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Notebook Item #5

At the upcoming September meeting, the IAC Board will be asked to adopt ranked lists
of projects for the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP). In
compliance with RCW 79A.15 these lists must be submitted to the Governor by
November 1, 2006. The purpose of this memo is to summarize the WWRP grants
process and to outline the decisions that must be made by the Board.

WWRP PROGRAM

WWRP grants are made to state and local agencies for acquisition, development,
renovation, and restoration of parks, open space, farmland, and habitat areas. Funds
allocated by the state legislature are split between the Outdoor Recreation Account
(ORA), Habitat Conservation Account (HCA), Riparian Protection Account (RPA), and
the Farmland Preservation Account (FPA). The following table shows the specific
funding categories within each account.

ORA - Local Parks | HCA - Critical Habitat
ORA - State Lands Development & Renovation | HCA — Natural Areas
|
|
|
|

|
|
|
ORA - State Parks HCA - State Lands Restoration & Enhancement |
ORA - Trails HCA - Urban Wildlife Habitat |

|

|

ORA - Water Access RPA - Riparian Protection
FPA - Farmland Preservation
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Additional information about statutory fund allocation is shown in Attachment A,
Allocation of WWRP Funds.

WWRP PROCESS

Local and state agencies applying for 2007-2009 WWRP funding submitted
applications on or before May 1, 2006. The evaluation of projects occurred during
June, July, and August. Before these deadlines, applicants were given the opportunity
to participate in various workshops offered by IAC staff to assist them in understanding
the grant application process and preparing the best possible application and
evaluation presentation. This is an outline of the application and evaluation process.

1. Announcement of WWRP Grant Cycle. In July 2005 IAC began notifying
potential applicants about the grants that would be offered in 2006. By January
2006, IAC staff had distributed announcements regarding the grants offered and
provided the dates for the 2006 grants information workshops. This
announcement was posted on IAC’s Web site and was sent to more than 6,000
individuals, agencies, and organizations. ‘

2. Application Workshops. In February IAC staff conducted seven identical grants
workshops in various locations around the state. The purpose of the workshop
was to provide information and answer questions from potential applicants. Staff
described the application, review, and evaluation processes, and distributed
computer disks that contained grant program policy manuals, application
materials, program schedules, and instructions for using PRISM (IAC’s grant
management database) to submit project proposals. The Washington Wildlife
and Recreation Coalition sent a representative to each workshop to help share
information about recent legislative changes to the program. More than 400
individuals attended the workshops. -

3. Preliminary Project Proposals. In March, IAC received 288 preliminary project
proposals indicating applicants’ intent to seek more than $137 million in WWRP
project funding.

4. Grant Manager Site Visits. In the spring, Outdoor Grant Managers met with
applicants to review potential projects and discuss grant program requirements.

5. Application Deadline. By the May 1* deadline, IAC received 234 WWRP
applications requesting nearly $154 million.

6. Grant Manager Review. Following the application deadline, IAC staff conducted
a desk review of each application and provided a checklist that outlined which
items were complete or incomplete and distributed these checklists with a
schedule of key deadlines. Staff also attempted to visit sites they had not seen
previously. During these visits, project staff met with applicants to discuss
project eligibility, the technical merits of a proposal, and other issues.
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7.

Project Review Meetings. |AC held 16 WWRP project review meetings in April,
June, and July. The purpose was to provide an opportunity for applicants to
present their projects and receive feedback on the merits of the proposal along
with suggestions for refinements to the project scope, design, cost estimates,
presentation graphics, etc. IAC staff and a team of volunteers with experience or
expertise in various disciplines serve as reviewers. A mid-day training was
offered during each project review meeting that included:

= Sharing information on the amount and number of grant requests for each
category

= Areview of the evaluation process with an outline of the responsibilities of
the applicant, evaluator, and IAC staff

* A review of the evaluation instruments with suggestions for preparing
graphics and responses to the team scored criteria

* Reminding applicants of the remaining grant process deadlines (e.g. for
completing project changes, evaluation dates, etc...), and

* A question and answer session to address other issues or concerns
raised by applicants.

