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Byron Ponds (Washington Dept Fish & Wildlife, City of Grandview)
Byron Ponds Restoration—NAWCA Funded

For clarification, there are two sources of water on the Byron Unit. Wastewater from the
City of Grandview (COG) fills ponds both on the COG property and WDFW property.
These ponds are collectively referred to as the “Grandview Ponds”. Groundwater and
irrigation return flows are impounded to the south on the Byron Unit to form a long,
convoluted pond/wetland system. This system also includes a few separate ponds, which
fill from subterranean seepage. This wetland system is collectively referred to as the
“Byron Ponds”. The two systems are completely separate from each other.

One of the larger Grandview Ponds dries out before the waterfowl brood rearing season is
over. To extend the use of this pond for brood rearing, a swale was excavated to connect it
with Byron Pond water to keep it full during this critical time period. A culvert and water
control structure was also installed as part of this project, to maintain the crossing and to
allow independent water management between the two ponds.

The second phase of the Byron work included the replacement of the culverts at the
Mabton siphon crossing. Three small culverts were replaced with a single, 3-foot culvert,
which was fitted with a beaver deceiver on the upstream end. The new culvert will allow
better water passage through the wetland system.

The third and final phase of Byron enhancement was the installation of a new control gate
on an existing concrete headwall. This 3-panel slide gate controls the water elevation in
the entire Byron Pond system, impounding water to, and beyond Bus Road, over 1.5 miles
away. This new water control replaced the original structure, which was installed in 1947
and had failed completely. The structure will offer better water level control for current



and future wetland management.

Byron head works at full drawdown and before installation of new control gate



New control gate at nearly full pool
Controlled Burning - Match

The creation of the Byron Ponds nearly 60 years ago flooded some areas with just a few
inches of water. Those areas became rank stands of bulrush and cattail with marginal
value to waterfowl. Approximately 40 acres were aerially sprayed, and that area, along
with 20 additional acres, was burned to remove decadent emergent vegetation. The area
was then re-flooded. This process has set succession back and created more diverse habitat
conditions with open water, new emergent growth and an influx of smartweed in these
shallow areas.

The local fire district assisted in the controlled burn by supplying both staff and equipment
over a two-day period. The Fire district staff was instrumental in focusing the fire in the
emergent zone and protecting the adjacent grass for nesting cover.



Typical shoreline view of Byron Ponds before treatment
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Shoreline view of Byrn Ponds after controlled burn



Carp Control Project - Match

In 1985 a carp control project was implemented on the Byron Ponds Unit. An incomplete
kill resulted in the re-infestation of carp within a few years. This coincided with a drop in
waterfowl production on this unit, and was probably one of the causative factors. A State
Duck Stamp grant was received and used to purchase rotenone and aerial application. A
long permitting process ensued, which required many hours of work. The control gate was
opened and the level of Byron Ponds was pulled down to its lowest level in many years.
Emergent vegetation was burned in shallow water areas to expose all open water. The
control gate was closed and rotenone applied. Water samples were taken and analyzed as
required. Within 2 weeks the water clarity was substantially improved.

Bluegill and largemouth bass will be planted in Byron Ponds to prey on carp fry as they
slowly enter the system via irrigation tail water.

City of Grandview—Water Treatment Facility - Match

The City of Grandview (COG) operates a water treatment facility adjacent to the north
boundary of the Byron Unit. Typically, between February and April, the facility releases
effluent into a myriad of small swales, creating nearly 100 permanent and ephemeral ponds
on 1,778 acres of COG and Department of Fish & Wildlife lands. The COG released 49
million gallons of water into these ponds in 2006 and 35 million gallons in 2007. Due to
an influx of industry into the community, COG was able to release over 80 million gallons
of effluent in 2008, a record for a spring release. All pond basins were filled to capacity,
creating approximately 121 acres of open, shallow water habitat.



One of many ephemeral ponds filled by the City of Grandview’s Water Treatment Facility

Meninick Wildlife Area (Yakama Nation)

Hydrologic Reconnection — Grant

Hydrologic Monitoring - Match

This activity involved the restoration of a Yakima River side channel that was
disconnected by a levee in the 1940’s. The levee was constructed originally to protect
farm and grazing lands from Yakima River floods. The land previously protected is now
in protected and managed by the Yakama Nation for wildlife and cultural resource
benefits. Restoration involved breaching of the levee where the channel historically
crossed it. Because the levee also is used as an access road to the property, it was not
totally removed. The channel was stabilized at the breach site with large basalt rock (3-6
foot diameter). A rock roadway was constructed over the large rock to allow for seasonal
vehicle crossing. Reconnection occurred during December 2007. As soon as the project
was complete, water flowed across the levee site, providing hydrologic reconnection to the
channel and wetland areas below. Students and faculty from Central Washington
University have been monitoring pre-project hydrologic conditions. They will continue
the monitoring activities during the coming year to document hydrologic response to the
restoration.
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View of channel looking upstream.
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Old Goldendale Wildlife Area (Yakama Nation, Toppenish NWR)

