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Chapter 7 
Fish Habitat Enhancement  

As described in Chapter 2, a Watershed Assessment was completed for the basin in 
2001, including an assessment of habitat conditions.  The assessment provides 
historical information on habitat impacts, identifies species of concern, and 
describes habitat factors used to assess current habitat conditions in the basin, 
including both tributaries and the Yakima River mainstem.  The assessment also 
identifies habitat information needs and includes a summary of local, state and 
federal regulatory and non-regulatory programs.  Habitat-related information from 
the Assessment is summarized in Section 2.7 of this Watershed Plan.  For more 
detailed information, see the Assessment document (YRB Planning Unit, 2001). 

Based on the results of the Assessment, the Habitat Work Group of the Yakima 
River Basin Watershed Planning Unit developed a habitat enhancement strategy 
for the basin, which is documented in a technical memorandum (Bain, 2002a). The 
strategy is summarized in this Chapter.  It provides a prioritized approach for 
habitat enhancement, along with a list of actions for consideration by local 
governments, state agencies, and other organizations as they propose and fund 
habitat-related projects and programs.  The habitat enhancement section does not 
contain binding requirements for any organization.  However, it presents 
recommended management goals, objectives and actions.  Where possible, relative 
resources needed to implement different aspects of the strategy have been 
identified.  It is acknowledged that many organizations are already engaged in 
carrying out actions included in the strategy, and the Planning Unit recommends 
these efforts be continued and expanded.   

It is expected that the recommended approaches and priorities outlined in this 
section will be a primary input and information consideration for local and state 
agencies with implementation responsibilities and by the Yakima Basin Lead 
Entity for allocating state salmon recovery funding.  Chapter 90.82.100 RCW of 
Washington State law describes the relationship between the watershed planning 
activities and habitat restoration (enhancement) activities under the State’s Salmon 
Recovery Act: 
 

Planning established under this section [habitat] 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….  Where habitat restoration activities are being developed under [ESHB 2496], such 
activities shall be relied on as the primary nonregulatory habitat component for fish 
habitat under [the Watershed Management Act]. 

This Chapter of the Watershed Plan, combined with the habitat assessment, the 
Washington Conservation Commission’s Limiting Factors Analysis (2001) and other 
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planning efforts underway in the basin, provide the foundation for developing a 
salmon recovery plan and funding salmon recovery projects through the Yakima 
Lead Entity and state Salmon Recovery Board (ESHB 2496) process.  It also 
provides direction for regulatory and management actions that can be implemented 
by local and state agencies to protect and enhance habitat.   

It is also anticipated that this Chapter will be used an foundational information for 
state and local agency requests made to other funding agencies, such as the 
Bonneville Power Administration/Northwest Power Planning Council for program 
and project funding in the basin. 

7.1 Management Framework for Fish Habitat Protection and 
Enhancement 

A recommended management framework is provided in this Chapter to help guide 
fish habitat protection and enhancement in the Yakima River watershed.  This 
management framework builds upon information provided in the full technical 
memorandum (Bain 2001a) and summarized in Chapter 2.7 of this Plan.  The 
management framework includes an overarching goal, guiding principles, objectives 
and proposed actions to help guide more detailed planning and implementation of 
specific habitat enhancement projects or programs. 

Overarching Goal:  Protect and enhance aquatic habitats in the Yakima River and 
tributaries to achieve a healthy system for anadromous salmonids and other native 
fish. 

Guiding Principles: 

1. Protect existing high-quality habitats and connecting migration corridors. 
2. Protect and enhance habitats that are damaged but still functional. 
3. Improve water quality consistent with the needs of designated beneficial uses 

and regulatory requirements. 
4. Protect significantly damaged habitats from further degradation. 

These guiding principles emphasize several approaches for protection and 
enhancement of habitats.  Definitions of habitat condition are provided with these 
policies which distinguish properly functioning condition (PFC) from generally 
suitable habitats based on biological assessments.  Guiding principles are listed to 
provide a conceptual framework for prioritization of needs and evaluation of 
proposed strategies and actions to protect and enhance aquatic habitats. 

Protection of existing high-quality functioning habitats and connecting migration 
corridors is the first priority.  Protection is essentially local and state government 
planning, regulation and code enforcement, and management responsibilities.  
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Protection must be uniformly effective, and equitable throughout the watershed.  
Accordingly, although the mechanisms and devices employed to protect habitat 
functions may differ according to the habitat conditions in each subbasin or river 
reach, within any and all reaches they must be sufficient to protect the achieved 
level of function.  An essential part of watershed enhancement and protection is the 
application of state and federal funds/programs to enhance dysfunctional habitat 
elements, including obtaining from willing landowners such things as conservation 
easements, land trusts, fee simple purchases, etc. of high quality habitats that are 
threatened, or of extraordinary importance. 

Guiding Principle 1 emphasizes protection and connection of existing high quality 
habitats.  This principle has its foundation in the watershed level protection maxim 
“protect the best, then restore and reconnect the rest.”  (Pacific Rivers Council, 
1996)  This maxim reflects a major shift in strategy for habitat enhancement 
suggested over previous efforts in the Pacific Northwest that focused on treatment 
of symptoms at sites that represented worst cases of degradation, which 
subsequently failed to reverse declines in fish production (Frissel, 1993).   The 
importance of protection of healthier watersheds (refugia) is stressed in many 
recent technical documents (e.g., watershed planning guides, peer reviewed papers 
and habitat enhancement strategies).  These documents stress protection of 
relatively healthy areas and connection with ecosystem processes that provide 
refuge areas and sustain a diversity and abundance of native fishes.1  (Bradbury, 
1995; Pierce County and Puyallup River Watershed Council, 2000) 

Guiding Principle 2 is protection and enhancement of habitats that are damaged 
but still functional, and is next priority.  For these areas, existing local and state 
regulatory functions must prevent further degradation through permit review and 
code enforcement while privately or publicly funded management and enhancement 
programs are applied to restore and enhance degraded habitat functions to levels 
that will sustain salmonid lifecycles.  Enhancement of at-risk habitats is likely to be 
more cost-effective than attempting to restore degraded or historically poor habitat. 

Protection and enhancement is also necessary on downstream low elevation reaches 
and associated floodplains to increase productivity.  Although existing high-quality 
habitats generally are found at higher elevations in the watershed, valuable 
spawning and rearing habitat is found in the floodplain areas of the Yakima River 
Mainstem and lower reaches of the Naches River.  The first line of protection in 
such areas is local land use designations/densities appropriate to the 
hazards/sensitivities of the resource, followed by local and state development 
standards and code enforcement that protect habitat, including water quality.  
Enhancements of habitat elements are to be accomplished through funded 
programs with voluntary participation of landowners.  In Guiding Principle 2 it is 

                                                           
1 Refuge areas sometimes referred to as refugia, focal habitats aquatic diversity areas of Key Watersheds are relatively undisturbed headwater 
areas that foster spawning and rearing for remnant populations of sensitive fishes and other organisms.  These areas are usually assigned very 
high priority for protection or enhancement. 
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also recognized that habitats that are more than slightly damaged should be 
restored with high priority when these act as a bottleneck to fish production. 

Guiding Principle 2 stresses enhancement of “at risk” habitats over non-functioning, 
degraded habitats.  This concept is consistent with recent salmon enhancement and 
watershed planning guidance and technical papers published by respected 
environmental organizations, universities, and resource management agencies 
(Pacific Rivers Council, 1996; Frissel, 1992; USDI, 1998; NMFS, 1996).  Examples of 
statements from referenced documents are provided below which pertain to the 
concepts expressed in Guiding Principle 2.   

Pacific Rivers Council:  The Pacific Rivers Council’s overall theme of restoration is “First 
Protect the Best – Then Restore the Rest.”  The Pacific Rivers Council Guide stresses needs to 
maintain critical habitats as refuges from disturbance and warns that past efforts that 
emphasized restoration of severely degraded habitats failed and deflected efforts from 
programs that protected critical refuge areas and minimized correction of root causes of 
habitat deterioration and fish population decline (1996). 

Frissel, C.A., Oregon State University:  “Restoration should be focused where a minimal 
investment can secure the maintenance of the largest amount of high-quality habitat and 
diverse aquatic biota…  A small investment in a watershed that still retains much of its 
natural integrity can secure far more critical resources, and far better safeguard the future of 
sensitive fish species, than a very expensive effort in a watershed that has already suffered 
severe and long-standing degradation (1993).”  

US Department of Interior and Agriculture:  By concentrating on the “at risk” systems, 
enhancement activities can save many riparian-wetland areas from degrading to a non-
functioning condition.  Once a system is non-functional, the effort, cost and time required for 
recovery is dramatically increased.  Enhancement of non-functional systems should be 
reserved for those situations where the riparian-wetland has reached a point where recovery is 
possible, when efforts are not at the expense of “at risk” systems, or when unique opportunities 
exist (1998).  

National Marine Fisheries:  “Strategies should place a high priority on existing highly 
productive, or potentially highly producing areas within watershed of listed or at risk ESUs 
(sometimes labeled “core areas”).  These areas need to identified and given a high level of 
protection from potentially damaging activities.  “Protection should focus on maintaining 
essential functions of the mainstem and tributary spawning and rearing areas, and conditions 
in the migration corridors that allow for safe passage, both upstream and downstream of 
adults and juveniles (1996).” 

Guiding Principle 3 is an overarching goal for water quality, an essential habitat 
component.   This water quality principle recognizes the need to protect in and out 
of stream beneficial uses.  Compliance with water quality laws and regulation is 
also recognized as a basic tenet of the watershed plan. 

Guiding Principle 4 is an anti-degradation goal.  Non-functional habitats should be 
protected from further damage, and enhanced where easily done.  For example, 
with protection from further degradation, highly degraded habitats can improve 
over time through natural healing processes.  Opportunities for enhancing highly 
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degraded reaches are anticipated to become a higher priority as salmon recovery 
programs progress. 

