
 Barnaby Reach upstream from Rockport
 Extensive public/conservation lands

 Substantial existing habitat for fish and wildlife

 Habitat impacts from unmaintained hatchery infrastructure  

 Private property and WSDOT infrastructure

 SCL, TNC, WDFW and SRSC developed a Steering Committee to evaluate 
opportunities for improvements and completed an Alternatives Analysis 
in late 2014

 Evaluated four alternatives that range in complexity from addressing 
fish passage barriers to directing a por t ion of the Skagit River into 
Barnaby Slough

 No new technical work since that t ime – emphasis on addressing 
community concerns
 Hired facilitator

 Developed Stakeholders Advisory Committee

BARNABY REACH PROJECT BACKGROUND



 Project Steering Committee will be starting technical work 

again in 2016

 Substantial improvements to flood and erosion models

 Additional ground survey

 Tributaries and groundwater

 Calibration with landowner observations about flooding

 Evaluate new alternatives and additional protection measures

 Evaluation of flood risks that may affect the community 

unrelated to restoration project (such as Martin Rd)

 Additional review

 3rd party technical review

 Stakeholder Advisory Group

NEXT STEPS: TECHNICAL ANALYSIS



 2016 – Finalize project configuration

 2017 – Complete preliminary design and initiate permitting

 2018 – Complete final design and permitting 

 2019 - Earliest possible construction 

 Project will likely be constructed in phases

PROJECT TIMELINE



 Compiled and given to project sponsors by community 

adviser Christie Fairchild

 Many questions cannot be fully answered yet because the 

Barnaby Reach project is at such an early stage

 Individual questions are addressed on the following slides to 

the extent possible now.  

 Project sponsors expect an ongoing discussion with the 

community on these questions, so that all can be answered 

completely.  

QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMUNITY



 Project sponsors (conservation landowners and SRSC) will not accept a 

project that transfers risk of flooding/erosion to other property owners 

and will consider project features that reduce risk that currently exists.  

 When the project configuration has been agreed upon, project sponsors 

will be able to answer these questions with specifics.  At that time, the 

project sponsors will develop a management plan to address 

responsibilities for construction and post-construction conditions.  This is 

true any project that moves forward, not just Alternative 4.  

1.  Who is ultimately responsible if/when flooding and/or erosion 

occurs to those of us who live here due to the effects of the 

projects?

2.  What happens if Alternative 4 is built and the river does indeed 

change course into Barnaby Slough completely?  Who will be 

responsible for negative impacts that could happen as the river 

responds? 



 Project landowners (SCL, TNC, and WDFW) will be responsible for 

maintaining portions of the project constructed on their lands.

 Maintenance agreements will be developed with willing landowners for 

any project elements that are constructed on private lands

 Prior to construction, project sponsors will develop a plan to describe 

ongoing maintenance responsibilities.

3.  Who is going to maintain the project once it is built?



QUESTIONS AND 

COMMENTS



 The consultant scientists and engineers hired by the project team are 

licensed, mainstream practitioners of river engineering projects, and 

work for a broad range of other clients.  They are legally liable for 

industry standards of practice.

 The Steering Committee is also planning for additional technical review, 

such as from an independent 3rd party consultant and agency 

stakeholders with relevant technical expertise, such as WSDOT, to review 

and critique technical products.  

 The Steering Committee is open to suggestions from the community if 

there are other measures that would help build confidence in the 

technical work.

4.  How are we to think that studies and scientific data are true and 

factual and not "spin" that are purpose-driven to support the 

desires/intent of the steering committee and/or SRSC?



 Understanding risks and designing an alternative that addresses them is 
a primary focus of the next phase of work.  

 Ground-truthing, detailed topographic survey, and more detailed 
hydraulic modeling will be used in the next phase of work to evaluate risk 
in more detail.

 The Steering Committee will not accept an alternative that transfers risk 
of flooding/erosion to other property owners and will consider project 
features that reduce risk that currently exists.

 Baseline acknowledgement of existing flood and erosion risk must be 
established between area residents and project team.

 All technical work to evaluate risk is being done according to 
professional engineering industry standards.

 Third-party and stakeholder review of technical analyses will provide an 
additional layer of independent risk evaluation.  

5.  How will risks to the community be evaluated?  How will the 

project team evaluate whether flood and erosion risks are being 

transferred to other landowners and community members? 



 The alternatives analysis that was already completed for the Alternatives 

Assessment looked at the possibility for the ENTIRE mainstem river 

entering Barnaby Slough, and showed no increase in flood conditions on 

private properties downstream from the project

 This analysis will be completed again with updated model conditions

 Analysis could also be completed for flows greater than 100-year flow 

with updated model conditions

 The project sponsors are open to input from community on potential 

unanticipated conditions that should be evaluated.

6.  What “catastrophic conditions” will be used to analyze potential 

impacts to the community?   