Wetland Reconnection — Grant and Match

Implementation of this hydrologic reconnection project will occur in August and
September 2008. Design plan are nearly complete. Large rock structures will be placed in
Toppenish Creek to lift the grade of the creek to pre-incision conditions. This will allow
the restoration of wetland and side channel hydrology to the wildlife areas. Channels will
be constructed to allow flow and fish passage through the wetland area. Spillways will

allow floodwaters to pass through the area. Water control structures will allow for
vegetation management.
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Old Goldendale Road Wildlife Area conceptual design.

Toppenish Creek Pumphouse Wildlife Area (Yakama Nation, Toppenish
NWR)

Spillway Development — Match

Wetland Water Level Control — Grant
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The spillway development of this project was completed in the early 2007. This involved
the piping of a large irrigation delivery canal that was impeding floodwater passage
through the wildlife area. Three large pipes were installed in the canal. A large spillway
was then constructed over the pipes. The spillway elevation is low enough to pass flood
flows, but high enough to allow for wetland water level management on the upstream side.
The spillway has allowed flood passage across this area for the first time since the 1930’s.
The structures necessary for wetland water level control will be installed in early to mid
2009. This project will need a time extension to complete this activity.
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Aerial view of Toppenish Creek Pumphouse Wildlife Area spillway.
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Completed spillway.
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Mid-Toppenish Wildlife Area (Yakama Nation, NRCS, Pheasants
Forever, Yakima Valley Audubon Society)

Hydrologic Reconnection — Match

Monitoring and Re-vegetation - Match

This project was implemented in 2006. It involved the installation of 28 large rock grade
control structures. Over 25 miles of creek channel reconnection occurred, with over 1,400
acres of wetlands restored. This project has received much publicity. An article written by
staff from the Natural Resources Conservation Service is attached to this report. Native
grasses were planted to a portion of the project area in the fall of 2007 using Pheasants
Forever funds. Groundwater and wildlife monitoring activities are ongoing on this site.
Monitoing activities are being conducted by the Yakama Nation, The Yakima Valley
Audubon Society, and The Washington Waterfowl Association.
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Aerial view of Mid_Toppenish Creek restoration project.
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Grade control structure — Mid-Toppenish Creek Restoration Project
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North Satus Wildlife Area (Yakama Nation, Bureau Of Reclamation)

Hydrologic Reconnection — Match

This project involved the construction of a grade control structure in an incised side
channel of the Yakima River. This structure allows stable hydrologic reconnection to the
Satus Wildlife Area. This work was completed in 2006.

Grade control structure at North Satus Wildlife Area.
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Cost Share from select NAWCA Partners through June 2008
Not all costs are presented in detail. Cost breakout details will be included in the final

report at the end of the project.

Yakama Nation

Toppenish Creek Pumphouse Wildlife Area
Spillway construction:

Lower Satus Creek Wildlife Area
Shattuck property purchase

Total for Yakama Nation

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

City of Grandview

Staff Activities and Associated Costs
Goods and Services

Electrical Power (lift pumps for moist soil units and for growing
waterfowl forage crops)

Excavator Rental for Russian olive removal

Yakima Co. Noxious Weed Board (purple loosestrife control)

Private Trapper for live removal of beaver

Infrastructure for production of winter waterfowl forage

Rotenone for carp control

Helicopter application of rotenone

Materials for beaver deceivers

Helicopter for aerial control of emergent vegetation (set back succession)
Herbicide “ “ “ “ “ “

Burn permit (annual permit; 2 year cost)

New ASV loader/mower (purchased with Duck Stamp funds, specifically
for work in moist soil management conditions)

Bluegill (11,000) predator fish to control carp fry in Byron

Giffen Lake lift pump repair

Herbicide Use (specifically for NAWCA-related projects)

Multiple products (breakdown available, if needed

20

>$500,000

$361,345

$861,345

$77,108

$21,000

$10,794
$12,811
$615
$129,791
$14,040
$3,231
$3,926
$1,300
$1,620
$300
$61,280

$5,500
$1,500

$10,002



500 ac treated in 2006; 650 ac treated in 2007)