Although highly recommended, participation in a project review meeting was
optional. Applicants sometimes attend a review meeting to hear other
presentations and participate in the mid-day training session offered by IAC staff.

Project Evaluation Meetings. In June, July, and August, 208' WWRP projects
were evaluated. Evaluation teams, comprised of federal, state and local agency
representatives, citizens at large, scientific experts, and representatives of
organizations interested in parks, recreation, and habitat conservation, were
assembled for each WWRP category. Applicants were allowed between 20-30
minutes, depending on the category, to present their project, respond to the
evaluation criteria, and answer evaluators’ questions. Each evaluator assigned a
score for each evaluative criterion. After completion of all presentations, IAC
staff tabulated the overall scores for each project and prepared ranked lists of
projects for each category.

Post Evaluation Conferences. |AC staff reconvened the evaluation teams a few
days after the project evaluation meetings to share the results and review the
evaluation process for making future changes to the process. Attachment B,
Post Evaluation Summaries, provides additional information on evaluators’
assessment of the process, the criteria, and the results.

IAC BOARD ACTIONS
Before the 2007 legislative session, the IAC must take the following actions:

126 projects were either withdrawn by applicants or terminated by IAC staff for either missing established
deadlines or for eligibility reasons.
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e Approve ranked lists of WWRP projects for each of the eleven funding categories
' for submission to the Governor, and

» Decide what portion of the 2007-2009 biennial appropriation to allocate to the
mitigation banking proposals submitted in the Riparian Protection and Urban Wildlife
Habitat categories.

IAC Approval of Ranked Lists

Included in this notebook are the preliminary ranked lists of proposed projects for each
WWRP category along with a brief summary of each proposal. Because ranked lists of
projects recommended for funding are to be submitted to the Governor's Office by
November 1%, IAC Board approval must occur at the September meeting. At this
meeting IAC staff will make its recommendation for approval of the lists, and will provide
a brief presentation of the top two ranked project proposals in each category. Public
testimony will be taken and the IAC Board will then approve a final ranked list of
projects for each category for submission to the Governor.

WWRP Alternates

At the June 2006 meeting, IAC Board members decided to request $100 million for
WWREP for the next biennium. Current IAC policy states that alternate projects will be
submitted in each account in an amount equal to 50% of the dollar amount requested
for each account, with no fewer than six alternates in each category. To help ensure an
adequate list of alternates, with IAC Board approval, staff will submit the complete list of
approved projects to the Governor's Office.

IAC Board Recommendation

The final ranked list of projects for each category will be forwarded to the Governor on
November 1%, along with the Board’s recommendation for a $100 million biennial
WWRP appropriation. The ranked list provided must include a description of each
project and any required matching funds.

A new requirement now in RCW 79A.15.110 provides for review of acquisition projects
by the appropriate county or city legislative authority with jurisdiction over the project
area. This local legislative body may, at its discretion, submit a letter to the IAC Board
identifying the authority’s position with regard to the project. The Board shall make the
letters received available to the Governor and Legislature when the prioritized project
list is submitted. The letters received are provided for IAC review, under the cover of
Attachment C, along with select letters of support.

Legislative Approval :

As part of the State’s Capital Budget, the Governor submits the list of WWRP projects
to the Legislature. The Governor may remove (but not add) projects from the list but
cannot add or re-order the list. The 2007 Legislature will set the WWRP appropriation
and approve the list of projects in the Capital Budget. The Legislature may also remove
(but not add) projects from the list recommended by the Governor.
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Final Approval
While IAC submits its funding recommendation to the Governor and Legislature this fall,
~ final approval and funding of projects will not be made until the June 2007 meeting.

