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Don’t worry.
I’'m with the Government.

& \Washingten State Watershed Planning Act

¢ Listing ofi three species of fish under the
Endangered Species Act

¢ Contentious situation betWween armers,
envirenmentalists; and gevernmeni
dgEencles

¢ Slgniiicant itRding ifem Washingien:'s
SERALON;

it
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Washington State Watershed
Planning Act Is unstructured

¢ Designed to provide “a firamework for
developing local solutions te water ISSUes
R a watershed basis”

¢ \/oluntary, comprenensive: planning
precess designed toer allew lecal citizens,
goevernments, and trikes te develep
managemeni plans
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Methow Basin Planning Unit




“The enemy of my enemy IS my
friend...unless he’s from Beaver Creek”

¢ The Planning Unit
approach creates
odd bedfellows and
shifting alliances

¢ Difficult te predict
FEACLIGNS) Gf
PrEPESEd Studies
and the resulits

N



Methow Watershed Studies

¢ \Watershed Modeling

— Phase One — Watershed model to simulate
natural streamflow conditions

— Phase Two — Refined watershed model to
Simulate streamifiow with irrigation canals

¢ Hydroegeologic Framework
¢ Ground-water/surface-water interaction




Cooperator guestions directed
the scope of the study

& Methow River Planning Unit
+ [Leaking Irrigation canals
+ Fluctuating lake levels
¢ Lining of Irrigation canals

& WA State Dept of Ecelogy
¢ lransportation Iesses
¢ Streamflow: for instream flow determination

¢ BUreauw of Reclamation
¢ Lining existing Irrgation; canals
¢ lncreasingl irrngatieon canals
& Changingl fremiirrngatien canals, terwells
# Effects of fiorest management




Watershed Modeling Needs

¢ More data
— Installed additional streamfilow gages
— Conducted seepage measurements
— Created refined parameter information
¢ New computer algerithms (moedules)
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C Twisp River near Twisp (12448998) C Twisp River near Twisp (12448998)
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Simulated Streamtflow
Water Years 1960 - 2001

-
_

Sep | 660 | 116 | 2239 | 751 | 5039 | 105 | 130 | 1158 |




Mean Mean

. simulated measured Bias, in
Station Name Month
streamflow streamflow percent
(cfs) (cfs)
Methow abv Goat Sep 201.0 37.7
Oct 175.6 30.7
Nov 277.1 107.1
- Dec 130.4 79.1
Simulated vs
u
Andrews Creek Sep 6.6 7.6
Oct 4.6 6.4
Measured
Dec 3.3 5.7
Total 18.5 26.9
Streamiilow
Oct 106.1 96.3
119.3 101.6
102.5 84.6
416.5 358.0
Wate r Ye ar Methow at Winthrop 306.9 268.0
316.6 288.2
465.4 388.0
283.1 337.7
1992-2001. o E B
- 55.5 39.7
L fI d 64.8 62.9
OW_ OW p e rl O S 87.0 99.7
59.6 86.3

266.9 288.6

Methow at Twisp 355.1 300.1
397.0 362.7
583.4 482.7
375.7 414.1
1711.2 1559.7

Methow at Pateros 439.2 400.4
449.0 438.1

644.6 558.1
483.3 502.7
2016.0 1899.2
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GW/SW Interaction Questions

¢ 0o what extent do Irrigation diversions
reduce lew-flew discharge In; the rivers?

o What fraction ofi ground-water recharge
IS, due to) Irrigatien; canal seepage?

¢ Hoew woeuld Increased groune=\Water
pumpIing (Father than sukace Water
divVersiens) iniluencerlow=fhew discharge
IR FIVErS?

eafrmm i e aivming rmsbl



Detalled investigation of
GW/SW. Interactions

Objective: guantify Irrigation-induced recharge and
Its effect on ground-water discharge to the river
N a limited study: area.