Objectives: 

The following objectives were developed considering one or more aspects of the four 
Guiding Principles.  These more specific strategic elements deal with subparts of 
the principles and more detailed approaches that are considered in the development 
of tactics or actions.  The first five objectives (Group 1) are organized in terms of 
priority and oriented toward protection and enhancement actions, while the Group 
2 objectives are more programmatic in nature, dealing with improving the 
information base, performance measurement and standards, and are not listed in 
order of priority.   

The eight objectives are listed below with their narrative statements: 

Group 1 – Prioritized Protection and Enhancement Objectives 

 Objective 1:  Protect Existing High Quality Aquatic Environments 
 Objective 2:  Protect and Enhance Fish Migration Corridors  
 Objective 3:  Enhance Downstream Reaches and Connect Associated  
Floodplains In Tributary and Mainstem Reaches to Benefit Fish Production 

 Objective 4:  Prioritize Enhancement of Damaged Aquatic Habitats that are 
Still Functional 

 Objective 5:  Protect Existing Habitat Conditions from Further Degradation 
 

 
Group 2 - Programmatic Objectives (Not Listed in Order of Priority) 

 
 Objective: Improve Watershed Wide Information Base 
 Objective:  Focus on Habitat Condition To Measure the Effectiveness of Habitat 
Enhancement Actions 

 Objective: Ensure Water Quality and Habitat Standards Reflect Natural 
Regional Conditions 

 
7.2 Integration of Management Framework with Prioritization of 

Tributaries and Mainstem River Reaches 

The comparative analysis findings from Section 2.7.4 were combined with the 
management framework outlined in Section 7.1 for the mainstem river reaches and 
tributary subbasins. Fish distribution information has also been added.  The results 
are displayed in Table 7-1. 
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Basin.  Ahtanum and Cabin Creek are both Category 3 streams, although 
these two streams are very different in terms of fish use.  Ahtanum Creek 
currently supports Coho salmon, steelhead, and bull trout, while none of 
these species are known to occur in Cabin Creek. 

Alternatively, a stream may have high quality habitat but also have an 
impassable barrier culvert near the mouth, blocking fish access to the 
stream.  In that case, sole reliance on fish distribution information would 
lead to the erroneous conclusion the stream did not have the potential to 
produce fish.   

Another reason for providing fish distribution information is because ESA 
listed species are present in the Basin.  Improving habitat in streams that 
support listed species is a priority from the standpoint of complying with ESA 
regulations.  Both bull trout and steelhead are listed under ESA as 
“threatened” in the Basin.   

Finally, there are numerous smaller tributary streams that were not rated or 
ranked in this process.  The habitat condition and prioritization of such 
waterways needs to be evaluated when project actions are proposed and 
preferably earlier, as suggested under the Group 2 Objective – Improve 
Watershed Wide Information Base, activities involving habitat assessments.  
Examples of streams that are expected to require assessments include Amon 
Creek, Dry Creek, Little Creek, Nile Creek, Mabton Drain and Tucker Creek.  
These examples cover a wide range of habitats scattered throughout the 
basin.  New information and special problems may justify more attention for 
certain waterways.  For example, significant fish utilization of Amon Creek 
(Benton County) has recently been reported which indicates there will be 
needs to assess impacts of emerging land development pressures in this 
watershed (DFW, 2001). Tucker Creek (Kittitas County) has a fish passage 
problem through a highway culvert that justifies prioritization to remove a 
bottleneck.  Future assessments of habitat will help refine and expand the 
prioritization of geographical sub-areas and identify bottlenecks and 
opportunities to enhance fish production. 

The tiered approach to prioritization is consistent with guiding principles 
described in the Habitat Protection and Enhancement Management 
framework and reflects similar geographically-oriented approaches described 
for other watersheds and in published guidelines and technical papers2, (PRC, 
1996; Frissell, 1993).  Priorities can and should be modified over time as new 
information on habitat conditions and additional fish distribution 
information becomes available. 

                                                           
2 Hood Canal Coordinating Council – Salmon Recovery Strategy for Hood Canal and the Eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca, Version 9-2000.  This 
watershed-oriented strategy prepared with contributions from tribes.  State DFW, DNR, USSFWS, USFS, numerous local organizations including 
4 salmon recovery groups has a 5-tiered geographic approach linked to salmon species and listings.  Strategy stresses protection of high quality 
habitat over restoration and stresses restoration of self-sustaining natural functions over engineered solutions. 

Chapter 7 – Fish Habitat Enhancement 7-11 



TriCountyWaterResourceAgency/2-01-173/WatershedPlan/Chapter 7.doc 
January 6, 2003  

 

7.2.3 Strategies 

Different conceptual strategies for protection and enhancement are 
associated with the different priority groups.  These are necessarily directed 
to broader issues which are associated with causes of habitat problems, 
feasibility of enhancement approaches, determination as to where actions are 
most needed and desires for long-term benefits for targeted species.  The 
strategies are not focused on tactics, (the myriad of specific actions to 
implement objectives) other than a need to be realistic as to whether tactics 
are possible or feasible. Habitat protection and enhancement strategies are 
emphasized for the first four priority groups as shown in Table 7-1.  Lower 
ranked streams are managed to avoid doing harm downstream (e.g., water 
quality impacts, false attraction of fish) except for possibilities of site-specific 
rearing opportunities near creek mouths. 

7.2.4 Goal Achievement 

The Habitat management framework stresses protection and enhancement in 
order to achieve a level of properly functioning habitat in prioritized water 
bodies that is consistent with increased fish production.  Numerical goals 
have not been established, although NMFS recently issued “possible” interim 
abundance and productivity targets for steelhead for the Basin, as provided 
in Table 7-2 (Lohn 2002).   

Table 7-2 
Middle Columbia Steelhead Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) 

Yakima River Basin 
Satus/Toppenish 2,400 
Naches 3,400 
Mainstem (Wapato to 
Roza) 

1,800 

Mainstem (above Roza) 2,9003 
 

Improved habitat condition for a significant area of the watershed is intended 
to serve as a surrogate goal until numerical goals are established.  As 
numerical goals are established as part of future recovery plans under the 
Endangered Species Act, the salmon recovery goal can be expressed as a 
proportion of the historic production of the affected species.  The extent of 
properly functioning habitat needed for goal achievement could then be 
estimated based on production potential of watershed reaches or 
proportionality considering historic fish production statistics. 

It appears reasonable as an initial strategy to have watershed areas that are 
well protected for salmonids while a portion of the watershed has more 
emphasis placed on mitigation of water quality impacts affecting down 

                                                           
3 Northwest Power Planning Council smolt capacity reduced by 50% to reflect shared production potential with resident form. 
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gradient areas (e.g., mainstem reaches) or correction of bottlenecks blocking 
access to upstream habitats.  In special problem areas where fish may be 
harmed near term (due to false attraction), protection could extend to 
exclusion of fish using physical barriers or management of flows or other 
appropriate management actions where false attraction flows have potential 
for luring spawning fish into inhospitable habitats.  False attraction flows 
will need to be addressed to reduce or prevent spawning in unsuitable 
spawning habitat.  Managing spill that attract fish into inhospitable habitats 
still needs to occur because the extent and magnitude of this problem 
regarding mortality, bottlenecks, or pre-spawn delays that result in poor 
spawning success is still unknown.  It is anticipated that these approaches 
may change over time as goals, objectives and strategies are reviewed and 
updated to incorporate new information.  

Increased fish production may be a measure of improved habitat conditions 
or may be due to other factors outside of the Yakima Basin.  Watershed goals 
for ESA recovery plans will probably integrate fish population parameters 
into habitat enhancement strategies considering limiting factors.  The 
Conservation Commission Limiting Habitat Factors Analysis has identified 
specific habitat limiting factors as related to different species.  Important 
factors include in-stream flow and water quality in the lower reaches of the 
system (especially water temperature).  Rearing habitat has emerged as a 
major need through much of the system, particularly along the mainstem.  
Loss of rearing habitat is linked to a variety of factors affecting side 
channel/off channel access and suitability.  Floodplain function and riparian 
zone management issues are important as related to woody debris, pool 
formation, channel complexity, shade and other elements that shape aquatic 
environments. 
 
Thus, achievement of the overarching habitat goal can be attained through a 
combination of protection and enhancement efforts.  This goal, which is 
focused on achievement of a healthy system for anadromous and other native 
fishes, sets a standard of quality or excellence for the watershed. 
 
Limitations of Prioritized Approach and Management Framework 

There are limitations to this prioritized approach and management 
framework for habitat protection and enhancement within the basin.  It 
should not be viewed as a comprehensive habitat enhancement strategy that 
details a prescribed and sequential set of actions or projects which will result 
in the most efficient (in terms of funding and time) improvements in habitat 
or salmonid populations.  In order for such a strategy to be formulated, there 
are still scientific/technical and policy steps that should be undertaken to 
improve the chance of success for a protection and enhancement strategy.  
These technical and policy steps, and the formulation of such an integrated 
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strategy, are anticipated to be completed through other efforts, such as the 
2496 salmon recovery planning process, or specific ESA compliance strategies 
for addressing potential take activities for steelhead and bull trout.  

The additional scientific/technical steps yet to be completed include more 
detailed assessments of salmonid populations and their ability to respond to 
habitat improvements.   These assessments would include the management 
status of each stock in the watershed (i.e. listed under ESA, hatchery stock 
managed for maximum harvest, wild stock managed for maximum harvest, 
hatchery stock managed for supplementation of wild fish or re-introduction, 
etc.), the current size of the population, potential population size (based on 
historic records or amount of available habitat), population trends, spatial 
distribution, and fecundity or productivity of the population.  Technical 
information would include the resources available in the basin for natural4 
and managed5 re-introduction of stocks into areas where they have been 
extirpated, or supplementation of stocks that are declining in population or at 
critically low levels.  This information would include the status and capacity 
of existing hatchery, rearing, or fish transportation facilities or equipment, 
the availability of populations suitable (i.e. closely related to those which 
formerly existed in the basin or a given stream) for use as a brood stock for 
re-introduction, and changes in fish management which may have to occur in 
order to allow the stock to recover.  

Policy steps include deciding which are the highest priority species or stocks 
to concentrate on – those listed under ESA, other stocks with critically low 
population levels, stocks which are currently productive for harvest, stocks 
which were historically very large and have good potential for recovery, 
stocks showing rapid decline, or stocks which provide genetic resources for re-
establishment of other populations, etc. – and other policy questions such as 
funding, existing land uses in the project areas, etc.  

Completing these steps will allow for individual projects or actions to be 
evaluated for effectiveness and cost efficiency in achieving more specific goals 
within the basin.  It is anticipated that more detailed strategies and tactics 
for achieving the goals (i.e. proposed projects and their sequence) will be 
developed, implemented and monitored to meet the objectives for species 
recovery within the Yakima Basin. 

Watershed actions (protection and enhancement) should stress benefit-cost 
approaches to achieve the most potential fish production/protection for given 
monetary or resource costs or economic impacts.  The geographic areas with 
highest potential and priority should be stressed.  Temptations to spread 
enhancement burdens more evenly across jurisdiction should be avoided in 

                                                           
4 Natural: Re-introduction occurs on its own and without human intervention. 
5 Managed: Re-introduction occurs with human intervention. 
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the interest of maximizing production and minimizing the cost and economic 
impact.  Effective watershed coordination will be needed to better assure that 
science has as strong a role as possible in the program and project 
prioritization process.  Setting numerical fish production goals may be 
considered in the future as habitat conditions improve to the point where fish 
species are de-listed from ESA, and further discussions of providing habitat 
capacity to sustain harvestable sport and commercial fisheries could be 
considered. 

Migratory fish are dependent on downstream conditions generally outside of 
the purview of the Yakima Basin jurisdiction.  Harvest, hatchery programs, 
fish passage structures, predators, ocean conditions and other factors affect 
fish runs.  The Yakima River watershed habitat enhancement effort for 
anadromous fish will likely need to be based on good faith of others assuming 
“if we build it (protect and enhance habitat), they will come.” 

7.3 Recommended Actions 

Recommended actions have been identified based upon the Group 1 and 2 
objectives.  In this section, each objective is listed followed by an explanation of a) 
purpose, b) rationale, and c) suggested actions. 

Each objective and resulting actions have been evaluated to determine likely agency 
and private sector involvement in implementation actions, general resource 
commitments needed and anticipated benefits and has been summarized in table 
format.  The resource commitments were rated as minor, moderate or major 
considering aggregate of staff resources or monetary requirements.  Some resource 
commitments, such as Medium listed for county updates of critical areas 
ordinances, are identified in more than one table.  These are not to be considered 
additive, but have been duplicated for reader convenience.  Benefits were assessed 
on a similar scale for short-term as well as longer-term impacts.  Short-term 
impacts reflect such factors as lag time for benefits to be realized (e.g., land 
management ordinance development, revegetation programs for LWD recruitment 
programs) versus more rapid effects such as barrier removal or woody debris 
placement.  Impacts categorizations are necessarily subjective and are intended 
only to provide a perspective for relative comparison of identified actions.  In some 
cases, implementation considerations are also provided in narrative after a table. 

Potential obstacles exist which can be barriers to implementation.  Obvious barriers 
include availability of funding sources and staff resources.  The funding barrier is 
considered common to realizing all identified objectives.  Other obstacles more 
unique to particular objectives are identified where these are known or suspected.   
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7.3.1 Group 1 Objectives 

Objective 1:   Protect Existing High Quality Environments 

Purpose:  To protect the best existing habitats recognizing these provide both 
refuge and production of native genetic stocks. 

Rationale:  Protection of existing high quality aquatic environments is one of 
the most essential components of this strategy.  Protection implies careful 
land use in the watershed as well as implementation of in-channel measures 
to assure connectivity with downstream migratory corridors.  The existing 
high quality aquatic habitats generally drain high elevation forested lands 
and some of the best of these are within designated wilderness areas.  The 
protection of existing high quality environments (refugia) does not lead 
directly to significantly enhanced fish production but provides safer havens 
for locally threatened genetic stocks during stressful times (e.g., dry years).  
Objectives that stress fish production at lower elevations address fish 
production quantities, while this objective stresses qualitative aspects (e.g., 
gene pool) and provides insurance and resiliency for threatened/at-risk 
species and other species. 

Proposed Actions:  Actions identified with Objective 1 are directed at higher 
elevation forested areas where environmental and state forest impacts of 
development are minimal (e.g., designated Wilderness Areas and National 
and State Forest lands) and to other downstream reaches including major 
migration corridors, spawning and rearing areas affected by floodplain 
management. 

Action 1A - Road/Trail Impact Management.  Proposed forest road and trail 
related actions are listed below for forested headwater.  Most of these lands 
are under public ownership. 

 Road redesign/obliteration 
 Culvert redesign/improvement 
 Reduce road/trail densities 
 Trail redesign/obliteration 
 Harden stream crossings 

Numerous specific road and trail improvements and road/trail density 
reduction programs are identified in watershed assessments prepared by 
USFS, DNR and private timber companies. 

Action 1B - Watershed Headwaters Protection and Projects.  A variety of 
other actions including stricter land use ordinances and enhancement 
projects have been identified for protection of headwater areas. Revision, 
implementation and enforcement of land use ordinances are needed to protect 
natural ecological systems within streams and riparian areas.  County 
governments can focus resources on protection of all key habitat areas with 
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special emphasis on headwater refugia connecting migration corridors and 
spawning/rearing habitats. 

Projects will also be needed to enhance habitat and reduce habitat damage 
risks.  The US Forest Service (USFS) and the State Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) have identified numerous actions applicable to the 
headwater areas they manage.  Most of these are designed to correct 
recreational impacts at selected upland sites or in riparian areas where 
timber harvest has occurred.  Some relatively pristine areas have natural 
impediments to fish passage (e.g., American River Canyon) where needs for 
improvements have been identified in watershed assessments.  Some lands 
have been logged near streams in these more pristine headwater areas.  
Remedial activities have also been identified in watershed assessments which 
address soil compaction (e.g., yarding sites) and revegetation needs, 
especially where timber has been removed near waterways.  Large woody 
debris is needed at some sites because of past timber harvest activities.  
Actions include: 

 Development Standards 
 Revised Critical Area Ordinances 
 Revised Shoreline Management Ordinances 
 Enforcement Activities 
 Volunteer Programs 
 Riparian Area Revegetation 
 Large Woody Debris Projects 
 Stream Channel Improvements 
 Soil Compaction Remediation 
 Dispersed Recreation Management 
 Off-Road Vehicle Control 

Table 7-3 
Implementation of Objective 1 

 Proposed Initial Benefits 

Action 
Agency 

Involvement 1 
Implementation 

Resources 2 
Short-Term Long-Term 

1A Road/Trail 
Impact Management 

USFS 
DNR 
PTC 

 

Medium  X 

1B Watershed Headwaters 
Protection and Projects 

USFS 
DNR 
PTC 

CNTY 

Medium X  X 

(1) See List of Acronyms at beginning of document. 
(2) Low – less than $100,000, Medium between $100,000 and $500,000, High greater than $500,000. 

Implementation Considerations:   
 
Potential obstacles to implementation of Objective 1 include: 
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 Remote nature of impact areas which need to be addressed as regards 
access and limited periods of time when improvements can be made due to 
snow pack and other climatic factors. 

 Dispersed nature of the remedial measures required which prolong the 
implementation period and related pre-project planning and design. 

 Economic impacts of reduced recreation and development potential. 
 Political/ideological resistance due to conflicting ideas regarding 

enhancement goals in the Basin.   
 Landowner resistance often arises due to financial limitations, but can 

often be alleviated through public education and outreach as well as 
financial incentives and compensation. 

Objective 2:  Protect and Enhance Anadromous Fish Migration Corridors 

Purpose:  This objective seeks to assure connectivity between the Yakima 
River mouth, tributaries and upper mainstem spawning areas. 

Rationale:  Protection of migratory fish species requires that spawning and 
rearing habitats are accessible and that suitable habitat condition exists 
along the migration corridor.  Quality habitat conditions are necessary not 
only for adults moving upstream to spawn, and for rearing and migrating 
juveniles as they move downstream.  The juvenile life stage requires suitable 
habitat away from the main river. 

Proposed Actions: Migration corridor protection and enhancement actions 
include remedies dealing with flow, land use management, water quality, 
floodplain and riparian function, fish passage barriers and screening. 
Anadromous fish migration corridors are primarily affected by land 
development in floodplains, streamflows, water quality deficiencies, passage 
barriers and diversions.  Streamflows may be too low, too high, too variable 
or have false attraction characteristics that confuse fish seeking spawning 
grounds.  Poor water quality associated with low stream flow may have direct 
impacts affecting fish survival (e.g., lethal dissolved oxygen) or more subtle 
influences affecting growth or enhancing predator populations (e.g., 
temperature) or possibly reducing predator impacts (turbidity).  Actions 
considered under this objective are identified in the following paragraphs. 

Action 2A - Flow Related Actions.  Actions considered important for 
migration corridors are primarily linked to flow and false attraction concerns.  
High flows and fluctuating flows are considered important for other life 
stages (e.g., egg, emerging fry, rearing of juveniles).  Flow related actions 
identified for migration corridors include: 

 Target Flow Development (e.g. minimum, maximum, pulsed flow) 
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 Flow Augmentation (e.g. water purchased, leased, or placed in trust from 
willing sellers) 

 Stream Flow Enhancement Evaluation 
 Increase Flow for Dewatered/Low Flow Reaches 
 Management of False Attraction Flows 
 Management and Evaluation of False Attraction Flow Impacts 
 Channel Reconfiguration 

 
Flow augmentation is currently being addressed in several parts of the basin, 
particularly where stream flows have been judged to be unacceptably low 
during critical times such as the fall migration period.  These include the 
Teanaway River and Taneum Creek where enhancement programs are being 
implemented with the involvement of the Kittitas Reclamation District and 
others.  Dry or seriously dewatered reaches exist in a number of subbasins, 
which need to be evaluated to determine feasibility of dry season stream flow 
enhancement.  These include Ahtanum Creek, Manastash Creek and Wenas 
Creek.  Some areas have been identified where rewatering or augmentation 
of flow-depleted streams through canal releases is probably feasible (i.e., Big 
Creek).  These kinds of solutions involve complex water rights negotiations 
involving storage and natural flow priority dates.  Other simple solutions 
may involve purchases, leases or the placement of water rights in trust from 
willing sellers. 

False attraction flows are a complex issue that is interwoven with flow 
augmentation actions in some areas and with tailwater and canal operational 
spills in others.  False attractions concerns will impact some flow related 
solutions, particularly those involving substitution of storage water for creek 
diversions.  Some false attraction flow problems may justify physical 
exclusion of migratory fish from affected agricultural waterways (e.g., drains 
and wasteways), but only if the waterways are determined to be totally 
artificial.  At present, fish are only excluded from canals and farm irrigation 
supplies by screening of diversions.  Ultimately, operational spills will need 
to be controlled or eliminated to fully deal with false attraction.  Eliminating 
the false attraction flows will also address associated migration delays that 
increase prespawning mortality. 

Action 2B - Water Quality Actions.  Problems affecting migratory fish 
passage that are associated with water quality are primarily in lower reaches 
of the mainstem Yakima River.  Most of these migration related problems 
relate to water temperature.  For example, the reach below Toppenish Creek 
to the river mouth experiences serious thermal pollution problems.  Many 
water quality standards violations occur in the lower river.  Agricultural 
return waters that have contributed sediment and associated pesticides and 
fertilizers to the lower mainstem are being improved through application of 
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best management practices and ongoing TMDL efforts.  Water quality related 
actions identified with adult fish passage, egg development and juvenile 
rearing in downstream reaches are: 

 Continued TMDL Implementation 
 Temperature Reduction Programs 
 Pesticide Management Efforts 
 Soil Erosion Controls 
 Irrigation Water Management 
 Nutrient Management 
 Fertilizer Management 
 Comply with Discharge Permits 
 Address other 303d List Needs 
 Monitor Water Quality 
 Coordinate Water Quality Efforts  
 Educate Water Users and Public re: Water Quality Needs and BMPs 

 
The TMDL programs that are being implemented affect the Granger Drain 
and the Sulphur Creek Wasteway, while other improvement programs are 
associated with the Moxee Drain and activities within the Yakama Nation 
that impact tributaries such as the Marion Drains, Satus Creek and 
Toppenish Creek.  Water temperature reductions require a variety of 
programs involving flow augmentation, shading of stream banks (where 
feasible) and agricultural practices that discourage tailwater warming and 
recharge to encourage cooler groundwater accretions to the drainage 
channels.  Coordination of temperature controls will be needed along with 
extensive evaluations of what is possible and practical considering regional 
climate variations.  This work will need to consider new and emerging water 
quality criteria approaches that differ from traditional single maximum 
temperature standards.  Source controls of pesticides will need to continue 
with special emphasis on pesticides known to be present in the regions 
agricultural soils (e.g., DDT).  Soil erosion controls will be stressed along with 
other non-point pollution clean-up efforts that encourage fertilizer 
management with attendant reductions in nitrate and phosphate into surface 
and ground waters.  These fertilizer management approaches will continue to 
be linked with irrigation water management and soil conservation efforts. 

Action 2C - Physical Passage Barrier Mitigation.  These are major structures 
(i.e., diversion dams) within the mainstem of the Yakima and Naches River 
and numerous smaller structures, which can block fish passage in many of 
the lowland tributaries (e.g., Ahtanum Creek, Cowiche Creek, Wilson Creek).  
The diversion dams along the mainstem reaches have fish passage facilities, 
which are generally acceptable.  Passage barriers exist at the major storage 
reservoirs (e.g., Cle Elum, Kachess, Keechelus, Rimrock, Bumping).  Passage 
facilities are deficient at various locations when flows are low, particularly 
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within lower reaches of tributary streams (e.g., Ahtanum Creek, Cowiche 
Creek).  Diversion screening is an issue in many smaller tributaries (e.g., 
Wilson Creek, Cherry Creek, Reecer Creek, Swauk Creek, Ahtanum Creek, 
Wenas Creek, Snipes Creek, Spring Creek, Corral Creek).  Screening 
facilities have been constructed for most mainstem diversions along the 
Yakima and Naches Rivers and in the Teanaway River system.  Actions 
considered to improve fish passage along migratory corridors are: 

 Evaluation of Culverts and Other Fish Passage Barriers 
 Fish Screening Projects 
 Fish Passage Facilities  
 Fish Passage Structure Evaluations for Storage Reservoirs 
 Efficiency Studies of Existing Fish Passage Structures 
 False Attraction Flow Management 
 Evaluations of Bull Trout Migration 
 Channel Enhancement 
 Barrier Removal 

Tributary fish passage improvements and screens are actions that are needed 
to improve migration success.  There are screening and fish passage projects 
being planned currently under Yakama Nation programs (e.g., Wilson Creek) 
and under a recent grant award from BPA to a consortium of Yakima Basin 
local, state and federal agencies (e.g., KCCD, KCWP, DFW, USBR).6  Fish 
passage facilities are being evaluated under the Yakima Enhancement 
Projects for Cle Elum Reservoir.  Additionally, the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (USBR) is beginning an appraisal study on fish passage in 2002 
for all five USBR dams, with a more detailed feasibility study scheduled for 
2004.  Existing fish passage structures will profit from periodic operational 
reviews to assure fish passage is efficient under all flow regimes.  Fish 
exclusion is a controversial subject, which needs to be addressed in view of 
concerns over upstream migrants wandering into inhospitable reaches (e.g., 
Sulfur Creek Wasteway) where successful spawning is unlikely under 
present conditions.  There are complex problems affecting bull trout 
migration from storage reservoirs during drawdown periods, which need to be 
carefully evaluated and corrected. 

Action 2D - Regulate Land Uses Near Streams.   Updating, coordinating and 
standardizing land use plans and ordinances to protect migratory corridors at 
the local, state, and federal level needs to occur so that there is uniformity of 
desired outcomes regarding land management in the basin.  Existing state 
regulations and local ordinances such as hydraulic permitting requirements, 
other state permits, local zoning, shoreline management plans, flood hazard 

                                                           
6 The BPA grant will cover a variety of projects including canal stream crossings and screening projects.  The Kittitas County Conservation 
District (KCCD) and a group of canal companies and districts known as the Kittitas County Water Purveyors (KCWP) have obtained this grant in 
a joint project involving the State Department of Fish and Wildlife and the US Bureau of Reclamation. 
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management plans and critical areas ordinances are in place to regulate land 
use near streams.  Some of the habitat aspects of flood hazard plans (e.g., 
Kittitas County) include alternatives to traditional flood control structures 
(e.g., rock barbs, drop structures) that can enhance fish habitat; riparian 
corridors are also mentioned as means to slow and store flood waters.  County 
flood hazard plans (e.g., Benton County) also provide information on loss of 
fish habitat and identify specific spawning grounds and possible solutions to 
address lost habitat.  However, coverage varies among documents developed 
within the three counties partly due to the different time frames; Shoreline 
plans are generally 20-30 years old whereas county flood hazard management 
plans were prepared within the past five years.  Even the newer flood-related 
plans differ significantly.  The Kittitas County flood hazard management 
plan briefly addresses habitat-related floodplain issues while the Benton 
County flood hazard management plan is more comprehensive on habitat 
issues.  Changes to land use regulations in the basin should be implemented 
such that they remain consistent with the Yakima River watershed 
enhancement objectives.  Specific actions implemented to regulate land use 
near streams need also to be consistent with existing regulations and 
watershed enhancement objectives.  These actions include:  

 Flood Hazard Planning/Coordination 
 Uniform Regulations for Development 
 Building Standards Uniformity 
 Floodplain Filling Ordinance Amendments 
 Reassessment of Floodplain Uses/Densities 
 Reassessment of Floodway and Floodplain Mapping 
 Density Bonuses/Transfers, Clustering Provisions 
 Review Critical Areas Ordinances 
 Wetlands Banking 
 Review Shoreline Management Plans 
 Conservation Easements 
 Open Space/Tax Exemptions 
 Financial Incentives for Habitat Development and Increasing Habitat 
Functions 

 Regional HPA Approvals 
 Regulation Enforcement 
 Voluntary Remediation 
 Financial Incentives (Grants and Cost-Share) 
 Best Management Practices (e.g. improve livestock grazing management to 
minimize riparian impacts) 

 Watershed-Wide Coordination Forum 
 Watershed-Wide Water Management 

 
The above actions require local planning agencies (counties, cities and state 
agencies) to carefully review their plans and policies considering habitat 
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protection needs and their ESA implications.  New or updated regulations 
will probably result from this process in part to achieve more consistency 
between jurisdictions.  Plans, policies, guidelines and standards will need to 
be coordinated and revised with a view to achieving uniform outcomes and 
watershed-based goals throughout the basin.  Agencies such as DOE and 
NRCS should be encouraged to support financial incentives (grants, cost-
share programs) and encourage voluntary programs involving buffer strips, 
fencing and riparian area habitat protection. 

A watershed focus is particularly important for the Yakima River system 
given the interdependencies of land use and habitat impacts.  The upper-
forested areas are a major source of clean water.  This clean water needs to 
be protected as it moves through the system.  Reservoir operations and land 
use activities (particularly within the agricultural and urbanized areas) 
influence the quality and flow regimes as well as in channel and riparian 
habitats important to aquatic life.  The basin deserves coordinated water 
resource management that enhances habitat quality.  Coordination should be 
effected through existing institutions (agencies and private entities).  
Management may need to consider special watershed forums such as exist 
elsewhere in the world for major river systems (e.g., Ohio River, Thomas 
River, Ruhr River). 

Table 7-4 
Implementation of Objective 2 

Benefits 

Action 

Proposed 
Agency 

Involvement(1) 

Initial 
Implementation 

Resources(2) 
Short-
Term 

Long-
Term 

2A  Flow Related Actions USBR, Ecology, 
WDFW, SOAC 

High X X 

2B  Water Quality Actions Ecology, CD, ID, 
PPO,  

High X X 

2C  Passage Barrier Improvements USBR, PPO, ID, 
WDFW 

High X X 

2D  Regulate Land Uses CNTY, CITY 
Ecology, NRCS, 
USFS, DNR 

Medium  X 

(1) See List of Acronyms at beginning of document. 
(2) Low – less than $100,000, Medium between $100,000 and $500,000, High greater than $500,000. 
 

Implementation Considerations:  Potential obstacles to implementation are 
many because many of the proposed actions require changes to intra- and 
inter-jurisdiction/agency coordination and implementation of existing land 
regulations and water management, especially as they relate to floodplains, 
stream flows and barriers.  It is also necessary that responsible regulatory 
entities consistently apply and enforce regulations, which in turn requires 
funding, public outreach, and education.  Water quality actions have more 
continuity with ongoing programs such as TMDL efforts in the lower Yakima 
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River areas.  However, water temperature reductions will require significant 
resources and criteria influencing water temperature management are 
currently in a state of flux.  Target flows do not yet exist and consensus on 
these is likely to require considerable time and study.  Screening is expensive 
but appears to be receiving more funding support (e.g., recent BPA grant). 

Land use in the floodplain and riparian area has impact on side channel 
rearing (i.e., access to old floodway channels) and riparian shade along river 
banks.  Generally, large trees are discouraged in levee banks and most 
armored reaches have few trees that can contribute to woody debris as they 
fall on the wrong side of the dike. Off-channel rearing, natural hyporheic 
function, sediment storage and other floodplain functions are probably the 
more compelling reasons for regulating and restoring this zone.  Rearing 
habitat enhancement will require a combination of stricter floodplain 
regulation and site-specific enhancement projects such as those identified 
under Objective 3 (Action 3B) to ensure properly functioning floodplain 
conditions exist in the Basin. 

Objective 3:  Enhance Downstream Reaches and Connect Associated 
Floodplains in Tributary and Mainstem Reaches 

Purpose:  Maximize fish propagation and rearing in mainstem reaches, which 
are known to provide a high percentage of the anadromous fish production in 
the basin. 

Rationale:  Although existing high quality habitats generally are found at 
higher elevations in the watershed, valuable spawning and rearing habitat is 
found for salmon (e.g., spring chinook) at lower elevations.  Fish production 
evaluations have identified the upper Yakima River mainstem and the 
Naches River mainstem as highly productive reaches with a significant 
proportion of the fish production potential in the Yakima Watershed.  These 
studies include the BPA subbasin plan and related evaluations carried out by 
the Yakama Nation using the Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment model.  
Mainstem Yakima River reaches between Ellensburg and Keechelus Dam 
were among the most productive for spring chinook; high productivity was 
also associated with the Naches River.  it stresses enhancement of migration 
corridors (Guiding Principle 1) which are generally damaged in the lower 
reaches and to floodplain connectivity, an important factor for rearing 
juveniles.  Water quality improvements are also an important fish migration 
consideration, particularly in the lower reaches of the mainstem.  These 
lower mainstem areas are important for migrating chinook and coho salmon 
and steelhead and important for fall chinook spawning.   

 
Proposed Actions:  Actions identified under Objective 3 are numerous and 
varied.  Categories of actions include in-stream flow management, floodplain 

Chapter 7 – Fish Habitat Enhancement 7-24 



TriCountyWaterResourceAgency/2-01-173/WatershedPlan/Chapter 7.doc 
January 6, 2003  

 

and other off-channel connectivity efforts, water quality enhancement, 
riparian corridor improvements, in-channel complexity enhancement and 
other activities involving predator management, spawning substrates and 
fish passage.  These necessarily include some actions identified for other 
objectives. 

Action 3A - Improve In-Stream Flow Management.  Improvement of in-
stream flow regimes is an identified need for many parts of the Yakima 
Basin.  Solutions involve a variety of actions that are highly specific to 
individual river reaches and selected tributaries.  Possible actions include: 

 Flow Augmentation in the Naches River (Wapatox Powerplant Reach), 
Lower Teanaway River, Lower Taneum Creek, and Lower Big Creek 

 Flow Fluctuation Management below Storage Dams 
 Evaluation of Flow Management Options for Lower Manastash Creek, 
Lower Wenas Creek, and Tieton River 

 Flow Augmentation for Lower Ahtanum Creek, Lower Yakima River 
(Chandler Powerplant Reach), and below Prosser. 

 Purchase, Lease or Place Water Rights in Trust (Willing Seller) 
 Evaluate Hydrograph Alterations (and Mitigate) 
 Evaluation of Instream Flow as Related to Floodplain Function 

Some of these actions are being worked on by others (e.g., Kittitas 
Reclamation District re: flow augmentation of Manastash and Taneum 
Creeks) or are identified in action lists proposed by others (e.g., Yakima 
Basin Water Investment Action Agenda re: Wapatox Power Plant buyout).  
Some reflect needs identified by regulatory agencies (e.g., DOE 303d lists).  
Some require side channel storage in tributaries that will require careful 
study and may be costly relative to fish benefits (e.g., Manastash Creek, 
Wenas Creek) whereas others appear to have more cost effective solutions 
(e.g., Big Creek, Taneum Creek flow augmentation and water leases).  Water 
may need to be obtained from purchase of water rights from willing sellers in 
some cases.  In others, storage water may be transferred in canals and 
released at appropriate locations in tributaries without adverse flow impacts 
to the mainstem during the irrigation season.  Water right issues such as 
priority dates of natural flow vs. storage water will need to be resolved. 

Action 3B - Improve Off-Channel Connectivity. Juvenile fish rearing habitat 
is an identified limiting habitat factor, particularly along the mainstem 
Yakima River and lower Naches River where highways and levees restrict 
floodplain access. Actions to improve off-channel connectivity include: 

 Evaluate site specific access problems along highways, dikes and railroads 
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 Reconnect floodplain channels (e.g., dike breaching or with culverts) 
 Develop access to gravel quarries along the mainstem 
 Enhance off channel rearing habitat near mouths of creeks in canyon areas 
 Regulate floodplain land uses. 

Culverts along highways are correctable, critical areas and shorelines 
ordinances and plans can be updated, and floodplains can be reconnected in 
certain areas.  Concerns exist regarding flood control and enhancing rearing 
opportunity in the Yakima canyon. 

Opportunities exist to carry out these actions but there are geographic 
limitations for each.  There are specific highway culverts that block access to 
tributaries (e.g., Tucker Creek) which are correctable.  Regulations within 
floodways should be reviewed considering ESA listings as shoreline 
management plans, critical areas ordinance and some of the county flood 
hazard plans predate listings.  Reconnection of floodway areas may involve 
relocation of levees to protect property or buy out programs.  Gravel quarry 
access has been accomplished for some areas where ponds are very near the 
river (e.g., Gladmar Park near Thorp) but more complexity is needed for 
these lakes to provide refuge for juveniles.  Rearing opportunities may exist 
in the Yakima Canyon and can be improved with enhancement projects on 
Lmuma Creek and other tributaries, which flow into this highly channelized 
reach. 

Action 3C - Water Quality Enhancement.  The focus of water quality 
improvements for this objective is related to the quality of lower elevation 
reaches such as the lower Yakima River mainstem where water quality can 
be a limiting factor for fish production.  Needed actions pertain to several 
water quality factors as identified below: 

 Water Temperature Improvements in Lower Mainstem Reach 
 Turbidity/Sediment Controls in Lower Mainstem Reach 
 Pesticide Controls for Mainstem Reaches 

The improvements needed are inter-related in that turbidity/sediment 
controls such as are being implemented under ongoing TMDL programs for 
several drains and wasteways (e.g., Moxee Drain, Granger Drain, Sulphur 
Creek Wasteway) and Spring and Snipes Creeks are reducing volume of 
warm tailwater discharges and reducing pesticide loadings associated with 
sediments. Actions under this category are ongoing and expected to continue 
to be needed for the foreseeable future. 

Action 3D - Riparian Area Improvements.  Improvements along riparian 
areas are important to help lower summer water temperatures, decrease 
bank erosion, increase channel stability, and decrease channel migration and 
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increase instream structure all of which help natural habitat development. 
Activity under this category affect actions dealing with water quality and 
action dealing with large, woody debris and pool/riffle development (Action 
Category 3E).  Possible actions for riparian area improvements in lower 
elevation reaches include: 

 Road and Culvert Redesign/Relocations 
 Livestock Fencing and Other Grazing Management Programs  
 Riparian Buffer Management (e.g. revegetation and fencing programs) 
 Revegetation Programs 
 Timber Harvest Management in Riparian Zones 
 Protecting Springs 
 Protecting and enhancing Hyporheic Functions 
 Streambank Stabilization 

Many of these actions are being implemented through regulation of forest 
practices and voluntary actions by landowners with frontage on major 
waterways.  This category necessarily involves numerous site specific actions 
by diverse private property owners and public land managers. 

Action 3E - In-Channel Complexity Actions.  Enhancement of in-stream 
complexity involves a variety of processes some of which are covered in 
previously described action categories (e.g., off-channel connectivity efforts 
and riparian corridor improvements).  A fundamental aspect of channel 
complexity involves establishment of pools and riffles usually accomplished 
naturally by presence of large rocks and large woody debris (LWD).  Highly 
channelized reaches of the river exist where complexity is diminished because 
of sustained high stream flows, reduction of woody debris recruitment due to 
past timber harvest in riparian areas and the presence of dams, highways 
and levees.  LWD recruitment implies a need for a natural supply as well as 
the flow regime to distribute it.  Barriers are a related concern when LWD 
cannot move down river (e.g., Prosser Dam).   Possible in-channel complexity 
actions include: 

 Engineered Log Jams 
 Root Wads and Other LWD Project 
 Encouragement of Braided Channels 
 Rock Barb Installation 
 Channel Condition Enhancement 
 Pool Development 
 Riparian Area Buffer Evaluations 
 Evaluations of LWD Recruitment and Transport 

Opportunities for in-channel complexity enhancement are limited in some of 
the river reaches due to high flows through highly channelized reaches; 
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however, lower mainstem areas may offer significant opportunities where 
flows are lower.  For example, old oxbows may be reconnected and woody 
debris could be relocated into areas which historically would have had large 
trees washed down from the upper watershed.  Woody debris projects would 
necessarily be better suited for these off-channel areas where high velocity 
flows are less likely to occur.  Highways and levees block off vegetated 
riparian areas reducing LWD recruitment.  These barriers need to be 
evaluated to determine if mitigation is warranted. 

Action 3F - Other Improvements. Downstream reaches are generally warmer 
and experience more significant predation problems (e.g., small mouth bass 
and catfish and the native Northern Pikeminnow).  Other concerns include 
accumulations of sediment in lower mainstem areas which reduce the 
spawning potential for species utilizing the lower reaches (e.g., Fall chinook).  
As TMDL efforts reduce sediment sources it may be feasible to enhance 
spawning through establishment or enhancement of spawning areas (in-
channel or off-channel).  Other concerns arise over fish passage at structures 
or dams along the lower elevation reaches, particularly in selected tributaries 
(e.g., Ahtanum Creek, Wilson Creek).  Passage projects and related fish 
screening at diversions are needed in a variety of waterways, some of which 
are particularly important during low flow periods.  Possible actions include: 

 Northern Pikeminnow Controls 
 Exotic Species Control Programs 
 Changes in Harvest Regulations 
 In-channel Spawning Area Enhancement 
 Off-channel Spawning Area Development 
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Table 7-5 
Implementation of Objective 3 

 Proposed Initial Benefits 

Action 
Agency 

Involvement(1) 
Implementation 

Resources(2) Short-Term Long-Term 
3A  Improve In-Stream Flow 
Management 

USBR, SOAC, 
DOE 

High X X 

3B  Improve Off-Channel 
Connectivity 

DOT, WDFW, 
CNTY, CD, PPO, 

Other 

Medium X X 

3C  Water Quality 
Enhancement 

DOE, EPA, CD, 
ID, PPO, USGS, 

USFS, DNR 

High X X 

3D  Riparian Area 
Improvement 

PPO, USFS, 
DNR, CD, 

WDFW, CNTY 
Other 

Medium  X 

3E  In-Channel Complexity 
Actions 

WDFW, CD, 
CNTY, Other 

High X X 

3F  Other Improvements WDFW, PPO, ID High X X 
(1) See List of Acronyms at beginning of document. 
(2) Low – less than $100,000, Medium between $100,000 and $500,000, High greater than $500,000. 

 
Implementation Considerations:  Actions identified under Objective 3 
include a wide variety of possible project categories and special programs 
some of which (e.g., instream flow) are identified under other objectives.  
Most of the actions under Objective 3 involve high resource commitments and 
have major long-term benefits.  Some are less likely to have major short-term 
benefits because time is required for measures (such as revegetation) to take 
full effect. 

Impediments to implementation include those cited for Objective 2 
particularly as related to instream flow.  Actions involving enhancement of 
floodplain connectivity are potentially controversial particularly where risks 
of flooding may increase or major highway relocation is involved.  A better 
understanding of in-channel complexity may be required for enhancement in 
some areas as proposed actions may reduce channel capacity causing 
increased flood risk, particularly where LWD projects occur in developed 
areas.   

Objective 4:   Prioritize Enhancement of Degraded Aquatic Habitats that 
are Still Functional 

Purpose:  To enhance slightly degraded habitats that have a high probability 
of being productive. 

Rationale:  This objective is based on the premise that recovery is possible for 
slightly damaged or “at risk” systems whereas enhancement of non-
functional or highly degraded habitats requires dramatically increased effort, 
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cost and recovery time (USDA, USDI, 1998). Enhancement of highly-
degraded systems should be reserved for those situations where a system has 
improved to a point where recovery is possible, whether through natural 
healing, (e.g., revegetation) pollution prevention or other intervention 
approaches.  Enhancement is important where improvement of degraded 
habitats will have major beneficial effects for the system, i.e., outside of the 
immediate project area.  These reasons are further explained in the rationale 
for Guiding Principle 1. 

Proposed Actions:  Enhance Damaged Habitats.  This objective necessarily 
covers an extensive range of actions since habitat damage has many causes.  
These involve the same action categories identified with Objective 3 except 
these extend farther up the watershed beyond the main lowland migration 
corridors.  Objective 4 enhancement also extends to bull trout habitat which 
in some areas is upstream from major storage reservoirs which currently 
block fish migration.  Thus the categories of actions proposed are similar and 
have similar rationale, but the resources and benefits are somewhat 
different, particularly as related to enhancement of higher elevation water 
bodies which can include the placement of large woody debris and creating 
pool habitat in the main channel of smaller streams. 

The summary table provides an overview of these actions with footnotes 
where activities are significantly different from those identified for Objective 
3. 

 

Table 7-6 
Implementation of Objective 4 

 Proposed Initial Benefits 

Action 
Agency 

Involvement (1) 
Implementation 

Resources(2) Short-Term Long-Term 
4A  Improve In-Stream Flow 
Management 

USBR, SOAC High X X 

4B  Improve Off-Channel 
Connectivity 

DOT, CNTY, 
PPO, Other 

High X X 

4C  Water Quality 
Enhancement 

DOE, CD, ID, 
PPO 

High  X 

4D  Riparian Area 
Improvement 

PPO, USFS, 
DNR, CD, 

WDFW, CNTY, 
Other 

High  X 

4E  In-Channel Complexity 
Actions 

WDFW, CD, 
CNTY, Other 

High X X 

4D  Other Improvements WDFW, PPO, ID High X X 
(1) See List of Acronyms at beginning of document. 
(2) Low – less than $100,000, Medium between $100,000 and $500,000, High greater than $500,000. 
 

Implementation Considerations:  The same actions identified in Objective 3 
pertain to Objective 4.  These are summarized in Table 4 and have essentially 

Chapter 7 – Fish Habitat Enhancement 7-30 



TriCountyWaterResourceAgency/2-01-173/WatershedPlan/Chapter 7.doc 
January 6, 2003  

 

the same or high benefits to those under Objective 3.  Differences are 
primarily related to scope as Objective 4 actions extend higher in the 
watershed and include actions for Bull Trout upstream of the major storage 
reservoirs.  Accordingly, costs are significant and probably somewhat higher 
for Objective 4 than for Objective 3. 

Obstacles to implementation are essentially the same as those previously 
identified under Objective 3 actions.  Both Objectives 3 and 4 have actions 
that require major decisions or consensus on significant issues such as 
instream flow management, access to floodplains, riparian area 
improvements and in-channel projects potentially affecting flood flows. 

Objective 5:   Protect Existing Habitat Conditions from Further Degradation 

Purpose:  To prevent degradation of habitats in all waterways and prevent 
further unnatural alterations to hydrograph.  Allow enhancement through 
natural processes and improve water quality. 

Rationale:  Damaged waterways should not be allowed to deteriorate further.  
This objective extends to in-stream and riparian habitats and the flow 
hydrograph.  Natural healing processes will eventually improve some 
habitats providing future opportunities for more concerted habitat 
improvements. 

Proposed Actions:  Proposed actions include land use management, 
managing water use and improving water quality.  For land use 
management, regulations, development standards and policies of agencies 
with land use regulation authority need to be upgraded to be consistent 
across the watershed and to address ESA listings of steelhead and bulltrout.  
Water use management can be evaluated to better understand how current 
management actions impact habitat.  For water quality, continued emphasis 
is needed to manage non-point pollution while recognizing that some point 
source pollution issues remain to be addressed in the watershed plan 
implementation phases. 

Action 5A - Regulate Land Uses.  Refer to Action 2D.  

