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P.O. Box 41476                                                                                               Jack Havens 

Olympia, Washington 98504-1476                                                             Bob Holman 

 

Via Email: comment@CapitolLakeDeschutesEstuaryEIS.org 

 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR 

CAPITOL LAKE / DESCHUTES ESTUARY 

The Capital Lake Improvement and Protection Association (CLIPA) appreciates the opportunity to 

provide public input on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) issued June 30, 2021.  After 

reviewing the DEIS, the Executive Summary, the background Discipline Reports and the additional 

Planning -Level Cost Estimates (issued August 9, 2021), CLIPA is now submitting our comments for your 

response and consideration.   

CLIPA is a 501(c)(4) organization of community stakeholders, including a multi- discipline team of 

experienced professionals, that began its review of the status of the Capitol Lake Basin beginning in 

2009 with the CLAMP Study, and extending to the current Capitol Lake-Deschutes Estuary EIS.  Our 

members have participated in public forums and advisory groups with Ecology, Thurston County, DES 

and are currently part of the Community Sounding Board (CSB) for this EIS.  We have met regularly for 

twelve years to develop an understanding of the issues impacting Capitol Lake, with an emphasis on 

using defensible scientific information to inform our decisions.  We have also commissioned and funded 

several independent expert studies to help understand the conclusions of questionable studies by state 

agencies.  This work has been submitted to DES previously. 

For this document, we have arranged our input with a GENERAL COMMENT first for your consideration, 

followed by a brief synopsis of the KEY FINDINGS IMPORTANT TO THE STATE DECISION PROCESS 

beginning on Page 4.   Beginning on Page 11, we have arranged our SPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR EACH 

SECTION OF THE DRAFT EIS INCLUDING DETAILS FOR KEY FINDINGS for each section of the Draft EIS in 

the general order they appear in your presentation.  Our submission ends with an APPENDICIES section 

for your reference. 

GENERAL COMMENT 
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PROJECT VS PROGRAMMATIC EIS 

For years the community has been divided on the long-term future of the Capitol Lake Basin.  One issue 

on which the community largely agrees, however, is the need to actually begin action in the basin and 

bring the studies to a close.  After spending an estimated $10M on various studies over the past twenty 

years or so, both the community and the State Legislature are ready for action.  This current EIS process 

is the most promising effort to make that happen.   However, this EIS is somewhat unusual in that it 

ŎƻƳōƛƴŜǎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ŀ άǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 9L{έ ŀƴŘ ŀ άǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎ 9L{έΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

project, and the desired outcomes, have been clearly outlined following a robust stakeholder and 

community discussion.  But, unlike most projects that can then move forward to evaluate the 

environmental impacts of a single option, this project has three widely different approaches to reach the 

desired outcomes.  Therefore, we have an EIS that must not only evaluate the environmental impacts of 

all three alternatives, it must additionally provide enough information to evaluate the merits and costs 

of each alternative so that a preferred alternative can be selected.  It is this last requirement of the EIS 

that the current Draft EIS fails to provide.  The Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, in particular, have been 

poorly defined leading up to this current effort.  This, in part, has led to some of the major deficits in the 

Draft EIS; namely, significant gaps in understanding the alternatives, incomplete critical data, lack of the 

use of local experience and expertise and the absence of defined funding sources.  Compounding this 

problem with the Draft EIS is the position of DES as stated in the June 30, 2021 opening letter from 

William Frare, the SEPA Responsible Official: 

Neither short-term actions nor a long-term management alternative can be implemented until 

an EIS is completed and a Preferred Alternative is selected. 

Iƻǿ Ŏŀƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŀƴŘ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ Řesire for action be met if even short-term actions must 

wait until a preferred alternative is selected and the final EIS approved?  ¢ƘŜ 5ǊŀŦǘ 9L{ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ 

work to begin until 2028, and that assumes that there are no delays in moving from the draft to final EIS.  

/[Lt!Ωǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ǊŀŦǘ 9L{ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƴŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ 

information to select a preferred alternative.  If this proves to be the case, any action will be further 

delayed, and further frustrate the community and the Legislature. 

 

PHASED IMPLEMENTATION AND RATIONALE 

For each of the active alternatives considered in this EIS, all require a dredge of the North Basin as an 

initial step and a precursor of any work specific to all of the alternatives.  Some of the details of this 

dredging operation vary with the three alternatives, but the basic features include dredging the 

accumulated sediment from the past 30 plus years, and placing it within the basin to form habitat 

ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŀ άƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ŘǊŜŘƎŜέΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ƻƴŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфулΩǎ and 

consistent with the historical requirement for DES to maintain this portion of the Capitol Campus.  All 

alternatives will continue to remain viable while this dredging is underway.  Why is it necessary to 

commit to a preferred alternative at this stage?   

CLIPA suggests that DES modify their process, within the SEPA guidelines, to create a phased 

ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ άƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ŘǊŜŘƎŜέ ǘƻ ōŜƎƛƴ ǇǊƻƳǇǘƭȅΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ 
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concurrently with the work necessary to resolve the issues with the Draft EIS so it can move forward to a 

final EIS with a selected alternative.  We suggest that the consultant could advise DES and create a brief 

Project EIS for the minimal environmental ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ŘǊŜŘƎŜέΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ǳǎŜŘ 

during the 1987 dredging operation.  DES could then move forward to request funding from the 

Legislature for this limited work. 

The concurrent work during this initial phase would essentially be the Supplementary Environmental 

Review (SEIS), called for in the Draft EIS if substantial issues are raised in the Public Comments for the 

Draft EIS.  This SEIS would include the key findings that CLIPA outlines in the following sections below 

(including the establishment of funding sources), plus additional items raised by other commenters on 

the Draft EIS that are also determined to be substantial.  Additional, thorough analysis for the SEIS may 

be required for any of these additional comments that are in conflict with those of CLIPA or others, so 

that all community members feel that they have been heard. 

Following public review of this SEIS, the recommendation for a preferred alternative would then move 

forward and DES could request funding from the Legislature for the specific alternative selected.  By the 

time this ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ άƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ŘǊŜŘƎŜέ would be well underway.  With this proposal 

ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ǇƘŀǎŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ άƘƛǘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎέΣ  minimizing 

the overall project timeline.  Is DES willing to work, within the SEPA Guidelines and with the 

Legislature, to make a phased implantation such as this to move the project forward? 
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KEY FINDINGS IMPORTANT TO THE STATE DECISION PROCESS 

 

CAPITOL LAKE WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS 

To quote from the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS, Page 12: 

ά!ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 5ǊŀŦǘ 9L{Σ ǘƘŜ 9L{ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ¢ŜŀƳ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ 

monitoring data from 2004 to 2014 and also collected water quality samples in 2019 to compare 

current conditions against the historical dataset. Despite what has been perceived to be 

worsening conditions in Capitol Lake, monitoring data indicate that water quality conditions 

have actually been improving in the lake and are relatively good in terms of physical and 

chemical characteristics important to aquatic life. There are only occasional seasonal violations 

of water quality standards, primarily associated with slight changes in temperature and 

ŘƛǎǎƻƭǾŜŘ ƻȄȅƎŜƴΦέ 

And: 

άThese improving water quality trends reduce the level of management that would be needed 

under a Managed Lake Alternative to meet lake management objectives.έ 

This improvement in water quality is evidence that adaptive management can work.  The City of 

Olympia and DES have worked to remove many of the sources of contamination, along with others who 

continue to improve upstream conditions to make Capitol Lake the cleanest in Thurston County.  This 

adaptive management concept must be remembered as we now look to the future of Capitol Lake with 

respect to control of invasive plants and animal species. 

PASSIVE NITROGEN REMOVAL IN CAPITOL LAKE 

9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǿŀǘŜǊ initiative in the South Sound and the overall Salish Sea is their study, the Puget 
Sound Nutrient Reduction Project, which is focused on meeting the dissolved Oxygen (DO) water quality 
standards by reducing both the human point and non-point sources of excess nutrients.  The primary 
nutrient impacting water quality in Budd Inlet is Nitrogen. 
 
The Draft EIS failed to consider the natural effect of aquatic plants in removing a substantial portion of 

the Nitrogen entering Capitol Lake from the Deschutes River flow.  On a daily basis in the summertime, 

this downstream environmental improvement rivals the summer season Nitrogen removal capacity of 

the LOTT Wastewater Treatment Plant, installed in about 1990 at a cost of more than $50M.  The lake's 

cost-free Nitrogen removal will be lost with the elimination of Capitol Lake and creation of an 

estuary.  Focusing on LOTT, the primary NƛǘǊƻƎŜƴ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŘƛǎŎƘŀǊƎŜ ǘƻ .ǳŘŘ LƴƭŜǘΣ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ 

upcoming TMDL is likely to require LOTT to make up the difference in Nitrogen removal if the Capitol 

Lake contribution is lost.  However, even with total removal of Nitrogen from their discharge, LOTT will 

still not be able to compensate for the large amount removed in Capitol Lake.  Therefore, the result of 

dam removal is likely to be a degradation of water quality in Budd Inlet.  5ƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ 

with thŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ άLƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ²ŀǘŜǊ vǳŀƭƛǘȅέΚ  ²Ƙȅ ƛǎƴΩǘ ǘƘe Nitrogen removal aspect of the 

Managed Lake Alternative recognized as a significant benefit? 
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Ironically, a confirmation of the ability of aquatic plants to remove nitrogen has been documented by 

LOTT at their reclaimed water wetland site in Lacey.  They found the following when characterizing the 

incoming and outgoing reclaimed water at the site : 

άLǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƴƛǘǊƻƎŜƴ ŀƴŘ ƴƛǘǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 

wetlands. For example, nitrate concentrations in the Class A reclaimed water average 6.6 mg/L 

over the four events, compared with concentrations in water discharging from the wetland 

ǇƻƴŘǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎƛƴƎ нΦу ƳƎκ[έΦ  ό tŀƎŜ ппΣ ²ŀǎǘŜǿŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ wŜŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ²ŀǘŜǊ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ 

Characterization, (Task 1.3) LOTT Clean Water Alliance Reclaimed Water Infiltration Study 

Technical Memorandum February 7, 2017.) 

The DEIS alleges that an estuary would relieve Budd Inlet of DO depletion caused by Capitol Lake.   The 

ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǘǊǳŜΤ [ŀƪŜ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ [h¢¢ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜƳƻǾŜǎ ƴƛǘǊƻƎŜƴΦ  An estuary with no 

ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀōƭŜ ƴƛǘǊƻƎŜƴ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ LƴƭŜǘΩǎ 5h ŘŜǇƭŜǘƛon and could force increased 

remedial nitrogen removal actions by LOTT at increased costs to ratepayers." 

Please review this result with LOTT Technical Staff, and ask them to confirm our conclusions regarding 

Nitrogen removal in Capitol Lake, and the implication for LOTT if this removal capacity is lost.  

SWIMMING IN CAPITOL LAKE NOT CONSIDERED 

Many in the community have memories of swimming in Capitol Lake (open from 1964 to 1985), and this 

is often cited as a desirable recreational and socializing opportunity.  The Draft EIS recognizes that 

Capitol Lake now has better water quality than several local swimming areas, such as Black Lake and 

Long Lake. Obviously, only with the Managed Lake Alternative is this recreational option possible.  

Intertidal mudflats, or even a marine reflective pond, do not offer the same recreational benefit. 

DES has rejected consideration of this recreational opportunity, stating: 

άOperating formal swimming facilities is not in alignment with the mission of Enterprise 

Services, and there are no known plans to introduce such services into the agency mission or 

scope of services.έ  

.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ 59{Ωǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘhe Draft EIS appears to place no value on the potential for swimming as a 

component of the Managed Lake Alternative.  DES also did not have the mission of providing swimming 

ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ мфслΩǎΣ тлΩǎ ŀƴŘ улΩǎ, yet the City of Olympia saw the value to the community, and operated 

this swimming beach for many years.  Ignoring this possibility diminishes one of the key recreational 

opportunities for the Managed Lake Alternative.  In fairness, ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǎǿƛƳƳƛƴƎ in 

Capitol Lake be reconsidered as a significant benefit?  !ƴŘΣ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ 

desires be considered as an important element in any issue bearing on the selection of the preferred 

alternative? 

NEW ZEALAND MUD SNAIL (NZMS) EVALUATION 

The future persistence of the NZMS is a question of key importance in the evaluation of the cost of long-

term dredging, both in the freshwater of a Managed Capitol Lake and in the marine waters of an Estuary 

or Hybrid.  Based on the Planning-Level Cost Estimates recently provided by DES for the Draft EIS, we 

find some startling information based on the impact of this one question.   For the Managed Lake 

Alternative, the difference in total cost using upland disposal (due to NZMS) versus in-water disposal 
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(without NZMS) is projected to be $243M.  For the Estuary Alternative, this same comparison results in a 

total cost difference of $401M.  And for the Hybrid Alternative, $564M.   

LǘΩǎ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ƴǳǎǘ ōǊƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜŀǊ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ 

any chance of making a valid preferred alternative selection.  For this reason, CLIPA has examined the 

literature, commissioned an independent study, searched all current samples and suggested a variety of 

options and adaptive management approaches.  The most pertinent of this information is presented in 

the discussion in the section on AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES (AND IMPERILED AND NUISANCE SPECIES).  

The bottom line is, the NZMS is unlikely to persist as a problem, in either freshwater or marine water 

by the time dredging is anticipated to occur. We have asked that DES resume the exploration of the 

Capitol Lake Basin immediately for NZMS to provide current data which has been missing for the last 

five years.  We have also asked a number of questions designed to narrow the uncertainty around the 

NZMS persistence.   Again, these critical issues must be thoroughly explored so that an informed 

decision on the preferred alternative can then be made. 

NEXUS WITH FEDERAL CORPS OF ENGINEERS (COE) NOT DEVELOPED 

COE permitting is not discussed in the Draft EIS. However, the Draft EIS concluded that the Port and COE 

would need to complete a Turning Basin and Navigation Channel dredge before the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives could proceed. Therefore, we assume that the Capital Lake and Deschutes Estuary 

tǊƻƧŜŎǘκtǊƻƎǊŀƳ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ά{ǘŀǘŜκCŜŘŜǊŀƭ bŜȄǳǎέ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŜ /h9 ƛǎ ŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ decision 

process.  The Draft EIS does not confirm that the COE has officially been engaged in the review, and their 

requirements have not been integrated into the EIS process. If the pre-dredge is a prerequisite for the 

Estuary and Hybrid option, COE involvement and agreement is an essential first step for any dredging 

work.  {ƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ this discussion be included in the Draft EIS? 

The COE also plays an integral part in determining disposal location and the sediment properties that 

are appropriate for deep-ǿŀǘŜǊ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƎŀƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ά{ǘŀǘŜκCŜŘŜǊŀƭ bŜȄǳǎέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ 

is no discussion of this in the Draft EIS.  The deep-water disposal criteria may prove to be critical in 

determining the disposition of up to 500,000 cubic yards of sediment over the next thirty years.    

{ƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ also be included in the Draft EIS? 

THE HYBRID ALTERNATIVE HAS A CRITICAL FLAW  

The development of the Hybrid Alternative was intended to be a compromise that would incorporate 

many of the most positive elements of the Managed Lake and Estuary Alternatives.  In reality, however, 

the removal of the dam makes the Hybrid just a subset of the Estuary, with the only significant ά[ŀƪŜέ 

feature being the addition of a barrier wall in the North Basin to create a reflecting pool. The irony of 

this proposal is that the imposition of the one-half mile long concrete and sheet pile barrier wall will 

block the view of the reflecting pool from most of the significant viewpoints along the Deschutes 

Parkway.   Instead of the scenic view across the water to the East shore and Capitol, this industrial-scale  

barrier will predominate the view.  The Draft EIS needs to include simulated views at both high and low 

tide from the Deschutes Parkway across the North Basin to fully inform the public. 

FUNDING SOURCES FOR LONG-TERM DREDGING ARE NOT IDENTIFIED 

In a heading in one section of Chapter 7, the Draft EIS asks the question:  
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ά²Ƙŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ϧ ƭƻƴƎ-term managŜƳŜƴǘΚέ   

In answer, they provide the following background: 

ά¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 9ǎǘǳŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ IȅōǊƛŘ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŦƻǊ ƭƻƴƎ-term funding and 

governance would be sediment management in impacted areas of West Bay. Recurring 

maintenance dredging, at a 5- to 6-year frequency, is critical to avoiding and minimizing 

significant impacts to downstream resources from sediment deposition. A governing body 

would oversee annual monitoring and ensure that dredging was coordinated across potentially 

impacted areas ƻŦ ²Ŝǎǘ .ŀȅΦέ Χ έ ²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ƭƻƴƎ-term funding and governance, these 

management actions may not be implemented. In past planning processes, the lack of 

committed funds in the State of Washington budget was frequently cited as a potential 

significant obstacle to adequate long-term management of the Capitol Lake ς Deschutes 

9ǎǘǳŀǊȅΦέ 

Despite the above, the Draft EIS fails to identify how this άGoverning Bodyέ would function, who the 

beneficiaries would be (i.e., who would be expected to provide the funding) and the basics of the 

funding plan.  Instead of providing this information to help inform the selection of the preferred 

alternative, the expectation is to select the alternative first, then determine the beneficiaries and 

develop the plan.  Therefore, the Draft EIS is not heeding its own admonition concerning the lack of 

committed funds as an obstacle to adequate long-term management.  And in the case of the Estuary 

and Hybrid Alternatives there is no option to adaptively manage the situation: once the dam is removed, 

ǘƘŜ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƪŜŜǇ ŎƻƳƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƛƴƎΧ 

COST COMPARISON WITH THE FOURTH AVENUE BRIDGE IGNORED 

A review of the planning-level cost estimates for the new Fifth Avenue Bridge and Deschutes Parkway 

realignment reveals that both the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives assign a cost of just under $40M, 

escalated to a start date of 2028Φ   .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƭŜǾŜƭ Ŏƻǎǘ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜΣ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ 

way to evaluate whether this is a reasonable number or not.  However, we do have the costs for a 

ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ άōǊƛŘƎŜέ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƴŜȄǘ ŘƻƻǊΣ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ƛƴ нллпΦ  DǊŀƴǘŜŘΣ the Fourth Avenue Bridge is not an exact 

comparison, but both bridges span the same waterway, arŜ ŀōƻǳǘ рллΩ ƛƴ ƭŜƴƎǘƘΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

additional element of the elevated Deschutes Parkway approach to the bridge and round-about, while 

the other has the installation of the round-about itself.  Overall, they are certainly similar.  For 

comparison, the actual cost to The City of Olympia for the Fourth Avenue Bridge, with escalation to 

2028, is about $87M.  A text search of the entire Draft EIS makes no mention of the Fourth Avenue 

Bridge as a comparative cost to the new bridge.  Why was this comparison ignored?  This makes the 

nearly $50M discrepancy between the two bridges suspect, and also raises doubt about the validity of 

other cost estimates. 

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT IGNORED FOR LONG-TERM DREDGING PROCEDURES AND COSTS 

The only long-term dredging event for the Managed Lake Alternative is scheduled at the very end of the 

30 year time horizon for the project.  This is a major dredging operation, to be sure, but it is not 

scheduled to take place until about 2050.   The Draft EIS states that: 
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ά¦ǇƭŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŘǊŜŘƎŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ aŀƴŀƎŜŘ 

Lake Alternative because invasive species are expected to persist in the freshwater 

environment, at high densities similar to existing conditionǎΦέ 

This is problematic for several reasons.  First, the current situation with the NZMS is unknown, because 

sampling is outdated and current observations show little activity.  Second, and described more fully in 

the Invasive Species section of our comments, is the probability that eradication efforts or natural 

attrition will eliminate this as a problem requiring upland disposal of sediment.  Third, and described 

more fully in the Sediment Quality section of our comments, is the likelihood that adaptive management 

practices will result in procedures to allow deep-water disposal, or land disposal within the watershed 

that could even allow for beneficial reuse.  And the community has 30 years to figure this out. 

This issue is critically important because of the impact that upland disposal has on the Planning-Level 

Cost Estimate for the Managed Lake Alternative.  Upland disposal, in this case, has been determined in 

the Draft EIS as requiring trucking to Eastern Washington, 250 miles one-ǿŀȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ άǇŜƴŀƭǘȅέ ŀǎsessed 

for this disposal option compared to deep-water disposal ranges from $200M to $350M, using costs 

from Table 7.1.1. 

OLYMPIA YACHT CLUB DREDGING EXPERIENCE IGNORED 

The Draft EIS has concluded that all long-term dredged sediment in West Bay for the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives will likely be clean enough for deep-water disposal at Ketron Island.  This has resulted in 

their determination that the disposal cost will be relatively minor, compared to the cost if the sediments 

are contaminated and must be sent to upland disposal.  The cost difference between these two disposal 

options is estimated in the Planning-Level Cost Estimates to be $400M for the Estuary Alternative and 

$564M for the Hybrid Alternative.  Therefore, this question of whether the West Bay sediments are 

contaminated is of critical importance for determining the relative overall costs for the various 

alternatives.   

The most recent dredge in West Bay, by the Olympia Yacht Club (OYC) in 2013, included 10,000 cubic 

yards of sediment that woǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ άŎƭŜŀƴέ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ 5ǊŀŦǘ 9L{ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΦ  

However, 40 percent of the sediment was determined to be contaminated, and was sent to upland 

disposal at a cost approximately five times that of the uncontaminated sediment.  This real-life 

experience raises serious questions about the Draft EIS assumptions and resulting cost estimates.  We 

find no information in the Draft EIS that this actual experience was considered in the analysis.   Can you 

explain why this was ignored?  

COST IMPLICATIONS BASED ON THE THREE IGNORED ITEMS ABOVE 

Creating a new analysis for the estimated costs, based on the real-world, actual information that has 

been ignored in the Draft EIS, would have profound implications for the comparative costs for the three 

active alternatives.  In round numbers, the overall cost for the Managed Lake Alternative would drop by 

about $260M, while the Estuary Alternative would increase by about $200M and the Hybrid Alternative 

would increase by about $275M.  This would make the Managed Lake the least costly at somewhat less 

than $200M, while the Estuary would be next at about $450M and the Hybrid the most expensive at 

about $600M.  /ŀƴ ǘƘŜ 59{ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘǎ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜ ŀ άƳƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅέ Ŏƻǎǘ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

ideas?  5ƻŜǎƴΩǘ this provide a more realistic and defensible comparison of the alternatives? 
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SIMULATED VIEWS OF THE ESTUARY AND HYBRID ARE INCOMPLETE 

In addition to evaluating the environmental impacts of the alternatives for the Capitol Lake Basin, one of 

the key benefits of the Draft EIS presentation is informing the community about the nature of the three 

active alternatives.  An important part of this public information aspect of the EIS are the visual 

simulations of each alternative from various locations and under varying tidal conditions.  The Draft EIS 

does a good job of providing some of these views, but unfortunately, misses or misrepresents three key 

views that would provide the community with valuable information.  These include: 

¶ The Northwest end of the North Basin.  The removal of the Fifth Avenue dam, construction of a 

new bridge and the changes to the Deschutes Parkway will dramatically alter the appearance of 

the North end of the North Basin.  The only visual information presented for this area is a small 

plan view of the project area.  Neither the Executive Summary, or the long and short-term 

sections of the Draft EIS, provide any simulations of  this area.  Reading the text description of 

the area is confusing and leaves many unanswered questions.  A simulated view of the 

Northwest shoreline along the new elevated parkway and including the new bridge would 

provide the community a clearer picture of the changes.  The simulated view would essentially 

ōŜ ŀ άǎƴŀǇǎƘƻǘέ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŎƻǳǇƭŜ ƘǳƴŘǊŜd feet off shore towards the Northwest.  This view should 

be presented as a part of the Executive Summary, as well as in the visual sections of the Draft 

EIS. 

¶ The extensive mudflats at low tide.  Although there are depictions of the Estuary and Hybrid 

alternatives at low tide in the long-term visual section, the Executive Summary has only one 

view of each at mid-tide.  Because the critical difference for these alternatives is the creation of 

an estuary, the depiction at low tide is the key change that the public will observe.  This view 

should be placed prominently in the Executive Summary. 

¶ The Hybrid barrier wall from Deschutes Parkway.  The Hybrid barrier wall is essentially the only 

physical change from the Estuary Alternative, and it has severe impacts on the appearance of 

the North Basin from any viewpoint.  The most significant viewpoint is to the East from the 

5ŜǎŎƘǳǘŜǎ tŀǊƪǿŀȅΣ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊ ǿŀƭƭΩǎ ƻōǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇƻƻƭΦ  This view 

should also be placed prominently in the Executive Summary. 

¢I9 /haa¦bL¢¸Ω{ v¦![L¢¸ hC [LC9 I!{ .99b LDbhw95 

/ŀǇƛǘƻƭ [ŀƪŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ǎƻǳƭ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ 

maintained.  For decades, it has served as a community attraction for celebrations, outdoor 

educational displays, boating, swimming (previously), informal sporting events, running, 

walking and dog walking.  Unquestionably, these activities benefit human health, both physical 

and mental.  Social cohesion for individuals and families in and outside the community are 

facilitated.  In contrast to the conditions created by the estuary/mudflat, Capitol Lake has been 

and will continue to be an enormous contributor to our quality of life with the Managed Lake 

Alternative. 
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TOXIC CONTAMINANTS WILL INVADE THE ESTUARY 

How does dam removal affect the nature of the Capitol Lake Basin?  The Draft EIS is silent on one key 

issue.  The emptying and filling of the basin twice each day with the marine waters from Budd Bay will 

expose the basin to the same toxic contaminants that are now present in the bay.  And we know that 

contaminants tend to be higher at the terminal end of estuaries.  This invasion will  change the character 

of the basin from a freshwater lake with relatively good water quality to an intertidal mudflat with 

Thurston County warning signs to avoid contact due to toxic contaminants and entrapment hazards.  In 

addition to the public health hazards, fish and wildlife could be impacted, and many in the community 

will find the aesthetics and recreation potential diminished.  These issues are explored more fully in the 

Specific Comments sections for Fish and Wildlife, Recreation and Aesthetics.   

 

 

 
Health warning signs at Budd Bay adjacent to Mission Creek 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR EACH SECTION OF THE DRAFT EIS INCLUDING DETAILS 

FOR KEY FINDINGS 

 

CONSTRUCTION AND TRANSPORTATION 

Because the construction and transportation chapters are interrelated, our comments will span both of 

these areas.  We have found several recurring deficiencies which we will bullet below, and then provide 

more specific details and examples in the following sections. 

¶ CƛǊǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŦŦŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ άōŜǎǘ ŎŀǎŜκǿƻǊǎǘ ŎŀǎŜέ 

problems that we have addressed in other comments, particularly in the sediment related 

ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ  Lƴ ōǊƛŜŦΣ ǿŜ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ aŀƴŀƎŜŘ [ŀƪŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ άǿƻǊǎǘ 

ŎŀǎŜέ ƛǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ŀǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŀǇǘƛǾŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ƳƛƴƛƳƛȊŜŘΦ  

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ǎǘǳŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ IȅōǊƛŘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ άōŜǎǘ ŎŀǎŜέ ƛǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ŀǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ 

potential problems are reduced to footnotes or ignored. 

¶ Second, for both the construction and transportation issues, the fundamental difference in 

magnitude between the Managed Lake alternative and the Estuary alternatives is not 

ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘΦ  ²Ŝ ǎŜŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ άŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛǾƛŀƭ ǘƻ ƻōǎŎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎέ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ 

explain this deficiency later.  

¶ Third, costs for the major elements of each alternative are not addressed in the EIS draft or the 

relevant discipline reports.  Repeated questioning has resulted in the statement by the 

consultants that these costs will be developed after the preferred alternative is selected and are 

not available at this stage in the project.  However, prominent tables in the Draft EIS and the 

9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ {ǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ ά5ŜǎƛƎƴΣ tŜǊƳƛǘǘƛƴƎ 

ϧ /ƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ /ƻǎǘǎέ ό¢ŀōