Grant Beck

From: Cheryl Nichols [autismonline@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2009 1:00 PM

To: Grant Beck

Subject: Yelm's water

Dear Mr. Beck,

As a land owner of the Yelm area, with a private well on my property, I am extremely concerned
with the plan of allowing the potential of water draw of almost 4200 acre feet for the town of
Yelm.

This could affect everyone in the rural area around by dropping their water level in their well.

As a citizen of the area, | would want there to first be complete studies of the aquifers and the
wells so we all would know the impact of drawing this much water before we allow it!

I am also concerned that Yelm is placing all of the well's in one area, and that that area isn't even
owned by anyone right now. This seems silly and set us up for paying huge prices to someone who
buys the property.

Please stop this plan.

~Cheryl

Hotmail® has ever-growing storage! Don’'t worry about storage limits. Check it out.

05/13/2009



Grant Beck

From: Jean Handley [jeanhandley@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2009 3:09 PM

To: Grant Beck

Cc: Steve Klein; Bill Hashim; Ed Wiltsie
Subject: Water System Plan

RE: Water System Plan

As | said at last evenings Yelm City Council Meeting, all business and concerns the city of
Yelm thinks it has with the Thurston Highlands located in the southwest quadrant of the city
should cease and desist. This includes water and traffic plans.

1- A plan of this scope will effect private wells running them dry.

2- The city does not own this property so why waste plans for it. When | spoke to you today |
asked you which bank owns the property. You said you didin't know. Then who are you
negotiating/communicating with to put this plan through?

3- Isthe city planning to purchase this land during the auction June 5th thus making every
decision including spending two thirds of a million dollars redeemable?

Jean Handley

05/13/2009



Grant Beck

From: Rebecca Byers [rebecca.byers@alaskaair.com]

Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2009 8:47 AM

To: Grant Beck

Cc: Bob Isom; John Thompson

Subject: Public Comment- City's Water Rights/Yelm Vision Plan

Good Morning,

I am writing to express my concern for the City of Yelm, WA. Please note, |1

am not someone who is unbalanced in my view of economic growth and development, nor do 1
think that members of the council are corrupt. | am a citizen who would like to know the
truth.

I would like to know if it is true that Yelm"s tax revenue will pay for the Golder Water
Study. 1 would also like to know what is required of the City of Yelm, to remain in
compliance with the Washington Growth Managment Act.

I am concerned that Yelm"s development of down town is inconsistent with Yelm®"s Vision
Plan, 1995. Uniqueness, charm, and local businesses cotribute to the economic and social
vitality of a city because they attract loyal and caring citizens. The fact that local
businesses are struggling because of the expansion of chain businesses is an indication
that Yelm could become just another bedroom community. From the 1995 Yelm Vision Plan:
"The creation of commercial sub-districts...will help Yelm avoid the pitfall of becoming a
non-descript, linear strip mall”. The plan also includes upgrading the Old Town District,
which is being drained because of the superstores and chains.

The rapid development, which encourages quick and cheap housing, could cause a population
bust of more transient and commuter citizens who will move to Yelm merely because it is
cheaper.

I grew up and resided in New England, where citizens" fierce protection of open space,
local business, and rural charm, is what keeps the region a very attractive area for
tourism, education, and highly skilled employment. 1 believe these factors also contribute
to economic stability, and sustainability.

IT appropriate, 1 request that this e-mail be part of the public comment due Mayl5, in
regards to the city"s Water Rights and Study.

Thank you very much for your time.

Respectfully,
Rebecca Byers



Grant Beck

From: Steve Klein [srklein@fairpoint.net]

Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2009 10:50 PM

To: Grant Beck

Cc: Cindy Teixeira; Ron Harding

Subject: Comment due by Friday, May 15th on the MDNS

Dear Mr. Beck,

I am writing my comments on the MDNS as required by May 15th.

I cannot tell you with strong enough voice inflection that this is a travesty against the public you

are supposed to serve. To bury this MDNS on the Public Notices page of the city's website

and not on the homepage to give the public full access is subterfuge at best. To give only 2 weeks to
comment and

one week to appeal is a flagrant "thumbing your nose" at the Yelm Community and clearly shows no
intent to involve the community in discourse.

Well, Mr. Beck, | have put the call out to our community via the Yelm Community Blog and to the
NVN to let the community know about this

absolute violation of public involvement!

My Blog entry for the official record: http://yelm.com/2009/05/guest-entry-jim-zukowski-says.htmi

My comments are as follows:

1. "a total water portfolio for Yelm (both existing and new water rights) of 4,186 acre feet?"
Jeepers! Yelm has an allocation of 796.66 acre feet per year now from the DOE.
The city wants to pump 5 times more? This is a complete lack of care for the environment!

2. has anyone ever thought what that much water pumped would do to private water users' wells?

Or Thompson Creek?

Some have. READ THIS!
http://www.mastersconnection.com/index.php/articles/324-the-city-of-yelm-wants-to-supply-its-
1200-acre-sw-annex-with-water-from-new-sources

3. The MDNS says "The City of Yelm as lead agency for this action..."”
WHY is the city the lead agency when the Dept. of Ecology is already on this issue?
Yelm as lead agency with your past record of ignoring the public is like the fox guarding the hen house!