Until the final funding levels are set, it is difficult to predict exactly which projects will
receive funding approval. Some categories have statutory minimum percentages
required for acquisition projects. It is quite possible that higher ranked development
projects will be skipped over to meet the statutory requirements. Prospective grantees
(and the Board) are cautioned to not use the September list as a final funding list.
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Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program
Potential Funding Allocations

WWRP Accounts and Categories Percent $50 $75 $100
' Million Million Million
Habitat Conservation Account _ v
Critical Habitat 40% 8,148,000 11,058,000 13,968,000
Natural Areas 30% 6,111,000 8,293,500 10,476,000
State Lands Restoration & Enhancement |  20% 4,074,000 2,764,500 3,492,000
Urban Wildlife Habitat 10% 2,037,000 5,529,000 6,984,000
Outdoor Recreation Account
Local Parks 30% 6,111,000 8,293,500 10,476,000
State Lands Development & Renovation 5% 1,018,500 1,382,250 1,746,000
State Parks 30% 6,111,000 8,293,500 10,476,000
Trails 20% 4,074,000 5,539,000 6,984,000
Water Access 15% 3,055,500 4,146,750 5,238,000
Riparian Protection Account
Riparian Protection 3,880,000 11,155,000 18,430,000
Farmland Preservation Account
Farmland Preservation 3,880,000 6,305,000 8,730,000

*The amounts identified for each category show the amount available for grants after a deduction of 3%

for program administration.




Attachment B
PosT EVALUATION CONFERENCES

The evaluation teams for the WWRP habitat projects were comprised of diverse,
knowledgeable professionals with a good blend of experience and expertise regarding
natural resources protection. Individuals chosen to evaluate WWRP outdoor recreation
projects were also selected for their expertise related to local land use issues, park and
recreation resource management and protection, and specific experience associated
with the various funding categories. The newly created Farmland Advisory Committee
evaluated projects submitted for farmland preservation

Approximately 50% of the evaluators were scoring projects for the first time. There
were many positive comments from team members about the openness of the process,
the quality of the projects and presentations, and the desire to see as many of the
projects funded as is possible. Team members also expressed their thanks for having
had the opportunity to be part of IAC’s open project selection process and volunteered
to serve as reviewers and evaluators in the future.

IAC staff conducts two post evaluation conferences with each evaluation team. The
first is held immediately after the evaluation meeting, and the second one is held a few
days later when tabulated rankings are available for review. These conferences
provided an opportunity for staff and evaluators to discuss the evaluation process,
criteria, and results. Evaluators provide feedback at the meetlngs and/or through
written comments submitted at their convenience.

Examples of post evaluations comments or suggestions related to the process include:

= Consider adding caps to the Trails, Water Access, and Urban Wildlife
Habitat categories.

= Continue to emphasize participation in project review sessions. This was
often reflected in the quality of the final presentation. Most of those that
participated did a better job than those that did not.

= Continue using the written evaluation process for the two State Lands
categories, but provide more detailed instructions to applicants on how to
prepare their evaluation packets.

* Eliminate the Project Narrative requirement for the State Lands categories.
Most of the information was duplicated in the project description or
responses to the evaluation criteria.

* Encourage applicants to bring their technical or scientific experts to help
address the evaluation criteria and follow-up questions.

* Include time for state agency overviews of their priorities in the Critical
Habitat, Natural Areas, and State Parks categories.

Criteria

At each post evaluation session, staff asks evaluators for feedback on the evaluation
criteria used for each category. Criteria for WWRP habitat and riparian categories
focus on the quality of the habitat, the species protected, the long-term manageability or
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viability of the habitat area, threats to the habitat and species, on-going stewardship,
public benefits, project support, and public use. The evaluation instruments for outdoor
recreation projects focus on the need for additional recreational facilities, state and local
priorities, design, site suitability, threats to the availability of recreational sites, diversity
of recreational opportunities, trail connectivity, water access, project support, cost
efficiencies, and more.

As expected, there were suggestions for clarifying some of the criteria to make it easier
for applicants to present the information needed for scoring. Examples of the post
evaluation comments, concerns, or suggestions on criteria include the following:

Add a criterion on “cost benefit” for habitat acquisitions.

