued significant impairments of our
natural resources, thus providing no sustainability for present and future generations.

The WRIA-34 Plan for the Palouse Basin has identified four areas of concern within the
Palouse watershed: (1.) Insufficient water supply, (2.) Poor water quality, (3 .) Loss of
riparian and aquatic habitat, and (4.) Inadequate instream flows. (Sustained surface flows
have been reduced due to changes in the basin’s land uses and vegetative cover.

Infiltration to groundwater and subsequent discharge to streams has been reduced,
exacerbating low flows in late summer and early fall.)

I believe all [4] of the concerns are directly related to the allowable piecemeal
management of land uses within the Palouse Basin. The SFPR is the sub-basin I live in.
I am a rural resident, however my home and property is on the border of the City of
Pullman. Piecemeal development and the lack of “in-kind” mitigation allowed by the

City and WSU provide a lack of sustainability of our natural resources for our present
and future generations.

The private property owners located along the SF just downstream of the City are being
unjustly accused of the continued degradation of the stream/s running through our lands,
when in fact; the continued degrading of the water quality and water quantity of the SF is
caused by the piecemeal approval of upstream land uses. The dredging of the river in the
late 1950° or early 1960’s, the armoring (1983) of the river bank at the city’s WWTP
providing [no] in-kind mitigation for the protection of ongoing significant bank
erosion/lose of adjacent and downstream properties, the continued filling in of the
floodplain and the wetlands, illegal point source conveyance of stormwater to all streams
located within urban jurisdiction (this includes WSU), there are [3] municipal landfills
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located in close proximity to the SF providing encroachment and the leaching of
pollutants into the SF. The SFPR basically has been trashed, only to be used as a utility
channel to transport waste, thus aquatic life is short lived or has disappeared completely
(dead fish is a common occurrence in the SF). This is unacceptable to those of us living
within the riparian corridors of the SFPR watershed.

In my [12] years of watershed planning, agencies continue to blame riparian livestock
grazing to be the number [1] cause of water quality degradation of our streams located
within the Palouse Basin. :

Livestock grazing was a predominate use of the riparian lands along the SF until the mid
1970’s at which time land upstream of the city core was annexed into the city and the
land use was then regulated under the city’s jurisdiction.

It is a known fact by those of us who have lived along the SFPR for many years that the
river and its tributaries no longer support the aquatic life as the streams once did through
the mid [1970°s], thus it clearly appears that [past] riparian livestock grazing practices
located within the SF sub-basin of WRIA 34 played a significant role (an unrecognized
role by many) in providing the enhancement and protection of the natural environment.
We are seeing just the opposite under the piecemeal land management of urbanization.

DOE is charged by numerous State and Federal Water Laws to protect the

retention of waters within streams in sufficient quantity and guality to protect
instream natural values and rights.

Instream flow values and rights can only be protected and managed by the adoption of an
instream flow ruling. There are many variables that must be considered to ensure the
needed levels of protection. This requires sound scientific data.

Because there was not [sufficient] sound scientifically defensible data available for the

SF, the consensus of the WRIA 34 Planning Unit chose not to examine instream flows as
part of their plan development for the SF, however, the law does give Ecology the
authority to adopt instream flows by rule in a basin where local flow recommendations
were not reached through the WRIA Planning process.

A mandated holistic scientific study of the SF must be performed before any final
decisions are made to allow any projects that would minimize instream flows of the
SFPR, regardless if the project is for effluent reuse or for a storage project.

1. The study must address the ground water and surface water continuity of the
SFPR to determine the extent of potential impairments to existing water rights
( surface and ground water). This would require a ground/surface water
monitoring program, similar to the monitoring performed on my well by Kirk
Sinclair. The monitoring must be ongoing for 3 to 5 years to collect sufficient
scientific data before the approval of reuse/storage projects are made.




2. A study addressing current summer and fall stream flows must be performed at
numerous designated sites. The study must address upstream -and downstream
flows, because impairments can occur both upstream and downstream of the
prospective source of reclaimed water. The study must be ongoing for 3 to 5 years
to collect scientific data before the approval of reuse/storage projects are made.

3. If reuse/storage projects are approved, DOE must be obligated to retain a
watermaster to resume continued monitoring of flows of the SF providing

the protection of any possible impairments to water rights and to the natural
environment of the SFPR.

