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April 2, 2014 

ENTIAT WATERSHED PLANNING UNIT MEETING MINUTES 

Entiat Grange Hall, Entiat, WA 

 

Meeting Attendance:    See Attendance List (Attachment #1) 

      See detailed Agenda (Attachment #2) 

Facilitator / Watershed Coordinator: Mike Rickel   

Notes:      Mike Cushman  

 

Welcome / Introductions     Meeting began at 9:10 a.m. 

 

Mike Rickel welcomed those in attendance and started the round of introductions.  He 

called for new business items; the April 2014 agenda was reviewed and accepted.            

 

 Approve January 2014 EWPU Meeting Minutes 

 

Mike Rickel:  The April 2014 meeting notice and agenda were emailed out the middle of 

March, with a link to the January 2014 minutes, and posted on the Cascadia web site for 

review.  Does anyone have any comments or edits for the January 2014 meeting minutes?  

Hearing none, the January 2014 meeting minutes are finalized.  

 

Entiat Landowner Steering Committee Update 

 Status of Voluntary Stewardship Program 

 

Mike Kaputa:  The Voluntary Stewardship Program (VSP) is an alternative program to 

growth management for management of areas where agriculture and critical areas 

overlap.  It is an incentive based approach to protecting critical areas while promoting 

agriculture.  Two years ago the question was asked how to fund this program. Only two 

counties are currently funded to develop the program, Chelan and Thurston counties as 

“pilots”. The Washington Conservation Commission and others helped to assemble an 

advisory committee. Due to limited funding not a lot of momentum on the state level has 

been done. Locally we have had a handful of meetings to organize and develop services. 

CCD, NRCS, farm bureau, and other agriculture based organizations have been at the 

table. Up to this point much of what has been accomplished is familiarizing the group 

with the VSP program. Local conversations about what is the program about and 

establishing objectives, for example; 

- Protect and enhance critical areas where agricultural activities are conducted, while  

- maintaining and improving long-term viability of agriculture. 

 

There are a couple of presentations to various stakeholders planned. There will be a 

meeting next week to go over some of these topics. 

- What is a critical area? 

Through the growth management act critical areas are defined. Critical areas often 

identified when permit applications are submitted. County standard buffer widths those 
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details are known, detailed locations of wetlands and other critical areas unknown until 

site specific studies are completed. 

- Work plans, by watershed, to implement recommendations in VSP. 

- Discussion/agreement about what critical areas are and which definition to use. 

- How they should be applied. 

- Review mapping that is currently available. 

- Show the group what they know currently. 

- What are all the services they provide to the ag community 

 

At this time the county is only engaging with the agricultural community and agencies 

that support agriculture community. See the need to reach out to a broader group, local 

support across the board. What are the next steps to engage with the broader community? 

 

Kaputa:  Litigation has occurred within local governments in critical areas. The county 

has already updated regulations recently. Had support but had some repeals and made 

adjustments. Focused on a collaborative solution to avoid litigation with all stakeholders. 

Acknowledge that some groups will always reserve the right to litigate. Know that the 

county will be expanding the table in the near future to engage all stakeholders. 

  

John Small:  Are the minutes from technical team available? 

 

Kaputa:  We do have meeting notes and can get them to the group. 

  

Questions? 

 

Kaputa:  Chelan County is trying to figure this out as they go, disappointed that there 

wasn’t any more funding for other counties to enter into the program. Chelan County is 

kind of out there on their own. Not clear if they will have all the agencies and 

stakeholders on the state level engaged. Would feel more comfortable if more counties 

were involved, advisory committees have not been formed. There are some strong groups 

working on the counties behalf at the state level, Washington Conservation Commission 

and Farm Bureau are also struggling without funding support from state legislature. 

Funding came in late for the first year and has to be spent by end of June. The goal is to 

develop as much base line information as possible by then. Planning will not be complete 

and they expect new funding July 1. 

 

Habitat 

 Fishing Issues and Fisheries Roundtable 

 

Bob Whitehall introduced the development of a proposal to support opening a fishing 

season in the Entiat River.  Here is an overview;  

- Above Entiat falls stocking cutthroat for at least two more years. Trying to get 

native stock of cutthroat to take over brook trout. Brook trout limit is 15 fish. 