Action 5B - Evaluate and Regulate Water Use Impacts. Water use is 
regulated by a variety of methods including water rights, water pollution 
control and water supply.  Although the existing regulatory framework is 
extensive there are aspects of water management, which need to be better 
understood and require more informed guidance or regulation.  These range 
from groundwater pumping impacts on hyporheic functions including 
nutrient and temperature implications for affected surface waters to 
hydrograph shifts, alterations or fluctuations that diverge from what is 
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considered “normal” or desirable for fish.  Impacts of some of these 
interactions are unclear and warrant further study.  Actions include: 

 Reservoir Storage Impacts on Water Quality 
 Reservoir Release Impacts on Habitats 
 Reservoir Level Fluctuation Impacts on Bull Trout Migration 
 Regulation of Shallow Groundwater Pumping Impacts on Surface Water 
 Regulation of Reservoir Release Impacts on Hydrograph 

Action 5C - Improve Water Quality with a Focus on Non-Point Pollution.  
This includes the following actions: 

 Prevent and Mitigate Forest Practices Impacts 
 Prevent and Mitigate Agricultural Impacts 
 Prevent and Mitigate Urban Development Impacts 
 Prevent and Mitigate Resource Extraction Impacts 
 Prevent and Mitigate Municipal/Industrial Impacts 
 Prevent and Mitigate Recreational Impacts 
 Prevent and Mitigate Transportation Impacts 
 Prevent and Mitigate Water Resources Management Impacts 
 Prevent and Mitigate Fish Management Impacts 

All of the use-based impacts cited above have a non-point pollution aspect 
and some (i.e., municipal/industrial) have point source aspects as well (e.g., 
wastewater treatment facility discharges).  The non-point pollution concerns 
vary widely among these use-based categories although some share specific 
water quality concerns such as soil erosion, a problem often associated with 
timber harvest, irrigation and urban development. Some of the uses have 
unique problems such as spills (transportation impact) or fish hatchery 
impacts, one of many fish management challenges.  Some of these use-based 
concerns go beyond water quality yet affect habitat quality and threatened 
fish population.  Highways and flood control levees affect stream corridors 
reducing floodplain functions and off-channel rearing.  Water resource 
operations affect streamflows and fish passage both positively and negatively, 
and may create barriers. All of these use-based activities contribute to non-
point pollution and/or habitat alteration.  However, best management 
practices are identified to prevent or mitigate most of the known impacts. 
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Table 7-7 
Implementation of Objective 5 

 Proposed Initial Benefits 

Action 
Agency 

Involvement(1) 
Implementation 

Resources(2) 
Short-Term Long-Term 

5A  Regulate Land Use CNTY, CITIES, 
DOE, NRCS, 
USFS, DNR 

Medium  X 

5B  Evaluate/Regulate Water 
Use Impacts 

DOE, USBR High  X 

5C  Focus on Non-Point 
Pollution 

TCWRA, WDFW, 
DOE, USFS, 
DNR, CD, WCC, 
CNTY 

Medium X X 

(1) See List of Acronyms at beginning of document. 
(2) Low – less than $100,000, Medium between $100,000 and $500,000, High greater than $500,000. 
 

7.3.2 Group 2 Objectives 

The following three objectives have been identified for implementation, in 
concert with the Group 1 objectives.  These objectives are different from the 
previous five objectives in that they more programmatic in nature, relating to 
improved information, performance measurement and performance 
standards.  Also these objectives are not listed in order of priority.  

Objective:  Improve Watershed-Wide Information Base 

Purpose: Improve understanding of causal mechanisms, problems and 
effectiveness of solutions.  Ongoing habitat assessments are needed to 
improve information base on identified high quality and degraded habitats.  
This can strengthen the foundation for an adaptive management program 
where an expanding and refined information base supports improved habitat 
enhancement and protection activities, and evaluation of implementation 
results. 

Rationale:  Habitat condition definitions need to be better linked to 
watershed conditions considering the variety of ecosystems in the watershed.  
Criteria are unclear for some habitat factors (e.g., large woody debris) and 
would benefit from local habitat assessments by trained professionals that 
can better assess fish production potential of various streams and river 
reaches.  Baseline conditions need to be better established for future 
reference.  Some areas of the watershed have been surveyed (e.g., streams 
within US Forest Service jurisdiction) but others are less well understood.  
Different criteria pertaining to “properly functioning condition,” (PFC) 
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judgments need to be evaluated as part of local habitat assessment so 
agencies performing these assessments use similar approaches and criteria.7 

Proposed Actions:  The actions proposed under this objective include habitat 
assessments that involve evaluations of physical, biological and water quality 
conditions within streams and rivers and along their riparian corridors and 
adjacent floodplains.  This objective includes monitoring activities to help 
define problems to determine cause and affect relationships and to evaluate 
success of watershed plan implementation.  

Action: Assess Habitat Condition.  This group of actions is focused on 
problem identification, causes and effects.  Actions include: 

 Survey Stream/River Reaches 
 Habitat Assessments 
 Identify Needs re Life Stages 
 Evaluate Production Potential 
 Assess and Verify Causal Mechanisms 
 Project Effects of Enhancement 
 Educate Public about Habitat Conditions 

 
These actions are diagnostic in nature and are the kinds of assessments that 
are needed early in the implementation stage.  The information gathered will 
help fine tune future implementation measures. 

Action: Monitor Aquatic Habitats.  This action group includes 
implementation of periodic monitoring activities covering water quality and 
habitat conditions.  These activities include assessment of success of a variety 
of implementation measures as well as fulfilling more generalized monitoring 
needs to determine compliance with water quality standards, permit 
conditions or TMDL goals.  Actions include: 

 Water Quality Monitoring 
 Habitat Condition Monitoring 
 Fish Production Evaluations 
 Fish Passage Facility Monitoring 
 Spawning Surveys 
 Waste Discharge Monitoring  
 Evaluations of Project Success  
 Inform Public of Habitat Quality 

 

                                                           
7 USFS watershed assessments in the Naches River Watershed have identified PFC criteria conflicts between National Forest Plan and NMFS 
PFC criteria. 
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Table 7-8 
Implementation of Objective – Improve Information Base 

 Proposed Initial Benefits 

Action 
Agency 

Involvement (1) 
Implementation  

Resources(2) 
Short-Term Long-Term 

10A  Habitat Assessment WDFW, USBR, 
SOAC, WCC, 
CD, ID, USFS, 
DNR, USGS, 
DOE 

Medium X X 

10B  Monitor Aquatic Habitats WDFW, USBR, 
SOAC, WCC, 
CD, ID, USFS, 
DNR, USGS, 
DOE 

Medium X X 

(1) See List of Acronyms at beginning of document. 
(2) Low – less than $100,000, Medium between $100,000 and $500,000, High greater than $500,000. 

 
Implementation Considerations:  This objective deals with information 
rather than on-the-ground improvements.  However, the habitat related 
surveys identified are important to both prioritization of actions and to 
assessment of success or failure.  The actions involve professional staff, 
primarily fishery biologists with agencies or private consultants/universities 
that may be involved through agency contracts. Although their role may be 
limited, local governments are also involved in this process through the State 
shoreline regulations. Table 7-XX above summarizes agency involvement 
resource heads and impacts. 

Objective:  Focus on Habitat Condition to Measure the Effectiveness of 
Habitat Enhancement Actions  

Purpose:  Evaluating results for habitat enhancement and protection are a 
primary focus for measuring effectiveness of local watershed actions rather 
than fish production or spawning escapement statistics. 

Rationale:  There are many factors which affect anadromous fish production 
in the Yakima River watershed that can not be addressed by local planning 
efforts..  These include ocean conditions, survival in the mainstem Columbia 
River and its estuary, and most harvest activities.  Therefore, improvement 
in the design and prioritization of habitat actions is needed so that habitat 
conditions in the Yakima basin will be suitable for returning fish and their 
offspring during times when downstream conditions allow significant 
spawners to reach the Yakima River mouth.  Population trends in fish 
production and spawner escapement, in and out of the basin, will be 
monitored by others.  Trends will be helpful in assessing and validating the 
success of protection and enhancement efforts.  
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Proposed Actions:  Objective 2 provides direction for the habitat 
enhancement management framework.  This strategic component has several 
aspects as illustrated by specific actions discussed below. 

Action:  Focus on Habitat Condition.  The actions listed under this part of 
the strategy provide guidelines for habitat enhancement.  Actions under 
other objectives are designed to help organize and prioritize future planning, 
implementation, monitoring and adaptive management.  The proposal 
actions under Objective 2 are: 

 Evaluate Ways to Protect High Quality Habitat, Enhance “At Risk” 
Habitat, and Eliminate Habitat Bottlenecks 

 Prioritize Most Cost Effective Actions 
 Prioritize Mainstem Migration Corridors 
 Improve Water Quality to Benefit Habitats 
 Develop Adaptive Management Approaches Based on Accepted Monitoring 
Strategies/Methods 

 Participate in Larger Regional Planning Efforts 
 
Objective 2 actions provide information and guidance.  All of the other 
objectives are affected by these efforts.  Staff resources from various 
responsible agencies should be utilized in assessing fines, coordinating and 
directing the habitat enhancement effort. Accordingly resources needed for 
coordination and management of the watershed plan implementation phases 
are identified with the Focus on Habitat Condition Objective as shown in the 
summary table. 

Screening Consideration:  Objective 2 is designed to improve design and 
prioritization of implementation actions.  It is a guidance-related objective 
that provides for analysis and evaluation of actions for preplanning and 
adaptive management.  Resource commitments are primarily to staff selected 
agencies with lead roles. 

Obstacles to Objective 2 are primarily related to budget appropriations and 
staff assignments but also include methodology limitations since 
understanding is not yet perfected for some aquatic habitat enhancement 
needs. Time will be required to translate new information and adaptive 
management into revised action programs. 
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Table 7-9 
Implementation of Objective – Measure Habitat Condition 

 Proposed Initial Benefits 

Action 
Agency 

Involvement (1) 
Implementation 

Resources(2) Short-Term Long-Term 
 
6A  Focus on Habitat Condition 

TCWA, WDFW, 
DOE, USFS, 
DNR, CD, WCC 

Medium X X 

(1) See List of Acronyms at beginning of document. 
(2) Low – less than $100,000, Medium between $100,000 and $500,000, High greater than $500,000. 