Appreach:

# Construct a water budget;

PErerm| SeEepage rns In canals and FIVer:;
MeRIter ground-water elevatieons changes;

analyze relationships; among recharge, grounc-
Water elevations, anad discharge torthe rver; and

Use results off the detanled study, te help refine
the greunRd=Water floyw CompeRERt Gif the
Weltershed medel:
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Local interest In
detailled study




Detailed Investigation Area,
Twisp River, Washington
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GW Study Results

¢ Seasonal recharge from Irrigation canals
was evident as well as the timing of the
decline im water levels after diversions
stopped for the season.

¢ lncreased streamiflow gains due: te
IFFgatien-canal SeEepage Were: evident in
SEIME! reaches; bult decayed ence
diVersiens stepped:

relEnenihy o el e
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Figure 1. Daily net exchange between the Twisp River and aquifers in the lower Twisp River valley.
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A Chewuch River near Winthrop (12448000)
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The Methow River
above Goat Creek is
naturally dry from
late summer to early
spring in most
years.

;



Basin-wide
consideration of
streamilow
gains and
losses provided
a broader
context for the
Influence: of
Irrigation canal _—
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Cooperator guestions directed
the scope of the study

& Methow River Planning Unit
+ [Leaking Irrigation canals
+ Fluctuating lake levels
¢ Lining of Irrigation canals

& WA State Dept of Ecelogy
¢ lransportation Iesses
¢ Streamflow: for instream flow determination

¢ BUreauw of Reclamation
¢ Lining existing Irrgation; canals
¢ lncreasingl irrngatieon canals
& Changingl fremiirrngatien canals, terwells
# Effects of fiorest management
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MMS Scenarios for USBR

(1) baseline of current flow
(2) line Irrigation; canals te limit seepage Iosses

(8) Increase surface-water diversions through
unlined canals fer aguifer recharge

(4 convert frem surface-water tor groundwater
FeseUrces o) supply, Water for Irrngation

(B5) reduce tree density In ferested headwater
catchmenits;, ana
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C. Methow River near Pateros (USG5 station 1234950)
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Use of a Precipitation-Runoff Model to
late Natural Str flow Conditions

|n the Methow River Basin, Washington

USGS Reports
have been well
received but
timing of release
did not always
coincide with

cooperator
needs el

Praparad in cooparation with the
U.8. Buresu of Reclamatiun

Simulated Water-Management Alternatives
Using the Modular Modeling System for the

Methow River Basin, Washington

Open-File Report 2004-1051

U5, Depautinont of the [terior
ULS. Govlogiesd Survey

;



Methow Valley

No surprises in study that shows
links between rivers, aquifer and
irrigation canals

For years, irrigators have been trying to
convince state and federal agencies that
seepage of water from open irrigation
canals helped recharge the rivers in the
Methow basin. Now, a study released
by the U.S. Geological Survey has
helped to clarify the relationship
between the rivers, the underground
aquifer and the valley's irrigation
ditches.

THE WENATCHEE

WSRLD

Editorial -- The dry facts in the Methow

Somewhere, you suspect, a federal official was laughing
when irrigators in the Methow Valley made the claim that
their old, porous irrigation ditches might actually help
salmon. It is heresy to think that water taken for human
purposes could return to the river, perhaps to the benefit
of endangered species.

Now comes a genuine scientific study from the United
States Geological Survey saying that the irrigators
were right all along. The leaky irrigation ditches not
only recharge the aquifer, but do so substantially.
Seepage from canals in late summer boosts the flow of
the Methow between Twisp and Winthrop by about 30
cubic feet per second. The canals recharge the
groundwater, which is a crucial source of river flows. In
late summer, groundwater accounts for more than half the
flow of the Methow at its confluence with the Columbia.




¢ Importance of strong USGS presence
N study area

— USGS has been streamgaging In the Methow
watershed since 1919

— More impoertantly, the USGS streamgager
Worked in the Methoew since: 1990

¢ |mpoertance off streng liaisen In: study,
alhea

¢ |mpoertance off streng active Interest In
StUeEy area

eafrmm i e aivming rmsbl




¢ Unstructured framework of the
watershed planning process ensured
some degree of failure

— Ecology was not a member of the Planning
Unit

— Locals had narrow focus on issues

— USGS could broaden focus but not drive
IMpPACtS

— Viethew: Basin Watershed plan IS cukrently
Net appreved ny EcCology.

peimme s m alorm il
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