- Two more years of stocking Cutthroat above the falls. 

- Hatchery has fish returning, but didn’t get an opening last year. Craig Chisam,  
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- Hatchery Manager, was given indications that they would support a fishery but 

not the case.  

- Looking to get an opening this year but state isn’t clear on if it is possible. 

- Earlier meetings with NMFS and WDFW indicated that the Entiat is a “Reference 

Reach” which has caused challenges with getting a fishing season open. 

- The reason they don’t want to open Entiat is there is only a certain amount of take 

allowed. If they open Entiat the theory is you will catch hatchery natives so they 

don’t have an opening to keep other areas open longer. 

- Continue to have discussions with agencies. 

- Projected 500 returning fish to allow open a fishing season, which is also the case 

in the Wenatchee and Methow. WDFW stocked steelhead from 61-94 so the 

Entiat River only harbors hatchery origin fish only. The amount of fish stocked in 

the Entiat averaged 50,000 per year, but not anymore. Each step forward there is 

some discrepancy between levels of management with WDFW. 

- It has been a struggle to make progress. 

Want to put proposals together with information about what is going on in the Entiat to 

get people involved and to better present their case.  

In the Entiat, since it is hatchery origin fish, projected population estimates are showing 

that the steelhead will disappear if not supplemented. If we want a run of steelhead the 

only thing to do is provide a safety net at the hatchery. Agencies don’t seem to want that 

to happen. It appears that straying affect has improved numbers of returning fish in the 

Entiat. The goal would be to allow a hatchery program to keep a legitimate run of 

steelhead in Entiat to support a fishery. Economic benefit would be great in combination 

with trout season. Would be foolish to let the fish disappear. 

Currently meeting with local landowners to put a plan/proposal together to work with 

agencies.  Would like to get a plan on the table to present before fall and get some 

answers. 

Mike Rickel:  What are your information needs to make the case? 

Jim Small:  Answers from agencies as to what is wrong. Providing habitat but not able to 

fish. Bases for “reference reach” is flawed since first day. Organizations that don’t want 

fishing so why are they being penalized after they have agreed to 21 year restoration plan 

and still can’t fish. The community will need some help. Is this an issue that the planning 

unit can get behind? 

Bob W:  The Methow has bull trout, steelhead, spring chinook, and a hatchery program 

and they still have a season. The Wenatchee has listed species, a hatchery, and also has a 

season. It was indicated that a spring season will open. Things are backwards from what 
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they were told originally. Why are they being penalized? If they are being penalized why 

allow habitat projects? 

Mike Rickel:  Also access is part of this. 

Jim Small:  Landowners would like to continue. But there needs some equality in what 

they are doing. We have encountered similar problems in the past. The solution of the 

reference reach can’t overcome the other issues that influence fish populations; Hydro, 

harvest, etc. If people can fish in other places why aren’t they fishing here? 

Mike Rickel:  WDFW would need to coordinate with USFWS and NOAA so all need to 

be at the table. 

Kaputa:  When planning unit developed the plan this was a high priority for the 

community. It is surprising that we still have questions about who is doing what. 

Concerns that not all the interests are not being moved forward equally. If we are not 

making progress with fishery why would we move ahead with the rest? We appreciate the 

effort the landowners are making. Time to get some higher level policy folks to reengage 

in the conversation. At least to establish what are we talking about. What is the current 

situation and what are the next steps? Seems like we are having the same conversation we 

had ten years ago. 

Bob Whitehall:  This designation as a Gene Bank/Reference Reach, we want something 

written in stone stating the classification, and how and when this designation was 

determined. 

Kaputa:  Senator Parlette was there, other policy folks were there, and we might need 

another meeting again. We need to discuss what was done in the past and what can we 

expect in the future. Concerned about the messaging coming from the agencies.  

Bob:  Midlevel people saying they didn’t even plan to open the chinook season. The fish 

are not in good shape in late part of the season. Not a good fishery at that time. 

Rickel:  What’s changed since the meeting with policy folks? Leadership? 