4. Thurston Highlands is the location of this proposal. Several key questions arise from the locale:

- Thurston Highlands, LLC is in default, the developers are out of the picture?

- how do the banks that now own the Highlands land feel about the city wanting to pump water from
land they control and is up for public auction June 5th?

- does the city have an easement or ownership on the Highlands property? (i.e. NO!)

The city's easements rights expired last year.

- the Water System Plan is based on land the city does not have a right to access.

- why is this MDNS even continuing?

5. Pumping 5 times more water than today "does not have a probable significant adverse impact on the

05/14/2009



environment. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will not be required..." according to your
MDNS?
WHAT ARE YOU PEOPLE THINKING?! You have got to be kidding!

6. NO EIS? | demand one!

Why is the City of Yelm proceeding with the Water System Plan when the whole premise of the
Plan is no longer valid, since the city’s water system expansion is based on serving Master Planned
Communities (MPC), the largest one being in default?*"

People are hurting and wondering why they have to pay for a water plan through increased rates
to expand the city’s water system to handle a large development — and the developers are now out
of the picture.

Steve Klein

Host, Yelm Community Blog
P. 0. Box 1971

Yelm, WA. 98597

www . yelm._com

05/14/2009



Barb Wood and Jim Park
16135 Railway Rd SE
Yelm, Washington State 98597

May 14, 2009

Grant Beck, Director of Community Development
City of Yelm

P.O. Box 479

Yelm, WA 98597

RE: MDNS ENV-08-0397-YL

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. In general, we think that the report was
limited in information and redundant on the analysis reports, and thus difficult to
comment on due to the separate environmental issues that include multiple watersheds.

However, we have the following comments and questions on the MDNS ENV-08-0397-
YL:

We appreciate the studies that you have completed on the impacts to Yelm Creek,
however, we have the following questions and concerns on the “Yelm Creek Restoration
Opportunities”.

8. Predicted impacts to the Nisqually Valley hydrologic area includes changes in
groundwater discharge to Yelm Creek (at the point of discharge to the Nisqually
River). Under Phase 1, the highest annual discharge decreases by up to 0.04

cubic feet per second (cfs), with the maximum depletion occurring in the spring.

We assume this is referring to the Peterson property. What are the impacts to the
mid-reach of Yelm Creek where it is dry 11 months of the year? That is where
instream flow is needed.

Under Phases 2, 3 and 4, the discharge to the Creek increases compared to the
baseline case by up to 0.27, 0.32 and 0.24 cfs, respectively; in these three
phases; the maximum increases will all occur in late winter and spring.

What is the current baseline? What data are you using to determine ““baseline”.
Are the flows cumulative increased flows? Our experience over the past ten years
is there is no flow between February to January the following year.

Also, we are concerned about increases to flow during the “late winter and early
spring”. Will that increase flooding during high precipitation or “rain on snow”
events? Please detail on the FIRM map the potential increases during flood
events, as these increases could affect our property.



The maximum summertime increase in Phases 2, 3 and 4 will be 0.23, 0.28 and 0.23
cfs, respectively. These increases result from the net effect of pumping 4,186
ac-ft/yr from the deep Undifferentiated Teriary Aquifer (TQu) at the new Wellfield,
which involves transferring 952 acre-feet per year pumping from the shallow
Advance Vashon Outwash (Qga) aquifer (downtown-area wells). Yelm Creek is

in relatively closer hydraulic connection to the Qga aquifer.

Yelm Creek is an intermittent creek. There has not been flow in the creek during
the summer months for decades. Thus, we do not believe that these increases are
not for base flow, but for potable water for local wells. Again, please clarify the
benefits to late summer and early fall base flow and impacts to landowners during
the winter months?. Also, please clarify if the values are additive.

Including Yelm Creek impacts, there will also be cumulative monthly changes in
groundwater discharge to the Nisqually River at River Mile 4.3 for the four
phases. Under Phase 1, the model predicted that the groundwater discharge will
be up to 0.21 cfs lower than under baseline condition, with the maximum
depletion occurring in August.

Under Phases 2 and 3, the total discharge to the river will increase year-round compared
to the baseline; the maximum increases will be 0.29 and 0.25 cfs, respectively, both
occurring in spring.

Is that due to the increased groundwater discharge to Cochrain Park? Please
clarify?

The summertime increases will be up to 0.25 and 0.20 cfs. Under Phase 4, the model
predicts that a decrease in groundwater discharge will occur year-round compared to the
baseline, with a maximum depletion of 0.28 cfs occurring in September.

However, the cumulative predicted depletions represent less than one percent of

the baseline discharge to the river in all months for Phases 1 and 4.

In addition to the Yelm Creek mitigation described above, the City of Yelm has entered
into discussions with the Nisqually Indian Tribe regarding out-of-kind mitigation of
Yelm Creek. This mitigation plan provides the working agreement between the City of
Yelm and the Nisqually Indian Tribe. The City of Yelm is committed to working with the
Tribe on the following restoration opportunities:

d
» Creek channel restoration between 103r Avenue and First Street, with meanders
and in-stream habitat features.