Objective:  Ensure Water Quality and Habitat Standards Reflect Natural 
Regional Conditions 

Purpose:  This objective seeks to improve criteria and standards applied to 
the Yakima Basin in order to provide better evaluation and rationale for 
enhancement efforts 

Rationale:  This objective stresses that water quality criteria are consistent 
with natural conditions in the watershed, especially as related to 
climatological factors which affect streamflows and riparian vegetation.  It is 
recognized that stream flow has been altered by water resource projects (e.g., 
storage reservoir releases and water supply diversions) and that riparian 
areas have been significantly altered by timber harvest, floodplain 
developments, reservoir releases, irrigation development and other factors.  
Natural factors such as climate, physical flow processes in the watershed and 
historical vegetative cover need to be considered in assessing natural 
background conditions as related to water quality conditions such as water 
temperature and turbidity as well as amounts of large woody debris and 
riparian shade.8  Historic fish distributions need to be better understood 
considering historic hydrology (e.g., prior to irrigation development). 

Proposed Actions:  Actions identified under this objective are considered 
necessary for fine tuning the watershed planning and are useful in obtaining 
broader public support.  The questions asked in this objective need to be 
addressed and the watershed planning phase provides a forum to encourage 
these actions.  The actions themselves involve the regulatory and resource 
agencies that have responsibility for these topics. 

Action:  Improve Information and Criteria.  Actions identified cover diverse 
topics all of which have been identified as information needs or criteria 
concerns.  Criteria should be refined after analyzing new data and 
knowledge.  Actions identified under this objective include: 

 Evaluate Climate-Based Temperature Criteria 
 Determine Background Turbidity Levels 

                                                           
8 For example, the Lewis and Clark Journals from October 1805 report that there were essential no woody plants near the Yakima River mouth 
and that local tribes used salmon carcasses for fuel. 
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 Evaluate Historic Fish Distributions 
 Resolve Woody Debris Criteria Differences 
 Assess Natural Vegetation Distributions 
 Reach Consensus on Target Flows 
 Assess Food Web/Nutrient Needs 
 Evaluate Sediment and Bedload Dynamics 
 Determine Groundwater/Surface water Interactions 

Many of these topics are research topics that should be encouraged by the 
watershed plan.  The list of information needs is expected to grow as the 
planning proceeds. 

Table 7-10 
Implementation of Objective – Standards Reflect Natural Conditions 

 Proposed Initial Benefits 

Action 
Agency 

Involvement (1) 
Implementation 

Resources 
Short-Term Long-Term 

9A  Improve Information and 
Criteria 

DOE, WDFW, 
USFS, DNR, 
USBR, USGS, 
NCC, CD 

Medium X X 

(1) See List of Acronyms at beginning of document. 
(2) Low – less than $100,000, Medium between $100,000 and $500,000, High greater than $500,000. 
 
7.4  Implementation Framework for Habitat Strategy 
 
As mentioned in the introduction, it is expected that the recommended approaches 
and priorities outlined in this Habitat Protection and Enhancement section of the 
Environmental Enhancement Program will be a primary input and information 
consideration for a) the Yakima Basin Lead Entity for allocating state salmon 
recovery funding and b) for local and state agencies with regulatory and non-
regulatory implementation responsibilities. 

 
7.4.1 Integrating Habitat Protection and Enhancement Framework with 

State and Federal Salmon Recovery Processes 

This section, combined with the habitat assessment, the Washington 
Conservation Commission’s Limiting Factors Analysis (2001) and other 
planning efforts underway in the basin, provide the foundation for habitat 
enhancement strategies in the Basin.  It is anticipated that strategy 
implementation will occur in several different ways, including: a) planning 
and funding specific habitat projects through the Yakima Lead Entity and 
State Salmon Recovery Board (a.ka. ESHB 2496) process; b) developing ESA 
compliance strategies (Habitat Conservation Plans, Section 4(d) Programs; 
Section 7 consultation and biological assessments); c) NWPPC/BPA salmon 
recovery planning and implementation; and, d) regulatory and management 
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actions to be implemented by local and State agencies.  This section focuses 
on items (a) and (d): the state and local government responsibilities for 
habitat protection and enhancement. 

Salmon Recovery Planning 

A local Lead Entity for salmon recovery has been established in the Yakima 
Basin as prescribed in the State’s Salmon Recovery Act (2496).  A citizens' 
advisory committee and technical advisory committee have also been 
established under the Yakima Lead Entity.  The citizens advisory committee 
reviews and recommends projects to the Lead Entity, which then forwards a 
prioritized list of recommended projects to the State’s Salmon Recovery Fund 
Board (SRFB) for funding consideration.  The technical advisory committee 
provides technical review on projects and provides this input to the citizens’ 
advisory committee and the Lead Entity.   

The SRFB has provided lead entities with guidance and criteria for project 
identification and prioritization, and developing habitat enhancement 
strategies (July 2001).  This includes project eligibility criteria, eligible 
applicants, matching requirements and other criteria and guidance.   

The Planning Unit recommends the Yakima Lead Entity add a criterion to 
those outlined by the SRFB that can give a project a higher local ranking if it 
is consistent with the protection and management framework outlined in this 
plan and any other regional plans the Yakima Lead Entity has identified as 
important.  This is one way to more formally link the 2496 process with the 
watershed plan.  Another possible way to strengthen this linkage is to add to 
the project application form a place for the project proponent to explain how 
the project is consistent with the Habitat Protection and Enhancement 
framework in the watershed plan. 

The citizens committee, the technical advisory committee and the Yakima 
Lead Entity would then review and award points as appropriate to projects in 
light of the proposed implementation framework outlined in this plan and 
criteria from other plans, studies and methodologies, such as Ecosystem 
Diagnosis and Treatment, Limiting Habitat Factors Analysis and the Lead 
Entity Salmon Recovery Plan.  For instance, higher priority might be given to 
a project that protects or enhances Group 1 or 2 water bodies from Table 7-1 
(e.g. Rattlesnake Creek) over a Group 4 or 5 water body (e.g. Wilson Creek).  
It is recognized that there are other factors that are also considered in 
evaluating and ranking projects, such as overall project benefit, readiness to 
proceed, overall project cost, and level of matching funding.  The 
implementation framework is intended to be used as a general guide and 
input to the project review and prioritization process.  
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7.4.2 Review and Update State and Local Regulatory and Non-Regulatory 
Programs as Appropriate 

In addition to the Salmon Recovery process, State and local agencies should 
review the information provided in the Habitat framework to determine how 
to incorporate the guiding principles, objectives and actions into existing 
regulatory and non-regulatory responsibilities.  Each regulatory and non-
regulatory program has certain governing policies, plans and procedures that 
could be reviewed and updated where appropriate to ensure consistency with 
recommended habitat enhancement and protection actions.     

Because the basin encompasses several different local government political 
boundaries, an important part of this review and update to programmatic 
documents will be to coordinate efforts between state and local government, 
and among local agencies.  The goal is to have as much consistency as 
possible applied across the basin, regardless of which agency is administering 
a program. 

A description of some of the primary regulatory programs to be reviewed and 
updated by local and state agencies is provided below.  For additional 
information on local and state regulatory and non-regulatory programs 
involving habitat protection and enhancement, see Tables 6-44 and 6-45 in 
the Watershed Assessment document.  

Local Programs 

City and County governments  should review comprehensive land use plans 
and zoning, critical areas ordinances, shoreline master programs, SEPA 
procedures, flood management programs, development standards, and 
stormwater management programs.  A key point emphasized in the Habitat 
strategy is to ensure consistency in protective measures and standards for 
local government programs.  A regional task force might be established for 
one or more topic areas, such as critical areas ordinances or shorelines 
master plans, to review and compare existing documents and make 
recommendations for improved consistency and protective measures. 

An example of how the regional task force concept might work is where 
County Commissions authorize and direct Benton, Kittitas and Yakima 
County Planning Departments to lead a regional effort to establish common 
protection standards for fish and wildlife habitat areas and frequently flooded 
areas (Critical Areas), and Shoreline and Floodplain management programs.  
The county planning departments work with City planning agencies and the 
Yakima Regional Council of Governments (provides planning services for 
several smaller communities) to establish a task force(s) to address each 
program.  The task force would scope out and define areas to be addressed 
consistent with the adopted plan and other relevant documents (e.g. state 
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guidance on Best Available Science for critical areas) and develop common 
protection standards and protection approaches for jurisdictions to adopt into 
their individual ordinances, code and plans.  A similar regional approach 
could be applied to stormwater management and other relevant programs. 

For local government non-regulatory programs, the managers of these 
various programs within the basin (primarily managed and implemented by 
conservation districts) could meet to review how to apply the habitat strategy 
in pursuing additional funding for habitat enhancement and related 
programs (e.g. education), and whether a regional approach based upon the 
strategy might be able to leverage additional funding into the basin. 

State Programs 

Washington Department of Ecology should review relevant plans, policies 
and procedures for its regional responsibilities, including point and non-point 
source water quality programs/regulations, wetlands protection programs, 
water resources management actions and oversight of County and City 
shoreline master programs.  As instream flow was not included as a formal 
planning component of the watershed plan, Ecology also has responsibility 
for setting instream flows in the basin, and will need to establish a path 
forward for determining where and how flows should be established in the 
basin.  Defining a strategy for setting instream flows will require close 
coordination with USBR, and will also involve other federal agencies such as 
NMFS and USFW, and local water resource management agencies and water 
right holders.  See Section 3 for additional information on this topic. 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife would review its hydraulic 
permitting process and its other fish and habitat management and 
monitoring programs for consistency with the management framework, 
recognizing much of the protection and enhancement actions are already 
built into the agency’s policies and through oversight of federal regulatory 
agencies such as NMFS.   

Washington Department of Natural Resources would review its policies and 
procedures for aquatic use permitting and forest practices management, as 
well as policies and procedures for managing agency land holdings within the 
basin. 

The state caucus established to provide state agency input during watershed 
plan development is a logical forum for coordinating state agency regulatory 
and non-regulatory program reviews and recommending any suggested 
changes to make these programs more consistent with the habitat strategy.  
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