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May 22, 2018 
 
 
Filed via email: wsp@tumalo.org 
   margi.hoffmann@fcasolutions.org 
 
Tumalo Irrigation District 
c/o Margi Hoffmann 
Community Relations Director 
Farmers Conservation Alliance 
11 Third St., Ste. 101 
Hood River, Oregon 97031 
 
Re: Comments on the Environmental Assessment for the Tumalo Irrigation District 

System Modernization Project 
 
 
To Whom It Concerns: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Assessment (“EA”) for the 
Tumalo Irrigation District System Modernization Project (“Project”).  Central Oregon 
LandWatch (“LandWatch”) is a conservation organization which has advocated for preservation 
of natural resources in Central Oregon for over 30 years.  With over 200 members in Central 
Oregon, LandWatch has worked on water resource issues in the Deschutes River Basin and in 
gaining special protection for Whychus Creek and the Metolius River and spring systems.  
LandWatch has lately been particularly concerned about flows in the Upper Deschutes River, the 
impacts of the management of the irrigation diversions from the River, and maintenance of flows 
in the River’s key tributaries, including Tumalo Creek.  We continue to be interested in 
supporting an efficient irrigation-based farming community throughout Central Oregon. 
 
LandWatch is pleased that efforts are being taken to restore natural flows to Crescent Creek, the 
Little Deschutes River, the Deschutes River, and Tumalo Creek.  However, we have several 
concerns with the EA’s preferred alternative, including actual amount of water that will be 
conserved, cost efficiency, and the failure to consider other alternatives.  These and other 
concerns are described below. 
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I. Accounting of conserved water 
 
The EA states that the preferred alternative (the HDPE Piping Alternative), through installation 
of pressurized HDPE pipe for all open canals and laterals, will result in prevention of loss of 48 
cfs of water currently lost due to canal seepage and evaporation, and that this is the amount that 
the Tumalo Irrigation District (“District”) will transfer to the State for instream use.  Section 
5.3.3.  The EA also states that 100 percent of all water conserved through this Project will be 
allocated to instream use.  Section 6.10.3.1.  The EA should include a full explanation and 
disclosure of how water savings of 48 cfs were calculated.  What methods were used to develop 
this number?  Does this number represent only seepage and evaporation?  Or does it also include 
operational savings/losses, including reduced need for carry water and spills of carry water due 
to piping? 
 
Both the District’s System Improvement Plan (SIP) and the EA state that actual water savings 
that will result from the Project are well above the 48 cfs that the District commits to transferring 
instream.   
 

a. System Improvement Plan 
 

The SIP, submitted to the NRCS on June 29, 2017, includes a section on Water Supply and 
Certificates.1  The SIP states that the District’s water rights allow a diversion of 13.86 GPM/acre.  
The SIP also states that the Oregon Water Resources Department has found that the volume of 
deliveries of water to patrons within the District are 7.48 GPM/acre.  A fully piped system, as 
called for by the EA’s preferred alternative, will eliminate the need for diversion amounts above 
the 7.48 GPM/acre of water historically delivered to patrons, as found by OWRD.  The District’s 
SIP, at Table 3.4.2, also estimates that 53 cfs would be conserved upon a completely piped 
system. Why does the EA report that up to 48 cfs will be conserved when the study used to 
support he EA (the SIP) states that 53 cfs would be conserved?  Why does the EA not propose to 
conserve all diversion amounts above the 7.48 GPM/acre historically delivered to patrons? 
 

b. EA 
 
The EA also admits that actual water savings resulting from the Project will be well above 48 
cfs.  In Appendix D at page 19, the EA states that “in addition to conservation of 48 cfs from 
reduced canal seepage, the HDPE Pressurized Piping Alternative will also increase water supply 
delivery to TID patrons.”  These additional water savings will occur through the preferred 
alternative’s prevention of “excess water [that] operationally spills onto non-productive lands at 
the ends of the conveyance system.”  Appendix D, page 19.  The District apparently does not 
plan to transfer these additional water savings instream, but plans to use these additional water 
savings to increase water deliveries to patrons from an average of 3.5 AF/acre per year to 5.0 