Kaputa:  I don’t think there is much change in the upper leadership. Doesn’t think this is 

where change has occurred. Goes around in circle at lower levels since a fishing season 

may not be supported. 

Bob:  Ironic that they can’t find any notes that determined it is a reference reach.  

Kaputa:  Yes, where is the document? 

Bob:  Now it is a gene bank. There is no public meeting about this change in designation.  
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Joe Kelly:  Where they talking about the whole river? 

Bob:  From the falls down. 

Joe Kelly- I don’t see the logic in their argument if steelhead are indeed hatchery origin 

fish.  

Bob:  WDFW supplemented fishery with hatchery stock. Here everything was hatchery 

fish. Look at plan, and history of the dams. Studies showed that population was hatchery 

stock. Report shows what happens if they don’t stock, run will be lost. Need to move 

forward, one more shot as quickly as possible and see what people are going to say. 

Kaputa:  What is your idea, who is putting together plan and who will receive it? 

Jim Small:  At this time, just the landowners. This has been a continuous issue for a 

number of years. We are getting together to review the process and see how they can 

have entities speaking as one voice on the issue. Address political and science community 

to have it all come together again. Suspect science doesn’t support reference reach. 

Kaputa:  From the county we want to support the effort. With the commissioners, we get 

together at a round table. Loss of landowner support and implication on habitat 

restoration work with the large investments being made, we need to get together on this. 

It needs to be clear if we can’t get the whole package moving forward. 

Jim:  We recognize a problem and are looking for a solution. I don’t think the restoration 

work is in jeopardy. Feels the planning unit is the key. Stick to science and history it 

should be clear.  

Rickel:  Who would the info go to? 

Jim:  Not sure if the information is there yet. We still need to get all entities together at 

the table and address the issues. 

Bob:  Key point, if the majority of people can see what they are trying to do and look at 

the available information, it doesn’t seem that it makes sense and it is not good science. 

What will they gain other than a lot of studies in fifty years down the road and ultimately 

not get what they wanted (recovery)? Meanwhile we go without a fishery.  

Jim:  Look at the millions put in to the river and not going to have anything to show for 

it, who will use the habitat. 

Joe Kelly:  Maybe we have been wasting time with mid-level managers who don’t have 

the authority.  

Bob:  They need to use the available info. 
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Jim:  I don’t think this will be difficult to do, we just need to talk with everybody. 

Janet Flannigan:  We manage habitat fish. Been working hard to improve the resource. It 

would be nice to have a clear understanding of what’s not working. Work together to 

make it happen. Otherwise we might be wasting time and effort if there is a bigger issue. 

What are the key problems and how do we get them remedied.  

Jim:  Well it seems like we send fish out but they are not coming back. Is the benefit to 

science through the reference reach to see a return? 

Rickel:  The landowner steering committee is meeting, we struggle with how to support 

the effort. 

Jim:  We are getting to that. Currently pulling information together. 

Rickel:  We can get you information as need and will stand by. 

Janet Flannigan:  Keep forest service on the list as well. 

Jim:  We will have to work through planning unit. 

Chris Clemmons:  Accord funding doesn’t have monitoring funding. BPA approached 

YN to determine a fall monitoring program that will be started. BPA is going to ramp up 

the program. 

Rickel:  The info to support rational to support fishing season, is that something the YN 

could support? 

Chris:  I believe so, not something they could take the lead on but could meet with 

agencies and support the effort. 

Jim:  The tribes could play a pivotal role in what happens. 

Chris:  I will talk with Lee and Steve and see what they can do. 

Bob:  I have talked with Steve and said YN could not be out in front of this but could 

support. 

Rickel:  They could work as a member of planning unit to support. 

David Morgan:  Could we have a rep from IMW to talk about response and time frame 

needed. Come and explain logic. Fishery open to show return overtime. 

Rickel:  Representatives have come but show trends and not certainty. 

Kolk:  I don’t see reclamation making a concerted effort to deal with agencies regulating 

agencies. However, not because they are against it but because that’s not their charge. As 
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a Watershed planning unit member we would be supportive. Success in the habitat 

program requires voluntary assistance from landowners and we want to support those 

landowners and help achieve their goals. 