4. On June 11, 2008, DOE will be hosting a meeting to form an advisory group
addressing the TMDL of the SFPR. It would only stand to reason that the
reuse project will be addressed within the TMDL public process.

5. Publication No. 03-11-007 dated March 2003 was provided to the WRIA 34
Planning Unit. This document was published under the direction of DOE and
WDFW. It is clearly documented through out this publication that management of
all public waters of this state must “ensure that instream resources and values are
protected and preserved before any new water uses are allowed. To meet this
statutory mandate, the recommended instream flows must be scientifically
defensible”. The lack of scientifically defensible data is the prime reason
the WRIA 34 Planning Unit chose not to examine instream flows as part of
their plan development for the SFPR sub-basin.

Those of us living along the riparian corridor of the SF, contend that allowing less flows
to the SF during critical times of the year would minimize instream flows to the extent of
continued significant impairment of the natural environment of the SF, thus providing no

preservation for game and food fish, and other wildlife and would diminish recreational
and aesthetic values of said public waters.

In summary of my concerns, I strongly encourage you to reject the proposal for the
reuse project at this time until a holistic sound scientific study is performed and an
“instream flow” rule has been adopted by DOE for the SFPR. Without the adoption
of the “instream flow” rule, decisions would be premature offering no sustainability
of the natural environment of the SFPR for current and future generations.

Please confirm by email if you received this comment letter.

Sincerely,

@AW LD
Cheryl Morgan

102 Hayward Rd.
Pullman, WA. 99163
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Sept. 8, 2008

From: Cheryl Morgan, Planning Unit Member for WRIA-34
102 Hayward Rd.
Pullman, WA. 99163

To: WRIA-34 Planning Unit Members
Re: City of Pullman/WSU Proposed Wastewater Effluent Reuse Project SFPR
Dear Planning Unit Members:

I have been a resident of Whitman County for my entire life of 65 years and have lived
within the riparian corridor of the SFPR for 60 years. The past [12] years I have been an
active participant in Watershed Planning for the Palouse Basin Watersheds.

My continued role and commitment to Watershed planning within the Palouse
Basin is to have a voice in the planning process for the protection of riparian
property and water rights and instream flow rights, thus providing sustainability of
these rights for our present and future generations.

I have attached three letters directed to Dave Burdick (DOE Water Resources Program),
Paul LaRiviere (WDFW Instream Flow Biologist) and Alan Wald (WDFW) for your
review.

My comment letters were to provide them with a “holistic over-view” of facts and
concerns for the protection of riparian property and water rights and instream flow rights
for the SFPR before they make any final decisions to move forward with the proposed
reuse project. To date I have not been contacted by them addressing my concerns.

The objective of the Clean Water Act (CWA) “is to restore and maintain the chemical,
physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters”, thus the implementation of the
CWA is delegated to the state, so Ecology is charged with carrying out all of these
programs.

- The Water Resources Act of 1971 establishes a comprehensive program to protect

instream flow. The statute mandates the retention of “base flows”, thus DOE and
WDFW are charged by numerous State and Federal Laws to protect the retention of
waters within streams in [sufficient] quantity and quality to protect instream natural

values and rights. The “base flow” for the SFPR has not been implemented.

The protection of property rights, water rights, stream rights and the protection of
the over-all natural environment of the SFPR have a lawful right of “due process”
as set forth by numerous Federal and State Laws before any reuse and/or storage
projects are approved and permitted by DOE and WDFW for the SFPR.




Also, the Washington State Pollution Control Hearings Board has recently ruled “there’s
not a problem with the declining aquifer (Grande Ronde) which supplies WSU?, thus
DOE was not required to analyze the declining aquifer.

The following are questions I have for the Planning Unit Members:

1. Because the WSPCHB has ruled the declining aquifer supplying WSU “is not a
problem”, what is the urgency in the implementation of a [very costly reuse
project] at this time?

2. Ifthere has not been a [scientifically defensible] “instream flow rule”
adopted for the SFPR, how does DOE and WDFW propose to enforce
the protection of water rights, private property rights and instream values
for present and future generations?

3. Why is DOE and WDFW mandating the adoption of the “ instream flow rule” for
the NFPR and not for the SFPR?

I could list more questions, but perhaps after reading my comment letters you will have
additional comments and questions.

As Planning Unit Members of WRIA-34 we must recognize Watershed Management is to
provide sustainability of our valued ecosystem for our present and future generations for
the long term not for the short term, thus decisions must be based on a “holistic”
approach not a “piecemeal” approach.

Thank you for taking the time to review my comment letters concerning the proposed
reuse project.

| Sincerely, ‘
@/ﬂuu/z_ﬁ’f) aur,,../

Cheryl Morgan



From: Larry Morgan [mailto:Imorgan103@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2008 4:41 PM

To: Stasney, Bryony

Subject: WRIA-34--Comment Draft DIP (083-93055.200)

Hi Bryony!!

I have been reading through the Palouse Watershed Plan trying to locate the page/s as to why the Planning Unit
voted to move forward with the instream flow rule for the North Fork, Cow Creek sub-basin, providing the reason
why the North Fork and Cow Creek sub-basin was selected.

I know why as do the other members of the planning unit. However, the concerned public and riparian landowners
do not know.

It would have been of benefit to the citizens and to the riparian landowners of the SF to have mentioned that the
SF was not selected at this time for an instream flow rule within the final adopted Palouse Watershed Plan (section
6-4 (page 6-40SFPR Management Area). Giving the reason/s why.

One of the main reasons was because of the lack of funding. Watershed Planning only provided 100K to address
instream base flows. In a watershed as large a WRIA 34, it was quickly realized that money would not go far. The
North Fork and the Cow Creek sub-basin had more data on stream flows than the SF, thus those streams were
chosen.

I would like the above (or similar wording) to be added to Section 7.0 Instream Flows (page 29) within the Draft
DIP.

| strongly believe adopted Instream Base Flows must be a deciding factor in the approval of all "public funding" for
proposed implementation projects within the Palouse Basin. Otherwise, without an adopted In Stream Base Flow
Rule for streams located within the Palouse Basin Watershed there will be absolutely [no] enforceable management
of [out] of stream and [in]stream values for our present and future generations, thus our mission statement means
nothing and the WRIA-34 Palouse Basin Watershed Plan really offers no valuable resource for future development
and implementation for the protection of a valued resource (water) within the Palouse Basin. We will be back to
"'square one".

I will most likely be sending you other comments.

Please let me know if you have received this email. Please feel free to provide me with any comment you may have
addressing my input.

Sincerely,
Cheryl Morgan



From: Larry Morgan [mailto:Imorgan103@verizon.net]

Sent: Friday, October 17, 2008 4:35 PM

To: Stasney, Bryony

Subject: Selection of North Fork for instream Flows---WRIA-34

Hi Bryony !

I have soooo many documents concerning the WRIA process that | can not locate the meeting minutes when the
Planning Unit selected the NF and Cow Creek for stream flows. Perhaps the minutes would give us more
information as to why the NF and Cow Creek were selected. | seem to recall the NF and Cow Creek had more
historical recorded flow data at various sites. The SF only has one flow site, thus the 100K would not go very far in
pursuing the scientific data needed to tackle stream flows for the SF. Because the Cow Creek had been adjudicated
we felt Cow Creek would be a easy stream to tackle, thus Cow and the NF streams were selected. We soon realized
Cow Creek was more complicated than we thought and there simply was not enough funding to do the NF and Cow,
so we chose the NF to provide us with just how the process really works. It appears the process is very complex, so
it will be interesting to see just how the Planning Unit proceeds.

Is DOE mandated to begin setting flows within the Palouse Basin in 2010?

Thank you for your help. Have a nice week-end.

Cheryl Morgan




October 18, 2008

From: Cheryl Morgan, WRIA-34 Planning Unit Member
102 Hayward Rd.
Pullman, WA. 99163
(509-332-4741)

To: Golder Associates, Inc. and Dally Environmental
Attn: Bryony Stasney and Lisa Dally Wilson
Re: Draft 1 (083-93055.200) WRIA 34- Palouse Watershed Detailed Implementation Plan

The following are my comments in regards to Draft 1 of the DIP:

