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COMMENTS RECEIVED



City of Hermiston's Initial Comments
on

Draft Umatilla Sub-Basin
2050 Water Management Plan, dated 7/22/08

Although there are now many more details provided about the steps envisioned to
accomplish the proposed actions in the latest draft of the Umatilla Sub-Basin 2050 Water
Management Plan, dated 7/22/08, ("draft Plan"), in large part the City of Hermiston's
comments on the previous draft plan dated 1/18/08 remain unaddressed. Therefore by
reference and attachment, the City resubmits those comments again with respect to this
latest draft Plan in addition to the comments below.

Additionally, we make the general comment that it is improper to rely on any of the
statistically insignificant questionnaire results (compiled in the May 2008 Cogan Owen
Cogan Review Report) as a basis to justify any recommendations in the draft 2050 Plan,
which in this latest draft occurs throughout Section 6.

Section 6 Comments:

6-1 Plan Implementation

1. Establishment of a Sub-Basin Government Authority

e It is inappropriate for the draft Plan to justify pursuing the establishment of a new
governmental authority based on the questionnaire results

e The draft Plan catalogues the detailed objections raised in interviews and written
comments questioning the necessity to for a new water authority in the basin; yet
the draft Plan does not adequately respond to these comments and recommends

* proceeding with a new governmental authority irrespective of the objections

raised in the public review process.

e The draft Plan proposes that a local management entity could be "appointed” by
the public. Why not use elections?

2. Base Funding

e It is inappropriate for the draft Plan to justify pursuing a county-wide well head
fee based on the questionnaire results.

e The funding scenario is based on the inaccurate suppositions that "this plan
benefits all water users [in the sub-basin]" and that all of the aquifers in the basin
are interconnected. Neither has been adequately proven with science or
€conomics.
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e The City of Hermiston does not agree that it or its residents should financially
participate in funding the County's water plan. The City of Hermiston has its own
Water Supply Plan to provide water to its customers that is being implemented
irrespective of the projects proposed in the draft Plan.

e Proposals for capital investments to benefit ground water irrigators in CGWAs
will not benefit surface water users or those ground water users whose aquifers
have but minimal if any declines.

6-2 Meeting Current Water Demand/Projects

1. Appropriate new surface water from Columbia River to replace groundwater in
CGWAs
No additional comments.

2. Support establishment of CTUIR water rights and development of Phase III of
Umatilla Basin Project
e It is inappropriate for the draft Plan to justify pursuing these approaches based on
the questionnaire results.

e Although the draft Plan acknowledges on page 81 that many public commentators
questioned why these concepts are part of the draft Plan given the County has no
authority or necessary involvement in these issues, these questions are still not
addressed in the draft Plan. Instead it is simply stated that it is "important for the
Board of Commissioners to include these entities [what entities?] in any formal
negotiation process on plan implementation to assure the county plan
implementation can move forward in parallel paths with the federal component."”
See page 81. The meaning of this statement is very unclear and still provides no
adequate justification for the County's involvement in tribal water right rights.

3. Assess Lower Basin Industrial Land Commercial Needs
No additional comments.

4. Support continuation of Umatilla County Exempt Well resolution
No additional comments.

5. Recommended Management Options

5.1 Update Basin Rules to limit use of certain aquifers and develop rules
for groundwater replacement.

e It is inappropriate for the draft Plan to justify curtailing new ground water
rights based on the questionnaire results.

5.2 Recommend state agencies clarify their responsibilities and

jurisdictions in consultation with cities and counties to better coordinate land
use and water supply as well as relevant regulations.
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e WRD and DLCD have provided responses to the Task Force with respect
to these issues and the Task Force has chosen not to review these
materials. Therefore it not appropriate for the Task Force to suggest any
County Actions at this time. It is not appropriate for the Task Force make
any land use planning/comprehensive plan update recommendations given
that it has chosen not to review the relevant materials provided by the state
agencies.

6-3 Development of a Water Budget
e [t is inappropriate to use conceptual graphics that show all the sub-basin

groundwater basalt aquifers are "interconnected like a bathtub" on page 94,
when in fact there is no agreed upon scientific evidence to support this
assumption and neither OWRD or USGS has made such a pronouncement.

Attachments:
City of Hermiston's Comments on draft Umatilla Sub-Basin 2050 Water Management
Plan, dated 1/18/08, and originally transmitted 5/13/08.
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ATTACHMENT TO City's 8/1/08 Comments

City of Hermiston's Comments

Draft Umatilla Sub-Basin 2050
Water Management Plan, dated 1/18/08

Project No. 1' — Provide property owners in critical ground water areas (CGAs) new
surface water rights to use instead of the ground water rights that are no longer
sustainable to use.

e Clarify who could potentially be asked to pay the costs for this project outside of the
CGA property owners.

e Clarify what benefits property owners outside of the CGAs would receive from this
project.

e Clarify who is proposed to own the new surface water rights and whether they could
be sold.

e What analysis has been done to determine that the best economic use of new surface
water in Umatilla County is to use it for new irrigation water in the CGAs.

e Clarify how and which residents would have "the potential for vote."
Project No. 2 — CTUIR water rights settlement

e Clarify what Umatilla County's authority is with respect to achieving this settlement.

If the County has no direct involvement and is just an interested community member,
then this should not be included as a County "project” in the 2050 Plan and this
concept should be clearly identified as a "project by others."

Project No. 3 — Complete Phase III of Umatilla Basin Exchange Project.

e Clarify what Umatilla County's authority is with respect to achieving or approving
Phase IIL

! These comments use the project numbering system identified in Section 6.7 of the draft plan

which summarizes all the proposed projects on pages 80-82.