WDFW Project Equipment Use

Dozer and Backhoe (for piling Russian olives for burning)
City of Grandview Water Treatment Facility

Service debt on pumping infrastructure for 2 years

Electrical costs for pumping water

Yakima County Fire District 5
Controlled burn of 50 acres on Byron Ponds; staff & equipment

Grand Total Cost Share for WDFW, COG

Other Partners

Ducks Unlimited

Indirect Cost donation

Pheasants Forever
Grass planting

Washington Waterfowl Association
Volunteer restoration and monitoring

Yakima Valley Audubon Society
Volunteer monitoring

Central Washington University
Hydrologic monitoring

Lloyd Sak
Equipment operation

21

$7,470

$115,563
$20,000

$2,406

$500,261

$18,163

>$75,000

$5,460

$17,200

$9,000

$51,241



Yakima Basin Environmental Education

Volunteer time

Grand Total for all partners

ONRGSE

Washington

$1,537,670

Not quantified by report date
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Program helps restore hydrology, wetlands,
cultural resources on Yakama lands

racy Hames unfurls a three foot map
I across the hood of his vehicle. Mearky,
birds chirp cxeitedly as they flutter
amzd the branches in a willow grove. A pair
of ducks tzlees wing in the distance. Across
the expanse of twle reeds, cattatls and shallow
ponds, shorebirds feed — silently pacing along
the water's
cdge, stabhing at
insects with their
spear-like beaks.

Even in the heat
of the mid-day
surn, the land is
teeming with
life. But this life
has retumed in
abundance only
recently — as

the result of

an expansive
and mnovatve
restoration offort.

“We take a
different angle
on how we do
management and
restoration,” Mr. Hames says sweeping his
hand across the map that depicts the 21,000
acre Toppenish Creek restoration project in the
Yakima Valley of sputh-central Washington.
Clearly, he doesn’s need the map to know
where he 15 or what this project’s about. After
almost 18 years of leading the project, the
Yakama Nztion wildlife biologist knows the
land like the back of his hand. The map 15
there for illustrative purposcs only.
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“We don't ask, ‘How can we set this up 1o
provide the most bhenefit for a specific use?'”
he saws referring to the Tribe's resource
management and restorasion philosophy.
“We're saying, *This is an important arca for
the Yakama people. They've used these arcas
fior thousands of vears for a lot of different

Trehal Wildlife Biologon Tracy Hames, righe, and NRCK Teikal Lizisan Roger
Ameerman, pase aear ane of the 28 eepincered grade cantrad stractores that
v helped restare the ratural bodeedame to Med. Tappenzed Croelk.

purposes. They've really culturally evolved
in these natural areas here.”

“We lock at this arca and ask, *What did
thiz place look like historically? How did it
function ccolopically? What's chanped since
a couple hundred wears ago? And what can
we do to bring 1t back to some semblance of
— in & modern context — how it was?'"”

Cantirwed page 2



Page 2

Arerghy, NROE b
carmiitod more toan
R340 ok Fakama
Naton k Trehal werlands
rattaration HiTee, teen
hewe i the fovograsad with
miagpeste W Adams a5 a
seene hackdrop.

“This was a
perfect fit for
WRP, especially
because this
gave us an
opportunity to
contribute to
a restoration
project on a
watershed
scale.”

Roger Amerman

MNRCS Resource

Conservationist and
Tribal Liaiscn

Fixing the water, restoring the land

The key to bringing it back, the biologist
for the Confederated Tribes and Bands of
the Yakama Mation says, is restoring the
hydrology. “And that’s where Wetlands
Reserve Program (WHRF) comes in,” he

REYS.

Nir. Hames says the natral ydrolopgy of
Toppenizh Creck is significanthy different
than 1t was historically. “Se,” he says,
“we're trving to restore the vdrology

— to get the water working the way 1tused
to. That's what we're talking about when
we talk about hydrologic restoration. The
first thing we want to do on a project like
this 15 *fix the water.' Then vou can start
working on all of the other components.”

[n this case, Mr. Hames says, “the WHP
was the kev to fixing the water.” The
WHP is admimistered by USDA's Matural
Resources Conservation Service {NROS)

and provides financial
incentives to develop habitat
for fish and wildlifz on
private and Tribal lands.

¥“This was a perfect fit for
WRE™ says NRCS Resource
Conservationist and Tribal
Liaison Ropger Amerman,
“especially because this
FAVe U5 & oppoTiunity o
contribute o a restoration
ject on & watershed

Mr. Hames explains that
historically, Toppenish Creck
'as just a small stream

yith multiple channels.