Page 3
1.1 Setting. The “Draft” DIP is intended for a number of audiences including many who are

reading the information for the first time for public comment, thus I recommend:
(a) To include a map of the entire WRIA 34 [DIP figure 2] and also a description of each of
the [S] management areas plus a map of each management area as was provided within
section 3 of the Adopted Watershed Plan. Move paragraph 3 to paragraph 2 then enter
the description of the [S] management areas as provided in the Plan, then continue with the
paragraph “the main tributaries of the Palouse include.........
(b) Include list of the problem/issues definition as provided in section 2. 3.3 in the adopted
Watershed Plan (pages 2-4 & 2-5).
(c) Also provide current information concerning the TMDL process in each Basin. Is the
TMDL completed or ongoing? This is a very important issue to consider within the DIP
when requesting funding for current and future proposed projects/actions and
studies/assessments. There could be possible conflicts in funding if a TMDL is not
completed within the 303(d) listing of impaired water bodies within a subbasin.

Page 3

1.1 Setting. (2™ paragraph) The main tributaries of the Palouse River include its North and
South Forks..... However, the amount of runoff from these subbasins is not proportional in
size. As examples, the North Fork Palouse River drains 15 percent of the Palouse Watershed,
but provides 41 percent of the flow to the Palouse River (at Hooper),...........

It would be of benefit to those of us living within the SF subbasin to also include the
percentages of drainage and flows of the SF to the mainstem Palouse.
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Page 5

1.3.2 Phase I Watershed Planning (RCW 90.82)
The WRIA 34 Planning Unit formed with the following mission:

“Our mission is to treat water as a valuable resource through the development and
implementation of a watershed plan for the beneficial management of water....... ?

Need to include the listing of key goals identified by the Planning Unit to be addressed in
the watershed plan as listed on page 1-S (1.3) of our adopted Watershed Plan (Dec. 2007).

Page 29

7.0 Instream Flows

The first paragraph needs to provide the reason/s the Planning Unit selected the North
Fork and Cow Creek over the SF and other streams located within the Palouse Basin in
addressing the setting of the instream flow rule.

As I recall, one of the main reasons was because of the lack of funding. Watershed Planning
only provided $100K to address instream flows, thus because the Palouse Basin WRIA area is so
large, it was realized that money would not go very far. Also, because the NF and Cow Creek
had more scientifically defensible historical and current data on stream flows than the SF and
other streams, it only stood to reason to select the NF and Cow Creek.

Table 2-3 (Page 3 of 4) Tier 1 Capital Projects/Actions and Studies/Assessments

SFP-25 “ Identify and implement wastewater effluent reuse strategies where practicable,
considering legal interpretation of obligation/amount of water to supply and protect water rights,
including riparian stockwatering rights, below city discharge points”.

Need to add a foot note concerning stockwatering rights as provided within the Palouse
Watershed Plan adopted Dec. 2007. Refer to Basin-Wide Management Actions [5.3 page
4]. “The Planning Unit believes riparian livestock rights have been and should be
recognized as an inherent water right for landowners of streamside parcels and those
existing rights should not be conditioned to instream flows”.

Also need to add foot note of comment by DOE which states: “Regarding this statement,
Ecology has noted the following: “Riparian stock watering would need to be adjudicated
(e.g. Cow Creek) to provide certainty for landowners of stream parcels.” (Ecology 2007)

Appendix A, Table A-1—Action Tracking Table

SFP-25 “Identify and implement wastewater effluent reuse strategies............ ” (same as above)

Need to add same foot notes I have requested for above under Table 2-3.




Page ES-2(Paragraph 2)
“This DIP is adopted by the WRIA 34 Planning Unit with the understanding that it will continue

to be a living document where new projects will be added and others will be completed or
omitted based on new information. The projects in the DIP will be reviewed and may be revised
(if necessary) by the WRIA 34 Planning Unit on an annual basis, as deemed appropriate. The
review process is intended to include the evaluation and revision of priorities as well as the
addition or elimination of projects for funding each year”.