 This is a concern that has not yet been evaluated, and will be addressed 

in the upcoming phase of technical work.  It will include some level of 

geological and groundwater characterization to understand what 

groundwater levels are currently and what role they play in flooding.  

 The project team will not accept a design that transfers unwanted risk 

and will consider features that reduce risk that currently exists.  If the 

analysis determines that groundwater levels will be affected by project 

options in a way that would negatively impact nearby residents, the 

options will be abandoned or modified to eliminate the impact.

7.  Property flooding and poor drainage is sometimes caused by high 

groundwater levels. How will impacts from groundwater flooding be 

evaluated?  How will the project team make decisions about 

impacts to nearby landowners from groundwater flooding? 



QUESTIONS AND 

COMMENTS



 The project sponsors understand the community’s concerns about 

Alternative 4, as shown with an uncontrolled open connection to the 

Skagit River.  For that reason, we will be including additional alternatives 

to increase flows into Barnaby Slough.

 For example, the next phase of modeling will shed more light on benefits 

from Alternative 2 and other new alternatives for increasing flows in 

Barnaby Slough.  

 An alternative that includes a controlled connection between Barnaby 

Slough and the Skagit River is one concept that will be explored.  Such 

an option could provide more protection than currently exists to prevent 

the river from switching course into Barnaby Slough. 

8.  Most of us are unequivocally opposed to alternative #4, also 

known as "the channel.” What alternative do you have for re-

watering barnaby slough that does NOT include invasive, destructive, 

unpredictable channeling?



 The Barnaby Reach project does not include any actions in Illabot Creek, 

so the new designation does not affect the project.  

 However, the Skagit River is designated as Wild and Scenic in the project 

area, and any proposed modifications to the river will need to meet 

federal requirements.  The project manager (SRSC) has met with the 

Forest Service to discuss the project, but further design work needs to be 

completed before they can review the project for consistency with Wild 

and Scenic requirements.

9.  Does the steering committee (SRSC, TNC, WDFW, SCL) have a 

plan regarding the newly established Illabot creek wild & scenic 

designation and its federally protective measures?



QUESTIONS AND 

COMMENTS



 Understanding the community’s values and interests is the first step

 Our intent is to improve quality of life by addressing key community 

needs as part of the project (i.e. predictable Martin Road access, flood 

risk reduction, recreational access, etc.)

 There could be an ongoing relationship after project implemented 

(upriver advisory group?)

10.  What actions can/will the project team take to make sure the 

residential community’s quality of life is not diminished by the 

project (property values, access, compatible land management on 

conservation lands)?



 There is currently no technical work being done on the project, although 

additional protection measures will be developed and evaluated in the 

next phase of technical work.  

 Some of the ideas and observations shared by the Stakeholder Advisory 

Committee and other local residents could be addressed in advance of 

the project.  However none of these will eliminate the risks of flooding 

that currently exists in the area.  

 The Steering Committee is interested in suggestions from the 

community for protection measures to consider.

11.  In regards to concerns about increased flooding potential, are 

they incorporating broad scale mitigation that could be done pre-

project (preventative measures) and if so, what are they?



QUESTIONS AND 

COMMENTS



 The project will need to comply with SEPA, and possibly NEPA if federal 

funding is used.  If NEPA is required then that federal process will likely 

also meet the requirements of SEPA.  

 The level of NEPA/SEPA review will not be determined until much later in 

the project, after an alternative has been selected and is being designed.

 SEPA/NEPA review specifics will be known when the project is ready for 

permitting.  

12.  What level of SEPA/NEPA compliance is required before 

implementation of this project? Why or why not?



 Unti l  a project configuration is finalized it  is dif ficult to know, but any 
project that modifies that Skagit River wil l  tr igger most i f  not al l  
environmental permits.  A par t ial l ist  is provided below and several 
permitting documents are available on the project website

 US Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 and Section 10

 Federal Services (NMFS, USFWS) Endangered Species Act consultations

 US Forest Service Wild and Scenic Rivers Act review

 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Floodplain review

 Possible NEPA compliance by lead federal agency

 WA Department of Ecology Construction Stormwater General Permit and 401 
Water Quality certification

 WA Department of Natural Resources Forest Practices permit and Aquatics Use 
authorization

 WA Department of Fish and Wildlife Hydraulic Project Approval

 WA State Historic Preservation Office Cultural and Historic Resources review

 Skagit County SEPA, Critical areas, Shorelines, Floodplain development, and Fill 
and Grade

13.  What permitting and regulatory approval process will be 

required by the project? What specific agencies are in charge of 

each of these approvals and permits? 



 Funding for the assessment and preliminary design work is state Salmon 

Recovery Funding Board grant and Puget Sound Acquisition Restoration 

(PSAR), and SCL

 Funding for future phases, including final design, permitting and 

construction, have not been obtained.

 Future funding is likely to be a mix of local, state and federal dollars.

14.  What is the ultimate source of the funding for this proposed 

project - state, federal, or ???



QUESTIONS AND 

COMMENTS