What are you restoring the channel for and for what time a year? Chum? Coho?
Other aquatic species?



The reach between 103" and First Street has not had any sustained flow for over
a decade, except for a few days to few weeks during high precipitation events
during the winter. Is this the best place for restoration? 103" and above have
always maintained flow year round.

We applied for multiple grants to do adaptive management on our 900 feet of
creek that was “restored” in 1990. When there is water, we have fish stranding,
so removal of “levees” and thus restoration is a good idea. However, all
proposals we have submitted to granting agencies have been ranked low based
on the WRIA 11 SRFB priorities, and thus not funded.

» Create a continuous vegetated buffer along creek

It would be more advantageous to remove exotic species. Historically, Yelm
Creek had no continuous vegetated buffer.

« Stream gage on Yelm Creek (per Watershed Plan)

Thurston County has two gauges on Yelm Creek: One at 103" and one at the

mouth. Does this imply that the City of Yelm is going to fund these gauges in
perpetuity?

» Remove riprap weirs at pipeline crossing”

This should not be considered mitigation, for it was never approved in the
original HPA issued by WDFW. It was a violation that was never corrected by
the contractors doing work for the City of Yelm.



Grant Beck

From: billha [billha@ywave.com]

Sent:  Thursday, May 14, 2009 10:02 PM

To: Grant Beck

Cc: tlord61@ecy.wa.gov; Ed Wiltsie; 'Steve Klein'
Subject: Yelm's Water Plan

Dear Grant:

| finally found the MDNS—you had it hid fairly well. | never knew a community development director who is
such the antithesis of community participation as you are.

My comments on the MDNS follow:

=

Why don’t you perform a water rights impairment analysis? How can you claim MDNS without one.

2.  Your mitigations on the various potentials for water rights impairment are shallow. Given the fiscal
state of Yelm, there is no way you can accomplish them.

3. Model area Qpg predicts a aquifer drawdown of 3 feet within a 4 four radius. How many homes
(exempt wells) are impacted? Have you contacted each of homeowners to let them know? What
mitigation do you have in mind with them?

4. Model area Tqu predicts a 10 foot drawdown near the well and 1 foot up to 5 miles. How many homes
(exempt wells) are impacted? Have you contacted each of homeowners to let them know? What
mitigation do you have in mind with them?

5. Given the poor track record of Yelm in regards to water and water rights, | strongly urge the
department of ecology not approve the water plan until a complete environmental impact statement or
water rights impairment analysis is complete.

Sincerely

William A Hashim
Private Citizen
9330 El Camino SE
Yelm, WA 98597

05/15/2009



Grant Beck

From: Diane D'Acuti [dianed@fairpoint.net]
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2009 1:25 PM
To: Grant Beck

Subject: impact

5ear Mr. Beck,

I am writing this because of my *huge concern* over the water issues that seem to keep

coming up.

First of all - the community should be "publicly" notified concerning the changes the city

wishes to Impose concerning the pumping of water.

Yes - you can find the info if you know where to look and under which hidden agenda.

Something this important should be on the front page of the NVN, not to mention on the

front page of the city"s homepage.

Especially when deadlines are concerned.

Pumping five times more water than what is occurring now will definitely have an affect of

the surrounding homes that are on wells which is there only source of water as well as a

significant impact on the environment. *An Environmental Impact Statement is definitely

required.* Since the Highlands,LLC is in default and is up for auction, the city does not

have legal access. So how can decisions be made concerning that property at this point.
My well has already been compromised because of the building, wetlands, dirt piles being

left and Thompson Creek being affected.

Therefore, As a property owner, with a well for its source of water, and who will

definitely be impacted if the aquifer drops at all, |1 am requesting an official response

concerning this matter.

Diane D"Acuti
93rd Ave

"a total water portfolio for Yelm (both existing and new water rights) of 4,186 acre
feet?"

Jeepers! Yelm has an allocation of 796.66 acre feet per year now from the DOE.

The city wants to pump 5 times more?

2. has anyone ever thought what that much water pumped would do to private water users”
wells?

Or Thompson Creek?

Some have. *READ THIS!
<http://www.mastersconnection.com/index.php/articles/324-the-city-of-yelm-wants-to-supply-
its-1200-acre-sw-annex-with-water-from-new-sources>*

3. The MDNS says "The City of Yelm as lead agency for this action..."
WHY is the city the lead agency when the Dept. of Ecology is already on this issue?

4. Thurston Highlands is the location of this proposal. Several key questions arise from
the location:

- Thurston Highlands, LLC is in default, the developers are out of the picture?

- how do the banks that now own the Highlands land feel about the city wanting to pump
water from land they control and is up for public auction June 5th?

- does the city have an easement or ownership on the Highlands property?

(i.e. NOD)

The city"s easements rights expired last year.

- the Water System Plan is based on land the city does not have a right to access.

5. Pumping 5 times more water than today ''does not have a probable significant adverse