During the DIP process I have provided the WRIA 34 Planning Unit with new information
concerning the proposals of an effluent reuse project and an aquifer storage and recovery
(ASR) project which will be located within the South Fork of the Palouse River Subbasin.
During the WRIA 34 Planning Unit meeting held on Feb. 13, 2008 (as per approved minutes), I
once again (as I have for the past 3 years during the Planning Process of WRIA 34 to no avail)
expressed my concerns of the study preformed by DOE in 2002/2003 concerning the proposed
wastewater reuse project proposed by the City of Pullman and WSU. One of my ongoing
concerns through out the Planning process was, if in fact, DOE had taken into account livestock
watering within the riparian corridor of the SF and the mainstem of the Palouse when they
(DOE) made their informal determination of how much effluent water could be diverted from the
flow to the SF for reuse. Others attending the meeting were in question also. Mimi stated she
didn’t know if livestock watering rights were included. She said she would find out and report
back at the March 12" meeting. Because of the lack of time my other concerns were not allowed
to be presented at the Feb. meeting.

During the WRIA 34 Planning Unit meeting held on March 12, 2008, I questioned Mimi if she
had found out if livestock watering had been accounted for within the DOE study. She stated,
“that although the study which examined the amount of water available for the reuse project did
not take into account riparian livestock watering, the amount of paper water rights (certificated
water rights and claims) evaluated is estimated to exceed actual water use and that the study was
confined to examining impacts on the South Fork from the point of diversion to the confluence
with the North Fork”. Because of the lack of time during the March meeting, Mimi suggested my
other concerns could be addressed in the DIP. The Planning Unit agreed that my other issues
concerning the reuse project could be addressed in the DIP (as per approved minutes).

During the WRIA 34 Planning Unit meeting held on Sept. 10%, I was finally allowed to
distribute copies of my letter dated Sept 8™ (with attachments) addressed to the Planning Unit
Members (see attached). My letters of concern were to be discussed at the next Steering
Committee Meeting which was held on Oct. 8™ from 11:00am to noon, at which time the
Steering Committee was to make some sort of recommendation/s to the Planning Unit in
response to my many concerns.

The Steering Committee did meet on Oct. 8™ to discuss my issues as presented in my letters,
however, the out come of the Steering Committee meeting was not mentioned during the WRIA
34 Planning Unit meeting held on Oct. 8" from 1:00pm to 4:00pm.

When will my concerns be addressed by the WRIA 34 Planning Unit Members?

Sincerely,

Cheryl Morgan

@/ﬁwyéwo% |




From: Larry Morgan [mailto:Imorgan103@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2008 6:12 AM

To: Lisa Dally Wilson; Bryony Stasney

Subject: Additional Comments to WRIA-34 DIP

Hello Lisa and Bryony:

| didn't want to take up time during the NF instream Flow meeting yesterday (Oct. 21, 2008). Does the
protection of livestock watering fit into the "reservation” or will livestock watering come into play when
DOE sets the NF instream flow rule?

As you know, that issue has been of concern to me regardless of which subbasin we are/will be addressing
in setting the instream flow rule.

The reason for my concern is because the Planning Unit has listed Basin-wide Instream Flow Actions
within our adopted Watershed Plan on page 5-4. One of the actions was "The Planning Unit believes
livestock rights have been and should be recognized as an inherent right for landowner................. " The
foot note by DOE: "Riparian stock watering would need to be adjudicated (e.g. Cow Creek) to provide
certainty for landowners of stream parcels.” (Ecology 2007) (this foot note is concerning to me for
future protection of riparian property rights)

I know both instream and groundwater watering for livestock has been a "hot" issue between DOE and The
Cattlemen's Assoc. for a few years now, but am not sure if there has been any final court ruling made to
date. | think this will be of great concern to riparian landowners during the setting of instream flow rules
within the Palouse Basin. In the long-run DOE may end up being partitioned by the riparian landowners to
adjudicate all streams within the Palouse Basin if this will be the only way to protect riparian rights.

When the Draft DIP goes out for "public comment", this is one issue that needs to be strongly brought to
the attention of the riparian landowners within each subbasin.

My additional requested comment to the draft DIP is to include [all]of the bulleted items listed on
page 5-4 & 5-5 of the adopted Watershed Plan within the *Instream Flows' section of the DIP (7.0
beginning on page 29) with the added foot note from DOE.

****| still want my comment to be entered for Table 2-3, etc. as | have requested on page 2 of my
comment letter dated Oct. 18, 2008.

Lisa, after | returned home from the meeting | received the email from Bryony on the reason the NF,
Cow Creek were selected for instream flows over other streams within the Palouse Basin. The
response was really well written. Would it be possible to enter the entire response as provided within
the email?

Thank you,
Cheryl Morgan
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