(rver time, natural levees
developed from the heavier
substrate flond water
deposits, which naturally
ised the bed of the main

vers built dams o hold
water levels high, which
helped flood the wetlands
h the side channels.

a concerted effort to remove the beavers
and to comvert the wetlands to agricultural
PUrPOSCs.

By late 180{s, the beavers were all but
gone as were their dams. Eventually, the
cxisting beaver dams failed, the creck
busted out, and the ereck’s water was
capturced by a minor side channel to the
south in a lower elevation of the flond
plain.

When the flond waters came out of the
mountaing as part of the natural snow
runoff cvele — becawse the water could
no longer spread itself out — it cansed the
main channel of the ereek o dig deeper
and deeper. [t°s a geologic phenomenon
known as incision. “Eventually vou get a
stream so disturbed that even the heavers
can't bring it back on their own,” he says.

Comtinwid paje 3

Helping people help the land.

Matural Rescurces Conservetion Service

23



Pape 3

“You cant
restore eco-
systems and
natural flood
plain habitat if
the land doesn t
flood™

Tracy Hames, Wildlife
Biologist, Yakama Nation

Bringing back the flands, naturally
Consequently, a critical part of the
restoration effort focused on restoring
the stream's hydrology, so the floods can
re-nccur. “You can't restore coosystoms
and natural flocd plain habitat if the land
docsn't floed,” Mr. Hames says.

Through NRCS'
program, the Tribe
has installed 28,
man-made prade
contral structurcs
to Lift the hase
level of the crock
up several feet, in
order to allow the
beavers to begin
restoring it again
and to allow the
flonds to perform
their hydrologic
role.

“The next step is
to pet the beavers
in and get them
working in the
swstemn along with
our restoration
here,” Mr. Hames says. There's evidence,
he saws, that the beavers are already
returning.

“Eventually,” Mr. Hames says, “we'll have
a channel running with wetlands and side
channels that fiood and drain according to
the water that’s coming down through the
syatem here.”

Before destgning and installing the
structures, the NRCS, worked with the
Tribe, Ducks Unlimited, and Geomax Inc.
to develop a topoeraphic survey of the
floodplain. In the end, the 28 grade control
structurcs affected 1606 acres of restored
floodplain wetlands.

A kinder and pentler structure

“They look like real simple structures,
but there's a lot of enginecring in them,”
M. Hames says standing atop a row

of the columnar basalt rocks, which
comprise the structure and streteh across

the stream. “The rock is taken from a
place here on the reservation and the
structures are engineered such that they
form and tnverted %' 5o the point of

the 'V faces upstream, forcing the flow
tonvard the middle of the stream to reduce
kank crosion. They also act ke natural
cascades, making it much caster for the

Fieh the prade control structurst i place, a hackbos aperator Breacihar g
tempprary de-watering daw, allmaimg water fram Wod Toppenish Creed o
Mo alorg ate heetorie channel, (Phate cowrtery Tracy Hames.)

fizh to pass upstream — unlike many
irrigation structures,” he says, knecling
near the spot where the clear water
cascades gently over the rocks into a
shallow pool about a foot below. At first
glance, it's hard to belicve it's a man-
made structure.

But Hames says the lack of abvious
cngineering is by design.

“You go out on this project and you don't
see a three-mile dike,” Mr. Hames says.
“You don't see big, ugly structures you
have to put in for your management.
Yisitors come to the project and often say,
“What did wou do here? [ don® see any
manzpement.’ [t not obviouws,” he savs.
“and we don’t want it to be obvious.”

NRCS Amerman savs the naturzl look
and feel of the structures required 2
“softer engincering approach” that his

Comtineid page &

Helping people help the land.

Matural Rescurces Conservation Service
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Page 4

“...one can barely
discern that
humans have been
working there.”
Roger Amerman
MNRCS Resource

Conservationist and Tribal
Liaison

agency utilizes
often in its
restoration efforts.
These “softer™
enginecring
practices, Mr.
Amerman says, Tely
less on concrete
and steel and more
on working with
nature's coosyatems
and processes.

“*Suceess in this
project 15 measurcd
by the preat
natural restoration
Improvements
across the
landscape,” he
savs, “yet one can
barzhy discern

that humans have
been working
there.” NRCS?
AMmorman says

that enginecring
with nature tends
to vield better results in the long run.
“Plus,” he says, “the structures gencrally
require less maintenanee and are more
cost-cfficient over time.”

The rock water control structures are also
kinder and gentler for fish. “Fish coming
upstream can swim night through these
points,” Hames says pointing to where the
water spills over the rocks. *Hecause ke
a notch ina beaver dam,™ he says, “the
water docsn’t churn coming through the
structure. That’s important for fish heading
downstream, too.”