Address the challenge of how evaluators should score public access when
public access could have a negative impact on the resources that need to
be protected.

Applicants had difficulty making the distinction between the Threat to the
Species element listed under the Species and Communities with Special
Status criteria and the Immediacy of Threat to the Site element under the
Manageability and Viability criteria. Members of the team that helped
create this instrument recommend a review of the criteria and clarification
to assist applicants and evaluators. One way to address the issue is to
combine the two elements into one criterion.

Consider breaking out and creating a separate Threat criterion for
Farmland Preservation projects. It seemed to emerge as a pivotal scoring
element.

Emphasize the importance of water availability and protection of water
rights for farmland projects.

Emphasize to applicants the importance of understanding local zoning,
critical areas ordinances, and other land use practices and how this can
help them address some of the evaluation criteria.

Encourage applicants to clearly identify specific properties proposed for
acquisition and their acquisition strategy for prioritizing purchases.
Encourage applicants to provide more details on design or plans for
implementing restoration projects. Highlight the importance of the “bigger
picture” criteria used for habitat projects.

The Expansion/Renovation criterion in categories like Local Parks is hard to
apply when scoring acquisition projects. Should there be a question that
allows an evaluator to reward an applicant for purchasing property before
there are significant threats?

Difficulty in scoring the Immediacy of Threat question for acquisition
projects once the applicant has acquired the property under an IAC
approved Waiver of Retroactivity.
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* The Performance Measures criterion in the State Lands Development
category was very difficult to score since applicants did not seem to grasp
the concept. Suggest the criteria be expanded to include examples of
performance measures.

= There should be more emphasis on restoration and long-term stewardship
for Riparian category projects.

*  Wildlife Habitat Connectivity is difficult to score when trail projects typically
involving paving the trail. IAC may need to look at assessing reduced
impacts to wildlife rather than connectivity.

Staff plans to conduct criteria review sessions with constituents to address some of the
revisions recommended by the evaluators. Any substantive changes will be submitted
to the Board for approval before the next grant round.
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2007 — 2009 BIENNIUM
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Kittitas.Cou'nty, Washington

- BOARD or COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

District One * District Twa District Ttuee
David B. Bowen Alan Crankovich Perry D.Huston

March 2, 2006

Govemor Christine O. Gregoire
Office of the Govemor
PO Box 40002

~ Olympia, WA 98504-0002

Honorable Governor Christine Gregoire:

I am writing to express my support for the Skookumchuck Conservation Project in Kittitas
County. Thc Skookumchuck area locatcd in Commissioner District No. 1, which I represent, is
important to the citizens of Kittitas County for a variety of historical uses, including hunting,
bird watching, horseback riding, camping, cattle grazing, and hiking.

The planned land acquisition would preserve these existing uses, protect fish and wildlife habitat,
ensure a public access corridor and improve land management on adjacent wildlife areas owned
and/or managed by the Washington State Department of Fish & Wildlife.

The Skookumchuck Conservation Project has the support of several local stakeholder
organizations and individuals who have collzborated on long-term management plags for the
area.

Plcase do not hesitate to contact me if | can be of assistance in working with your office on this
project. '

Sincerely,

O&»Og gcwﬂ""\

David B. Bowen _
Kittitas County Commissioner

District # 1, Chairman

KITTITAS COUNTY COURTHOUSE * 205 WEST §™, RM 110 - ELLENSBURU, WA 98926
(500)962-7508 - FAX (509) 962-7679

o -
e -

- —FET



- Kittitas County, Washington

BOARD or COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

District One District Two District Three
Dayvid B. Bowen Alan Crankovich Perry D. Huston

reach of the Yékuna River,

This project compliments hundreds of acres of protected property, and includes up to 3 miles of
ripatian habitat and ~40+ acres of associated ponds and wetlands. The Easton reach of the
Yakima River has been identified in both the Lead Entity Strategy for Salmon Recovery, and the
Yakima Subbasin Plan as one of the highest priority areas for acquisition projects.