2 This refers to the remark on the summary sheet for this particular project (and a number of
others) that Residents have the potential to vote on this project.
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If the County has no direct involvement and is just an interested community member,
then this should not be included as a County "project" in the 2050 Plan and this
concept should be clearly identified as a "project by others."

Project No. 4 — Assuming implementing state legislation is adopted, create a
Umatilla Sub-Basin Water Management Board with authority to develop new water
supply projects and implement funding mechanisms (such as well head and water
use fees). '

Clarify what management alternatives there are to authorizing a new
governmental authority that could develop new water storage and delivery
projects.

Clarify why just one management board is being proposed given that new water
development projects in the County will likely not be interconnected, and if
instead separate management boards could be created for each proposed water
project.

Clarify what authority the draft plan proposes this new board would have over
cities and city residents.

Clarify whether this board is proposed to be governed by the County Board of
Commissioners.

Clarify how and which residents would have "the potential for vote" for this
project.

Project No. 5 — Complete a comprehensive ground water study of all the aquifers in
the Umatilla Sub-Basin.

Clarify if the draft plan proposes to allow any new water development projects in
the sub-basin before this study is completed.

Clarify why OWRD now allows new water rights in Umatilla County without this
study being complete.

Clarify the cost and time estimates reasonably necessary to accomplish this
project.

Clarify how this study would be funded and who would oversee the work

Clarify why the draft plan states that the "public support and participation” of
residents is required for a study of the groundwater aquifers.

If this is not a study that Umatilla County will have authority over, it should not be
labeled as "project” in the County's 2050 Plan and instead this work should be
identified as an effort likely managed by OWRD and supported by the County.
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Project No. 6 — Encourage Oregon to develop a "Columbia River Water Management
Plan." '

e Clarify what other entities/agencies need to be involved with this effort and how
Umatilla County is proposed to be involved.

This project is better identified as a "political project.”

Project No. 7 — Recommend to the Oregon Water Resources Commission that all
new water rights be "curtailed" in the Umatilla Basin until more aquifer studies are
completed.

e Clarify who is proposéd to pay for the studies and the proposed completion
timeline. -

e Clarify if any other exceptions to the moratorium concept are proposed besides
supplemental water right applications.

e State clearly in the plan that this is a proposed "moratorium" on new water rights.

e Clarify how this project would affect the proposed new Water Management
Authority's ability to develop new water supply projects.

e Clarify how residents would have "the potential for vote" with respect to this
project.

The plan should affirmatively state that this proposal is for Umatilla County to lobby the
state for an indefinite moratorium on all new water rights in the entire Umatilla Basin,
and use the word "moratorium" to describe this idea instead of "curtailment."

Project No. 8 — Update the Umatilla Basin Rules

e Clarify that any Basin rule updates are managed by OWRD, and the process is
managed by that agency pursuant to state rule making processes.

e Please provide a comprehensive list of the suggested changes to the Basin rules
that are reflected by edits to the existing rules attached as Appendix B and the
rationale for each proposed change, including how these suggested rule changes
would affect cities with respect to the "five mile" rule. Would it be more correct
to characterize these proposed changes in Appendix B as "suggestions" for now
rather than "recommendations?”

e Clarify how residents would have "the potential for vote" with respect to this
project.
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Project No. 9 — Recommend state agencies make clarifications with respect to land
use and water supply responsibilities.

This project as proposed should not be included as a project in this Plan because OWRD
and DLCD provided extensive responses to the these issues raised in this regard by
Umatilla County in their joint letter to Umatilla County of January 23, 2008 which the
Task Force has not yet had the chance to review or evaluate and which affects this
proposed project. See attached copy of this letter.

Project No. 10 — Continue to implement Exempt Well Resolution if mitigation
projects are developed.

This draft project indicates that County support of the continued implementation of the
Exempt Well Resolution should be contingent on funding and completion of mitigation
projects.

e Clarify why the Task Force is recommending not supporting keeping the Exempt
Well Resolution in place unless mitigation projects are built.

e Clarify what mitigation projects are proposed and their approximate locations and
cost.

Project No. 11 — This project identification number was not used on the summary pages.

Project No. 12 — Support legislation to allow creation a new governing body that can
collect fees on existing water right holders and develop new water storage and
delivery projects. '

¢ In Section 1 in this project description on page 75 it states that the "gradual
recovery scenario” benefits "all users." Clarify how the gradual recovery scenario,
which only applies to declining aquifers benefits (1) Columbia River surface
water right holders, (2) other surface water right holders, (3) ground water right
holders in deep aquifers that are not showing significant declines, and (4) ground
water right holders in alluvial aquifers.
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e In Section 1.iii. of this project description, the plans states that groundwater
characterization studies will not be reliable if water right holders are pumping
their wells. Clarify why aquifer studies conducted in the winter, when wells are
not being pumped, would not suffice to address any technical study needs, and
why wells must be off for more than one winter season to study the aquifers.

e Clarify how residents would have "the potential for vote" with respect to this
project.

e Clarify whether this proposal is to lobby for a new administrative agency under
the purview of the County, of OWRD, or an independent body accountable to the
state legislature.

Project No. 13 - Suggest the state provide one million dollars annually to address
water quantity and water quality issues.

e Clarify what County resources would be necessary to lobby the legislature for this
concept and whether this project consists of more than writing letters to policy
makers.

This concept should be identified as a "political project"
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