This fish-triendly aspect of the design 15
especially important because Toppenish
Creck and Satus Creek (the two
watersheds contained on the Yakama
Mation) are responsthle for somewhere
between 50 and 75 percent of all of the
Mid-Columbia Steclhead production in
the Yakima River Basin, Mr. Hames says.
“This specics was listed as *threatened' a
fow vears ape,” he says, “so that makes

In addition fa restarimg wetland Redralagm,
upland plantings, lke thee stand af hasin wild
e, waere enfabliched ta endfanee wildlifs
hahitar throughout the restoration praject

Toppenish Creck the
most important place
for steelhead in the
Yakima basin right
now.”

Adfter conducting fish
population surveys,
biologists discovered
that the juvenile
steclhead come down
the stream with the
winter rains as carly
as November cach
vear, “We found out
that thev're hanging
out in this area over
the winter where,
historically, there were
beaver dams, wetlands
and side channels,” he
says. “'When we catch
them tn Movember
and December they're
only 3-4 inches, but
when we catch them
later in the spring,
they're stagnificantly
larger. We've discovered that this ts an
important winter rearing arca for the
steelhead.”

That discovery was a revelation

for rescarchers. And for Hames, it
underscored the importance of restoring
the natural conditions in the flat, lower
clevation wetland arcas. *Fish need
complex habitat like those found in
wetland areas like this so thev can stay
away from predators, so they can have
the bugs — all the things they need to
survive,” he says.

With the project only avear old, it's

too carly to tell if the restoration efforts
have had a positive impact an the
steclhead numbers, but the Tnbe s
closcly monitoring the fish pepulation
and a number of other environmental
conditions, including ground water levels.

“What we've documented here 15 that

Continwad page §

Helping people help the land.

Matural Resources Conservation Service
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“We want to
restore areas that
can actually be of
use to the Yakama
people. ™

Tracy Hames, Wildlife
Binlogist, Yakama Mation

.'f.'mw.. Katrma .T.I‘r\n!hmnnn.
reetaration hiskogiet, (left) and
Camella Georgpe, vagetation
tecliiarian, are candusting
plant imvertares toaugiou
the rigarian corvidars of the
pragect b deterane the ofeets
af restaration ackiviias an plaet
COIRIRLERIELCS,

once we'd put one of these grade control
structures in, the wells influenced by that
structure rose two foet,” Mr. Hames says.
“S0 we were immediately aftecting the
egroundwater resources.” That’s important,
he says, because a significant portion of
the water flow from erceks and rivers
occurs underground.

Maonitar, learn and tweak

The Yakama Nation is also monitoring
wildl:fe response, and have vepetation
transccts, photo points, and flow gages
in place — all to monitor and evaluate the
restoration impacts.

Maonitoring 15 a critical component in
managing the restoration, Mr. Hames
zays, because the basin's hydrology
remains zltered due to upstream
irrtgation. “Even once you get the
channels back,” he says, “'the water still
isn't acting the way it did historically,
because upstream from us there have been
impacts. What that means is sometimes
vou use water level control as part of
management,” Mr. Hames savs, "We
use these water level contral structures
to ratse and lower the water levels

in the wetlands to mimie the natural
conditions.”

He admits that hecause of the size and
scope of the project, managers may “need
to do some twcaking here.”' But, he says,
that’s onc of the design advantages of
these structures. "1 we need to lower the
clevation, we can do so fairly casily with
a kackhoe or other piece of machinery,”
Mr. Hames says. *That’s the beauty of
this kind of work.™

Hestoring resources, restoring culture
“It's not about emphasizing one resource
ower another,” he says. *It's about
bringing the watershed back inte balance,
as 1t was years ago. Hy re-creating

these landscapes from top-to-hottom,

the Yakamas look at this as
cultural restoration — not just
Tesouree restoration,” Mr
Hames savs.

“We want to restore arcas

at can actually be of use to
c Yakama people. We want
cm out here interacting

ith their landscape,” he
savs, “and to bring back

c cultural resources of the
Yakama people.”

“When you sec what the
restoration of these natural
P Tcsources means to the
C0R Yakama Mation,! NRCS
Amerman says, “you realize
at WHPisnt just about
tlands. It's also about
people. [t's about restoring
hope. [t's about restoring a unique platean
heritage that is intimately connected
with the natural world. “And,” he savs,
“it's ahout perpetuating and restoring
the cultural watershed of the Yakama
people.”

Written and plotagraphad By Bon Nichols,
NROE, July 2007

Helping people help the land.

Watural Resources Conservation Service
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