Kittitas County believes that all proposals to acquire additional public land should be critically
evaluated on their own merits. In this instance, the proximity of this property to other public
lands and to the Suncadia Master Planned Resort lends itself to public acquisition. The

maintenance of an excellent wildlife corridor and critical wetlands provides a public benefit that
outweighs the loss of potentially developable lands. '

Sincerely,
THE KITTITAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

LAk B

David B. Bowen, Chairman -

Alan Crankovich, Vice-Chairman

[ . .
Perry D./Huston, Commissioner

KITTITAS COUNTY COURTHOUSE - 205 WEST 5", SUITE 108 - ELLENSBURG, WA 98926
f8N0Y GAZ.TSOR . FAY (SNQ\ 0K7.7AT0
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_ k. . -KLICKITAT COUNTY
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

2058 COLUMBUS AVENUE, RooM 13

S-CH~04, GOLDENDALE WASHINGTON 98620 » FAX 509 7736779 = VOICE 509 77346
‘ i DONALD G, STRUCK, DISTRICT!
JoaN FrEY, DISTRICT !

- RAY THAYER, DISTRICT

August ;2006

Guy Norman, Regional Director '
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
‘Southwest Regional Office '

~ 2108 Grand Boulevard
Vancouver, WA 98662

RE: Stanley Crocker Property
Swale/Warwick Vicinity

Dear Gily:

The Board of Commissioners extends our appreciation 10 you for informing us of the potential land purchasein
Klickitat County as referenced above. We are familiar.with the particular parcel which is under consideration
for acquisition by the Department of Fish and Wildlife as well as its many attributes.

Klickitat County has taken a position of opposition to zmy land -purchase§ by State and Federal agencies largely
due to the negative effect on the local tax base. In this instance it is our opinion that WDFW ownership and
‘management of this particular parcel would serve the public interests with hunting and recreation opportynities -

as well as continuation of the stewardship that has kept this habitat in prime condition.
. , - o f-‘:?!:’ : .

Along with our letter of support we request that WD 'W, stronigly consider two conditions of acquisition as
. follows: ' ' R o . . '

D This property will be made available to grazing which will not only enhance KIiékita_f County’s
' - agricultural economy but will also reduce v.'?lldﬁre fuel loads. : : '

2) This property will remain in ;'WDFW'ownéi'-'gliiip and will not bé transferred £g another entity at any
" point in the future. - - S o '

‘Should you have Questions or concerns please feel free (;ooontact our office at (509) 773-4612.
{ ;Siucerely,

. BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
i;;glglicldmt County, Washington

E;I}Lay.’l‘ha r, Chairman

k.

Ty

:;'»;Donald G. Struck, Commissioner

EEA

| . Joan Frey, Commissioner
Ce: Stan Crocker iy
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Pend Orezlle County

Boam’ 0{"? Commzsszoners

Dean Cummings Mitch Brown Ken Oliver
District #1 Diistrict #2 ) District #3
Cﬁri;f Mylar (509) 4474119 Post Office Box 5023
Clerk of the Board FAX: (509) 447-0595 Newport, WA 991356- 5025

E-mail: comnnssnoncrs@pendorell]e org

June 27, 2006

Mr. John Andrews
2315 N. Discovery Place
Spokane Valley, WA 99216-1566

Dear Mr. Andrews:

We, the Pend Oreille County Commissioners, support the Washington State Department of Fish
and Game’s acquisition of the property in southern Pend Oreille County known as Rustler’s
Gulch. ,

We believe the Fish and Game Department is the ideal steward of this approximately 3000 acre
parcel becnuse a very significant portion of it is wetlands.

Our supportt is conditionied on the property remaining open to the public for hunting, fishing,
hiking and horseback riding.

Respectfully,

iéen Oiwer, Chﬁirman .

Cle H) Loy 7

Dean Cummings, Vice-Cjfaiirman

NN h tr T @non.

Mitch Brown, Member

a recycled paper
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San Juan Countv Council
350 Court Street No. 1, Friday Harbor, WA 98250 « (360) 378 - 2898

Alan Lichter, Dist. 4 » Bob Myhr, Dist. 6 » Kevin M. M. Ranker, Dist. 1

May 2, 2006 . : _ ] _

Derek Gustafson ' : 7 -/ 3 7/‘?'
Parks Planner 3 _ :
Northwest Region

220 N. Walnut Street
Burlington, WA 98233

Dear Mr. Gustafson:

On behalf of San Juan County, we strongly support the acquisition of the Point Lawrence
property on Orcas Island by the State Parks and Recreation Commission. The property is
currently leased from the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) for a 30-year period. At the
end of the lease it will revert to DNR to be transferred out of the state lands inventory.

shoreline.

Equally as important, this acquisition will allow for development of public facilities and public
access to this incredible natural resource. '

We urge you to take advantage of the opportunity to provide permanent protection for this uniqué
and irreplaceable area. Our citizens and the thousands who visit San Juan County each year will
be forever grateful for the legacy this acquisition will create,

Please don’t hesitate to contact Dr. Lincoln'Bormann, our Land Bank Directoi', with any
questions or if you require further assistance. He may be reached at (360) 378-4402 or

lincoln@rockisland.com.

Sincerely,

COUNTY COUNCIL -
SAN JUAN COUNTY, WASHINGTON

ichter, Chair Bob Myhr, Vice Chglr KevinM. M.‘RanQr, Member
District No. 4 " District No. 6 District No. | ‘

c Lincoln Bormann, Director, SIiC Land Bank
Dona Wuthnow, Superintendent, SJC Parks : REC E l VED

MAY 0 4 2005

LY
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SKAGIT COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

DON MUNKS, First District
KENNETH A. DAHLSTEDT, Second District
TED W. ANDERSON, Third District

July 11, 2006

Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program
The Office of the Interagency Committee

1111 Washington Street SE,

Olympia, Washington 98501

To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of Skagit County I would like to express my support for the Washington State Department of
Fish and Wildlife’s acquisition of the Skagit Forks property. Skagit County and WDFW have been
working in cooperation with the agricultural interests and with fish and wildlife habitat restoration
interests in-our community to achieve common objectives of the restoration of our natural fish and
wildlife resources and the preservation of a viable farming economy in the Skagit Valley. Projects such as
the Skagit Forks acquisition provide an example of how habitat preservation can advance without an
impact to our local farming community. The preservation and public ownership of the parcels identified
in the Skagit Forks project will add to the Skagit’s natural resource recreation opportunities that have long

been considered highly important to residents of Skagit Valley as well as to the residents of Western
‘Washington.

Skagit County has reviewed the Skagit Forks acquisition propesal and is confident that the project is in
the interest of Skagit County residents and it is aligned with the County’s planning objectives. WDFW is

one of many public landowners in Skagit Valley; we are pleased to continue to support the objectives of
our public land stewards. :

Sinc_érely,

Vel Q. Tl

Kenneth A? Dahlstedt, Chairman

SKAGIT COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING
1800 CONTINENTAL PLACE, SUITE 100, MOUNT VERNON, WA 98273  PHONE (360) 336-9300 FAX (360)336-9307




OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
129 North Second Street

CITY HALL, Yakima, Washington 98901
Phone (509) 575-6040

July 12, 2006

Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation
Natural Resources Building

1111 Washington Street S.E.

Olympia, WA 98504-0917

RE: Oak Flats Riparian Protection
ATTN: Leslie Ryan-ConneIIy, Grants Managér
Dear Committee Members: |

The City of Yakima has reviewed the Oak Flats Riparian Protection'project
proposed by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) and
supports its efforts to acquire and manage these lands.