                                                
1 Krew, K. 2017. Tumalo Irrigation District System Improvement Plan. Black Rock Consulting & 
Farmers Conservation Alliance. Bend, Oregon; Hood River, Oregon. 
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AF/acre per year.2  Appendix D, page 19.  Apparently, the EA justifies this large increase in 
water deliveries by stating that hay crops require 4.7 AF/acre per year.  This number is wildly 
contrary to well-established crop water use and irrigation requirements for hay crops in the 
District, which are somewhere between 2.0 and 2.5 AF/acre per year.3 4  Especially in a fully 
piped, on-demand system, efficiencies should drastically increase, and duty requirements for hay 
crops should decrease below (not above) the current 3.5 AF/acre per year. 
 
Another way of stating it is that while average delivery is currently around 3.5 AF/acre, this 
Project is apparently intended to deliver full water rights of 5 AF/acre.  This is not an appropriate 
use of public monies.  Rather than expanding the current deliveries, the existing deliveries of 3.5 
AF/acre should be maintained and the rest of the water returned to Tumalo Creek and Crescent 
Creek.  The EA’s planned increase in deliveries to patrons, along with the stated 48 cfs savings 
from prevented seepage and evaporation losses, converts to a total water savings of around 82 
cfs.  Accordingly, 82 cfs should be returned instream. 
 
The District has publicly committed to returning 100% of water savings resulting from the 
Project to instream use.  Hidden deep in the EA, however, are the above plans to use a 
significant amount of conserved water to increase water deliveries to patrons.  The full amount 
of water not actually used by the District’s patrons should be transferred to the State for instream 
use.  At the May 8, 2018 public meeting, District personnel confirmed that the amount of water 
not used by patrons is higher than the 48 cfs proposed to be conserved by the preferred 
alternative.  District Manager Ken Reick stated that the percentage of water the District loses to 
the ground underneath canals and laterals is likely higher than 48 cfs, and that the 48 cfs measure 
is a conservative estimate, but the real number is likely more.  This is in addition to operational 
savings/losses associated with carry water.   
 
Aside from the District’s commitment to return 100% of water savings to instream use, the 
District likely does not have a legal right to use any water above the amount it has historically 
put to beneficial use.5  Any “paper” water rights above the 3.5 AF/acre that the District has not 
put to beneficial use are wasted, and usufructory rights to that water are forfeit.   
 
A proper use of public money through the PL-566 program will benefit the District while 
providing substantial benefits to the public by returning all conserved water instream.  

                                                
2 The 3.5 AF/acre and 5.0 AF/acre per year figures correspond to the 7.48 GPM/acre and 13.86 
GPM/acre figures from the SIP described above. 
3 Cuenca, Richard. 1992. Oregon Crop Water Use and Irrigation Requirements. Oregon State 
University Extension Service publication. Extension Miscellaneous 8530. June 1992, second 
printing March 1999. 
4 Gannett, et. al. 2001. Ground-Water Hydrology of the Upper Deschutes Basin, Oregon. U.S. 
Geological Survey. Portland, Oregon. 
5 ORS § 540.610(1) (“Beneficial use shall be the basis, the measure and the limit of all rights to the 
use of water in this state.”) 
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Accordingly, the Project should achieve the following benefits for both the District and the 
public: 

1. Through the Project, the District gets a piped, pressurized system with 100% reliable 
deliveries of no more than 3.5 AF/acre, which should allow any patron to grow hay with 
wheel line sprinklers.  Those patrons with properties big enough for a pivot can grow 
hay even more efficiently than that. 

2. Tumalo Creek and Crescent Creek get all of the recouped losses resulting from the 
Project, including (1) operational spill, (2) carry water, (3) seepage and evaporation, and 
(4) water not used by patrons in an increasingly efficient on-demand system.  All of that 
water is legally transferred to the State and protected instream.  Current estimates are the 
losses (operational and seepage/evaporation) amount to around 82 cfs and these amounts 
should be verified before transfers happen. 

 
In addition, the EA should commit to post-Project water savings verifications.  This will be the 
only way to ensure that 100 percent of the water conserved through the Project will be 
transferred to the State for instream use, as promised by the District. 
 

II. Transfer of conserved water to instream uses 
 
The EA identifies the creation of instream water rights “up to” 48 cfs through the State’s 
Allocation of Conserved Water Program (ACWP).  However, the EA falls short of identifying 
which senior water rights owned by TID or its patrons will be transferred to the state for 
instream use.  Which District- or patron-owned water rights will be curtailed by 48 cfs?  How 
will the District ensure that the full amount of water that once seeped or evaporated below canals 
will be returned instream?  Without this accounting, it is possible that not the full actual water 
diversion will be curtailed, and instead TID will transfer “paper” water rights rather than actual 
“wet” water rights.  That would mean the Project will not satisfy the requirement of substantial 
benefits to the general public. 
 
The EA does state that conserved water is to be allocated instream to Crescent Creek and 
Tumalo Creek and that it will carry the same priority dates as TID’s water rights. 

 
“The instream water rights created as an effect of the Canal Lining Alternative would 
carry the same priority dates as TID’s water rights. The District would permanently 
reduce its own water rights by corresponding rates and volumes, permanently 
reducing the rates of diversion at the TFC diversion and the BFC diversion.”  

 
Section 6.10.3.1. However, the EA does not state what those priority dates are, and as such the 
EA includes no guarantee that the conserved water will carry senior water rights that will always 
take priority over other TID or patron water rights.  We understand that the District’s water right 
priority dates range from 1900 to 1913.  The conserved water transferred from the State should 
carry proportional amounts of water from each of the District’s water rights. For example, if 
30% of the District’s water rights have the seniority date of 1900, then 30% of all conserved 
water should be transferred from the 1900 water right.  This way, a conserved water order from 
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the State will reduce all of the District’s water rights proportionally to the District’s current mix 
of priority dates. 
 
Because Tumalo Creek provides a more valuable source of cold water to the Deschutes River, all 
water savings should accrue first to Tumalo Creek, then move to Crescent Creek if all diversions 
from Tumalo Creek have been curtailed.  Accordingly, diversion rates from the TFC (Tumalo 
Feed Canal) should be curtailed and transferred to the State for instream use before any diversion 
rates from the BFC (Bend Feed Canal) are curtailed. 
 

a. Carry water 
 
In its description of the preferred alternative, Section 5.3.3, the EA states that “[a] piped and 
pressurized system greatly increases conveyance efficiency, allowing existing carry water to be 
available for patrons and further reducing the need to spill excess water as the system becomes 
on demand.”  How much of the carry water needed under current canal system will be conserved 
as a result of the preferred alternative?  Is that amount part of the 48 cfs of conserved water to be 
transferred to the State for instream use?  Which District water rights will be curtailed due to no 
longer needing carry water under the preferred alternative?  The EA is insufficient in fully 
explaining the actual water savings that will occur as a result of no longer needing carry water in 
a fully piped system.   As explained above, it appears in the EA Appendix D that significant 
water savings above the stated 48 cfs will occur as a result of the Project, and the District plans 
to increase water deliveries to its patrons with these savings.  Any portion of conserved water 
resulting in reduced need for carry water should also be transferred to the State for instream use, 
above the 48 cfs water savings to result from reduced seepage and evaporation. 
 

b. Water reliability 
 
The EA repeatedly emphasizes reliability of irrigation water for patrons in its discussion of the 
effects of both the Canal Lining alternative and the HDPE Piping alternative (the preferred 
alternative).  Though “water reliability” would naturally occur due to a pressurized system, the 
use of the term in the EA suggests it means patrons getting more water.  This notion of improved 
reliability is also used in the EA to argue that the agricultural land base will be strengthened, 
allowing for more productive harvests of existing crops and the opportunity for more diverse 
crop production because of increased “water supply security.”  Section 6.4.3.1 (“Implementation 
of the HDPE Piping Alternative would allow for more diversity in the types of crops grown in 
the District because of water supply security.”)  If all of the water conserved by these action 
alternatives is returned instream, how will patrons realize improved reliability of irrigation 
water?  The insistent reference to water delivery reliability implies that not all conserved water 
will be transferred instream, but that more water will be available to patrons.  Additional water 
availability beyond what exists today is otherwise known as “firming up” the District.  This is 
not an appropriate use of public funding, and is contrary to the many promises made throughout 
the EA that all conserved water will be transferred to the State for instream use.  The EA states 
that “the District would allocate 100% of the conserved water created for instream use” for both 
of these action alternatives.  Section 6.10.2.1; Section 6.10.3.1.   
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The EA’s discussion of the surface water impacts of the preferred alternative also includes a 
similar logical inconsistency: “[i]mplementation of the HDPE Piping Alternative would improve 
water supplies for both patrons and instream uses; therefore, minor, long-term effects would 
occur.” Section 6.10.3.1.  If all conserved water is to be transferred to the State for instream use, 
how can the Project improve water supplies for both instream uses and patrons?  Without firm, 
legally enforceable commitments to transfer all recouped water to the State for instream use, the 
EA and its preferred alternative fail to provide what is promised in the Project.  
 
What evidence is there for greater demand of water supplies in the District?  In a District with 
average parcel sizes between 10 and 13 acres, little potential for large commercial agricultural 
operations exists, and little opportunity for highly efficient pivot irrigation systems exists.  The 
many existing small-scale agricultural operations do not need more than the 3.5AF/acre they 
currently receive, and a Project purpose of improving “reliability” (as meant in the EA) is 
arbitrary to the actual needs of the District. 
 
Again, the EA’a admission in Appendix D at page 19 that it plans to increase deliveries to 
patrons from 3.5AF/acre to 5AF/acre is contrary to the stated goal to allocate 100% of the 
recouped water to instream use. 
 

c. Water not utilized 
 
Similar to the water reliability issues discussed above, the EA also flouts that the Project will 
decrease the amount of water actually utilized by patrons: “As project groups of the District 
become piped, the conveyance system would convert into an on- demand system allowing water 
to remain instream (not be diverted at the TFC diversion) when not being utilized.”  Section 
6.10.3.2.  This idea needs to be further explained given the District’s apparent plans to use more 
water. 
 

d. Crescent Lake 
 
The District has already committed to releasing 15 cfs - 30 cfs from Crescent Lake outside of the 
irrigation season as part of a package for the Upper Deschutes and the Oregon spotted frog.  Is 
any portion of the “savings” discussed in the EA actually a prior and existing reduction in the 
District’s storage in Crescent Lake?  The water conserved through this Project, using public 
money to benefit the general public, must be transferred to the State for instream use above and 
beyond any previous water left instream by the District.  Water savings resulting from the 
expenditure of PL-566 funding should be transferred instream for future increases to instream 
flows, and not to backfill existing instream flow commitments. 
 

III. Timing and quality of Allocation of Conserved Water water rights transfers 
 
More specificity is required in the EA as to the timing of instream water rights transfers to the 
State via the Allocation of Conserved Water Statute.  As described above, post-Project 
conserved water verification studies should be completed following each stage of Project 
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implementation, and using those data, a proportionate share of the District’s existing water rights 
should be reduced and transferred to the State for instream use. 
 

IV. Elimination of alternatives 
 

Increasing instream flow for fish and aquatic habitat is a stated need for the Project.  Section 2. 
Protecting water instream is discussed in both Section 2.1.1 Water Loss in District Conveyance 
System and Section 2.1.3 Instream Flow for Fish and Aquatic Habitat.  Thus, increasing instream 
flows is a dominant purpose of the EA, and all water conservation alternatives that can enhance 
these flows should be analyzed.  This includes upgrading irrigation methods and equipment and 
market incentives that save water. 
 
Only two action alternatives – the Canal Lining alternative and the HDPE Piping Alternative – 
are considered alongside the required No Action alternative.  This limited consideration of 
alternatives results in a myopic analysis that assumes that complete lining or piping of District 
canals and laterals is the only reasonable method for achieving the Project’s purpose and need.  
Several other alternatives would achieve that Project’s goal, and would do so more efficiently, 
conserving more water for less cost to the public.  A basic requirement of NEPA is that a project 
such as this has a reasonable range of alternatives. 
 

a. On-farm efficiency 
 
The EA’s discussion of alternatives that were eliminated from further consideration includes on-
farm efficiency.  This alternative was eliminated because “[o]n-farm infrastructure is distinct 
from District canals and laterals because it is owned and operated by patrons” and because the 
alternative “would not improve water delivery reliability and public safety for District-owned 
canal and lateral infrastructure.”  Section 5.2.4.  
 
That “distinction” is not an excuse to disregard credible and cost-effective alternatives and 
ignores the obvious interconnection of the District and its patrons.   
 
Recent studies have found that big piping projects, such as the preferred alternative, are not 
practical or cost effective as compared to the piping of private laterals.  In neighboring Central 
Oregon Irrigation District, the Farmers Conservation Alliance found that piping of main canals 
would cost $700 million and conserve 89,500 AF of water per year, but that improving private 
laterals would cost only $36.5 million and conserve 35,284 AF of water per year.6  In that case, 
piping of smaller private laterals achieves 39% of the water savings at only 5% of the cost of 
main canal piping projects. 
 

                                                
6 Black Rock Consulting & Farmers Conservation Alliance. 2017. Central Oregon Irrigation District 
On-Farm Water Conservation Report. Available from COID General Manager. 
Exhibit F 
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An alternative that is not exclusively piping of the District’s canals and laterals, but includes 
both that piping and piping of private laterals, is needed.  Other alternatives including piping 
with marketing and other options should also be included in the EA. 
 

b. Costs to individual patrons are used to eliminate some alternatives, and used to 
justify the preferred alternative 

 
The EA’s justification for ignoring alternatives involving patron operations is that only District 
operations can be considered.  That is not correct. 
The preferred alternative (“HDPE Piping Alternative”) is selected in part because of its ability to 
reduce Operations and Maintenance (“O&M”) costs.  The EA states that “a pressurized pipeline 
allows for the elimination of individual pumps serving farms across the District and the 
conservation of approximately 4 million kilowatt hours per year.”  Section 5.3.3.  The HDPE 
Piping Alternative would further “reduce patron pumping costs by approximately $325,000 per 
year and reduce carbon emissions by approximately 2,200 metric tons per year.”  Section 5.3.3.  
Obviously, patron operations are relevant.  If patron operations are not relevant, what is the 
public good of saving $325,000 in patron costs?  How does this private enrichment benefit the 
public?  Under the preferred alternative, TID would upgrade 543 existing turnouts to pressurized 
delivery systems, including conversion of many existing shared turnouts to individual turnouts 
(requiring the purchase and installation of 119 new turnouts on patrons’ property).  Section 
5.3.3.1.  Here, again, is a direct private benefit to individual patrons.  The EA writes off 
considering some on-farm upgrades (on-farm efficiencies) while proposing other on-farm 
upgrades (individual pressurized delivery systems).   
 

c. The range of alternatives ignores the benefits of a bottom-up model of piping 
installment 

 
The preferred alternative relies on converting the entire existing system of open canals and 
laterals to large pipes.  These pipes have a lifespan of at least 100 years.7  This ‘top-down’ model 
begins with replacing the largest canals, and eventually replacing smaller conveyances if funding 
is available. The EA does not consider an alternative approach of first replacing smaller laterals 
and on-farm conveyances, which can be replaced for less money and result in greater water 
savings per dollar spent.  Replacing these smaller conveyances in a ‘bottom-up’ model would 
ensure that the size of pipes is not larger than it needs to be.  Additionally, water savings 
resulting from preventing operational losses (spillover of carry water) would be realized sooner.  
If pressurized water delivery systems are first provided at or near each patron’s point of delivery, 
the District could then easily determine how much water its patrons actually put to beneficial 
use.  Then, the District could determine the proper size of large pipes to replace further up the 
system.  This approach would provide flexibility in future investments, and the ability of the 
District to fine-tune future investments based on actual water need of its patrons. 
 
                                                
7 District Manager Ken Reick stated at the May 8, 2018 public meeting that the actual lifespan of 
HDPE piping is likely up to 300 years. 
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V. Basin Study Work Group (BSWG) findings 
 
The multi-year Upper Deschutes Basin Study Work Group, sponsored by the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation, has produced important studies.  Its Multi-Criteria Evaluation (“MCE”) rates four 
scenarios of flow targets in the Upper Deschutes, two targeting 300 cfs in the Upper Deschutes 
Below Wickiup Reservoir, and two targeting 600 cfs. The MCE states:  
 

“Private lateral piping is the most cost-effective piping alternative, offering reliable, 
long- term water supply at lower cost than other hard infrastructure investments.”   

 
MCE page 1, Exhibit A.  An objective of this Project should be to conserve the most amount 
of water for the least amount of money.  Any piping option should prioritize piping smaller 
private laterals first, and only then consider moving up the line to pipe large canals and 
laterals. 
 
The MCE also estimates that on-farm upgrades are often cheaper ($3,800 per acre foot of water 
savings) than piping of district-owned canals ($2,333 - $7,000 per acre foot of water savings).  
On-farm upgrades “offer greater flexibility and are rarely opposed by community members.”  
Exhibit A. 
 
Of the four scenarios considered in the MCE, the scenario with by far the lowest cost per acre 
foot of water savings relies on water leasing, water transfers, and voluntary duty reductions.  
This scenario prevents 99.9% of potential agricultural shortages in an average precipitation year, 
and 92.3% of potential agricultural shortages in a dry year.  No canal linings or piping projects 
whatsoever are needed to achieve these savings.  None of the other four scenarios come close to 
achieving the cost efficiency of this scenario.  As stakeholders from across the Upper Deschutes 
Basin have come together to determine the most prudent options for restoring streamflows, 
Tumalo Irrigation District should not ignore their collective expertise, and at a minimum should 
give full consideration to a Project alternative that utilizes additional tools beyond just canal 
lining or piping.  The failure to include these analyses also violates the NEPA standard that the 
best available science be utilized. 
 
Many of the draft BSWG final report materials and technical reports that support the BSWG’s 
findings are attached here as Exhibits A-E.  Although the BSWG’s final report is pending, all of 
the materials in Exhibits A-E have been through extensive stakeholder review, are in “final 
draft” form, and are only awaiting a final “technical sufficiency review” by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 
 

VI. Public safety 
 
Public safety is listed as a primary need for the Project throughout the EA.  In section 4.5, the 
EA notes that two deaths have occurred in open canals of other irrigation districts but does not 
report any public safety incidents in the canals of the Project sponsor, TID.  Despite no record of 
public safety incidents, each of the three alternatives that is considered by the EA is evaluated 
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for its potential to improve public safety.  In the EA’s discussion of the No Action Alternative, 
EA Section 5.3.1, the EA states that “[a] history of drowning in District canals can be found in 
section 4.5.”  There is no history of drowning in Tumalo Irrigation District canals, and thus any 
consideration of drowning as a public safety concern in the analysis of Project alternatives is 
speculative and arbitrary.  
 

VII. Hydroelectric generation 
 
Although not discussed directly in the EA, we remain concerned that an unspoken motivation for 
identifying the HDPE Piping alternative as the preferred alternative is its potential to generate 
hydroelectricity and revenue for the District.  PL-566 funding cannot be used for hydroelectric 
generation, but converting all of the District’s open canals and laterals to pressurized pipes could 
facilitate future installation of in-pipe hydroelectricity generation infrastructure.  This potential is 
discussed in conjunction with canal piping in the District’s SIP, which estimated a potential 
hydroelectric power generation of 1,538,492 KHW.8  Any potential plans for the District to 
generate hydroelectricity in pipes funded through PL-566 should be disclosed as part of this EA. 
 

VIII. Groundwater 
 
The effect of the preferred alternative on groundwater levels in the Deschutes Basin is likely 
much greater than the EA describes.  The EA relies on a prior study (Gannett and Lite 2013) that 
found that “canal piping and lining accounted for 10 percent” of the total decrease in the historic 
groundwater level.  Section 6.10.3.4.  We do not dispute the methods of that study.  However, 
only a small percentage of Central Oregon’s open canals and laterals have been lined or piped to 
date.  While the effect of lining and piping on groundwater levels may only contribute 10 percent 
to date, that percentage will likely increase.  The combined effect of TID’s and the other 
districts’ plans to line and pipe most of their open canals and laterals could substantially reduce 
the region’s groundwater levels, far above the current 10 percent contribution from historic 
lining and piping projects. 
 
The EA states that over the course of 50 years, the preferred alternative will result in a total 
average groundwater elevation decrease of 2 feet.  This is only the effect of TID’s piping 
projects, but combined with other area irrigation districts’ plans to line or pipe canals, the 
groundwater level will decrease well beyond 2 feet. 
 
The EA gives only cursory significance to the localized effects of reduced groundwater recharge 
caused by the preferred alternative.  While the basin-wide average may be 2 feet, springs and 
wells nearer to canals and laterals will likely experience much greater decreases.  These effects 
are not “negligable [sic]” as stated in the EA.  Section 6.10.3.4. 
 
While many cumulative effects of other irrigation districts’ canal lining and piping projects are 
                                                
8 Krew, K. 2017. Tumalo Irrigation District System Improvement Plan. Black Rock Consulting & 
Farmers Conservation Alliance. Bend, Oregon; Hood River, Oregon. 
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described in Section 6.14.2 and Section 6.14.3, the EA does not contain any description of these 
cumulative effects on groundwater.  Significantly omitted in the EA is that the 2013 USGS 
model update was done because groundwater levels dropped by 14 feet near Redmond.   
 
The EA is also not using the best available science where there has been an updated 2017 USGS 
study and model available since last fall.  Impacts on springs which provide cold water refugia 
for threatened and endangered species are also not adequately addressed.  Attached are the 2013 
and 2017 USGS reports. 
 

IX. A full EIS is required 
 
As we stated in our Preliminary Investigative Report comments (incorporated by reference 
herein), this Project is likely a major action significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment, and thus requires a full EIS under 7 CFR § 650.7.  This is especially true 
considering the similar projects underway in the Swalley and Central Oregon Irrigation Districts.  
These projects will significantly alter local and regional streamflows, riverine and riparian 
habitat, groundwater, water quality, and alter the management of hundreds of water diversion 
projects on several rivers and streams.  The cumulative total of these piping projects as identified 
in the districts’ SIPs is around three-fourths of a billion dollars ($750,000,000).  A significant 
effect to the quality of the human environment is all but guaranteed, and a full Environmental 
Impact Statement should be prepared. 
 

X. Conclusion 
 
As described above, we have many concerns with the Draft EA.  One of those concerns, 
described in “I. Accounting of conserved water” above, is this Project’s lynchpin.  The District 
states that 100 percent of the water conserved through this Project will be transferred to the State 
for instream use, but the District’s own reports (in the EA Appendix D and in the SIP) are 
contrary to this statement.  To truly benefit the public, as the Project must do in order to receive 
public funding through the PL-566 program, we reiterate that the Project should achieve the 
following: 

1. Through the Project, the District gets a piped, pressurized system with 100% reliable 
deliveries of no more than 3.5 AF/acre. 

2. Tumalo Creek and Crescent Creek get all of the recouped losses resulting from the 
Project, including (1) operational spill, (2) carry water, (3) seepage and evaporation, and 
(4) water not used by patrons in an increasingly efficient on-demand system.  All of that 
water is legally transferred to the State and protected instream.  Current estimates are 
that losses (operational and seepage/evaporation) amount to around 82 cfs and these 
amounts should be verified before transfers happen. 

 
If this tradeoff is achieved in the final EA, our other concerns will become less urgent. 
 
// 
// 
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  Please keep us updated as to all future Project 
matters, and inform us of any further opportunities for comment and appeal.  

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Rory Isbell 
Staff Attorney 
Central Oregon LandWatch 
 
50 SW Bond St., Ste. 4 | Bend, OR 97702 
Phone: (541) 647-2930 
www.centraloregonlandwatch.org 
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