Matt Shales (CCFEG):  Our organization was created to support fish recovery, support 

salmon recovery. We want to be involved in the effort, it is our task to help fisheries. 

Jim:  Hope that by July the group will have something together. 

Rickel:  Could it be available at the next meeting? 

Bob:  It may be too soon but hope to have something.  

 2014 Project Planning Update 

(Attachment 3:  2014 Project Site Map) 

 

Mike Cushman:  There are essentially 4 projects, however elements of one project 

above the mouth of the Entiat is co-sponsored with CCNRD and Cascadia. We have a 

map here outlining the project areas. You can see the different colors represent the 

different sponsors and associated project areas. The Lower project adjacent to the 

Keystone ranch property consists of a side channel connection, boulder clusters, and 

improvement to an existing high flow channel with the placement of habitat logs and a 

minor excavation at the inlet to improve connection at lower flows. The CCNRD portion 

of the project includes improvement to existing side channel features to provide off 

channel habitat for juvenile fish.  

Matt W. (YN):  Our project just upstream consists of boulder cluster and habitat log 

structures along the channel margins.   

Mike C.:  Just upstream of the YN project is the Harrison Side Channel project sponsored 

by CCNRD. This project includes improvement to the side channel inlets to increase flow 

through the channel to help sustain the channel and the off channel connection for 

juvenile fish habitat. It also includes boulder and wood structures in the main stem.  

The last project is located at the Fish Hatchery and consist of improvements to an 

existing split flow channel which includes a large boulder cluster at the inlet to increase 

flow into the spilt channel, and log jam up near the upstream end of the mid channel 

island to protect the island from high flows, ice, and provide high flow refugia. Habitat 

logs are planned along the bank of the split channel, and the creation of an alcove for off 

channel habitat.   
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Habitat 

 Fisheries Roundtable 
 

Jon Small:  What is happening with a plan to re-excavate pools at the weirs? I would like 

to see them go back in and maintain.  

Kolk:  We would need to quantify short term impacts to long term benefit. Bases for 

permit, if it will require long term maintenance short term impacts are not worth it. 

Janet Flannigan:  Look at why these filled in, it could be issues to look outside the stream 

channel, sediment.  

Rickel:  We would like to be involved in road decommissioning and fuels reduction. 

Janet Flannigan:  Dinkelman project is planned to thin for fuels reduction, but not sure 

about road decommissioning. Also Entiat ridge and Tillicum planning for restoration 

Bob:  What I have seen in different areas is that the roads aren’t always the detriment but 

the velocity of the rain event and lack of vegetation. In some cases the roads helped 

contain sediment, disperse surface water.  

Janet Flannigan:  There is currently limited funding to manage and maintain roads. 

Jim:  for the weirs, I felt the rocks needed to be anchored. 

Mike C.:  It was my impression that majority of the rocks in the weirs had not moved and 

that the problem was the pools filled due to the condition of the lower Entiat as a 

threshold channel. 

Kaputa:  We are either going to maintain projects or not.  

Mike C.:  Permit agencies look at short term vs long term and costs to the resources. The 

desire it to permit projects that are self-sustaining. 

Jim:  However, these projects provided an opportunity to people to see fish and the 

benefit to these projects. Good selling point to have structure supporting fish, even if it is 

temporary. Maybe there is some way to do both. It has value. 

Craig:  It would be worthwhile to have public access points and places for fish to go. The 

hole below hatchery full of fish. Full complement next year. Record numbers expected to 

return. A fishery would support hatchery operations so that they don’t become a fish 

burial service if there is no one utilizing the resource through a fishing season. 
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Meeting Close-out, Evaluation and Adjournment 

 

Mike R:  The next Planning Unit meeting will be on April 2, 2014, 9:00 a.m., at the 

Entiat Grange Hall.  Please let me know if there are other items you would like to see on 

the agenda. Possible agenda items include Floods Grant Program presentation by Ecology 

(Dave Holland), Flood Control District presentation by Mitch Riester with Chelan 

County, Lands committee and what should be done with Longview Property in Chelan 

County,  

 

Thank you for coming!  See you on July 2, 2014.    

 

The meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m.    
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