The proximity of these parcels to the surrounding Oak Creek Wildlife Area
assures continuity and long-term management objectives that will benefit fish and
wildlife resources along the Naches River and will increase and enhance outdoor
recreational opportunities for the citizens of Yakima County, and for the many
thousands of other visitors that enjoy the aesthetics and natural landscapes of
our public lands in eastern Washington.

These lands are currently owned by the City of Yakima Water/Irrigation Division.
In the early 1900’s this property was developed and used to provide the drinking
water for city residents. When the Naches River Water Treatment Plant was

constructed downstream in the 1970’s, these lands became surplus to the City's .

needs. However, they have remained off-limits to public use to protect the City
against liability issues. The City lacked funds to make the property conducive to
public use. Under WDFW ownership, these lands would be improved and
opened to public recreation, with resulting economic benefit to local businesses
and Yakima County.

These 300 acres are zoned Remote / Limited Development, a designation which
allows subdivisions and development to occur, with parceling of the large existing
riparian tracts into smaller ownerships. If these sales occurred, it may create
problems that Yakima County would have to address, such as: conflicts with
Yakima County's Comprehensive Plan and Critical Areas Ordinance, additional
demands for fire and law enforcement services in remote areas, and additional
_ traffic. More importantly, the subdivision of a remote wild area of the county such
as the Oak Flats property would fundamentally change it from a naturally
functioning riparian corridor to multi-use residential homes or hobby farms—a
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-. BOARD OF YAKIMA COUNTY comwssmnens

* District One . % DistictTwo * District Three
- Michael D. Leita ' . Ronald F. Gamache .. JesseS. Palacios -
- July 10,2006

- TO: Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreatlon- _
~ Natural Resources Building

1111 Washington Street S.E.

Olympia, WA 98504-0917

ATTN: Leslie Ryan-Connelly
Grants Manager

Subject: WDFW Oak Flats Project

The Board of Yakima County Commlss1oners has reviewed the Oak Flats Riparian
Protection project proposed by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

(WDFW) and supports 1ts efforts to secure federal and state funds to acquire and manage
these lands. ‘

The proximity of these parcels to the surrounding Oak Creek Wildlife Area assures
continuity and long-term management objectives that will benefit fish and wildlife
resources along the Naches River, and will increase and enhance outdoor recreational
opportunity for the citizens of Yakima County, and for the many thousands of other
visitors that enjoy the aesthetics and natural landscapes of our pubhc lands in eastern
‘Washington.

These lands are currently owned by the City of Yakima, and have been developed and
-used in the past to provide a source of water for city residents. When a modern treatment
plant was constructed downstream in the 1970s, these lands became surplus to the City’s
needs. However, they have remained off-limits to public use, to protect the City against
liability issues. Under WDFW ownership, these lands would be open to public
recreation, with resulting economic benefit to local businesses and Yakima County.

These 300 acres are zoned Remote / Limited Development, but that would still allow
sales and development to occur, and parceling of the large existing riparian tracts into
smaller ownerships. If these sales occurred, it may create problems that Yakima County
would have to address, such as: conflicts with Yakima County s Comprehensive Plan
and Critical Areas Ordinance, additional demands for fire and law enforcement services
in remote areas, and additional traffic congestion on County roads. The sub-division of a
remote wild area of the county such as the Oak Flats property into multi-ownerships



" would fundamentally change it from a naturally functlonmg rtpanan comdor to multi-use |
residential homes or hobby farms—a change that the County would not. want to see
occur R . o

' The acqu1s1t10n of these: parcels by WDFW and subsequent 1ncorporat10n into the Oak -

Creek Wildlife Area would protect long-term water quality in the Naches River, facilitate
use and movement of elk; deer, and bighomn sheep within the river corridor, and greatly

~enhance public recreational opportunity. All of these- beneﬁts would be lost if these

' _parcels are sold for prlvate development '

We strongly encourage the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreatlon to con51der
the apphcatlon by WDFW for | acqulsltlon of the Oak Flats project.

S-mcerely, -

}%sse S. Palacios, Chairman’

- Michael D. Leita, Cbmmissibner '

RonaldF Gamache Comm1ss10ner



2 Dl - 3354

s
BOARD OF
A mamm_g : C
James M. Lewis ) Ronald F. Gamache
Taly 1 4, 2004 o . JuL 135 2004
F'TCF s, :
/ME ANI_Q'gVILoqu

Jeff Tayer, Regional Direttor

Washington Department of Figh and: Wildlife
1701 8 24" Ave

Yakima WA 98902

Dear Jeff,

The Board of Yakima County Commissioners would like to acknowledge your effotts to.secure federal and state
funds to protest known critical fish.and wildlife habitats'in the Cowiche Watershed, through the purchase of
conservation easements and/or fee simple ownership. We support your protection efforts, and assure:you that our
interest in this project is to reduce issues surrounding dispersed:develgpment in areas identified as critical fisli and
wildlife habitat, and to reduce fhe poteritial cost to the citizens of Yakima County by linking state and federal
properties for fish and wildlife habitat corridors.

" Yakima County is developing a Non-Regutatory Critical Areas and Natural Resources Program (Non-Regulatory
Program). This program is designed to help proteet critical and natural resoutce areds using noh-reguldtory
landowner incentives (e.g. conservation easement purchases). We are ajso currently updating our Critical Areas
Ordinance and Compreherisive Plan, which call for the protection of fish and wildlife habitat through region-wide
and coordinated efforts. We believe, however, that regulatory measurés should :not be the only tool available to
protect eritical fish and wildlife habitat. ‘We:want to encourage WDFW to work with. Yakima County to find
funding for non-fegulatory solutioiis, and hope that these funds can be fiirthet leveraged with our program to
protect critical areas in the Cowiche Project Area.

We encourage WDFW and their partnets 0 contihue their e:ff'oﬂs to protect the Eritical habitat valiues found in the
Cowiche Project Area. We-also look forward: to* supporﬁng your efforts through our mcen’nve-based Nan-
Reguldtory Program.

Please keep us apprised of your efforts to protect this eritical habitat.

Sincerely,

BOARD OF YAKIMA COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

James M. Leyi;-is, ‘Chairtnan

Ronild F. Gamache, Commissioner

se S. Palacios, Commissioner

128 North Second Street » Yakima, Washingion 88801 + 508-574-1500 - FAX: 509-574-1501



change that the City would not want to see occur. Therefor the City has
determined to work with WDFW for their acquisition of this property.

The City was instrumental in the development of -both the Watershed
Management Plan; Yakima Basin and the Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife
Recovery Plan. We continue to be active members of the Boards that are in the
process of implementing these plans. While this specific property acquisition is
not identified in the plans, it is consistent with the goals and objectives of both

_plans. Protecting and restoring the riparian zones meets the goals and objectives
of both plans by improving water quality, habitat and flood plain operation. The
protection and connecting of the uplands areas meets the goals and objectives of
the Yakima River Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Plan by improving the
connectivity for upland wildlife.

The question of: if the City feels so strongly about maintaining this property as a
prime riparian area, why not simply deed it to WDFW? Unfortunately, the City
can not give away property, even to another public agency, particularly in a case
where the asset is owned by a utility rather than the general government. Such
“shifting” is precluded by the Washington Sate Constitution.

The acquisition of these parcels by WDFW and subsequent incorporation into the
Oak Creek Wildlife Area would protect long-term water quality in the Naches
River, as part of the City’s drinking water source protection programs, which is
highly important and will help the City meet drinking water standards. It would
also facilitate use and movement of elk, deer, and bighorn sheep within the river
corridor, and greatly enhance public recreational opportunity. All of these
benefits would be lost if these parcels are sold for private development.

We strongly encourage the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation to
consider the application by WDFW for acquisition of the Oak Flats project.

Very truly yours,

B A\

Richard A. Zais, JT.
City Manager





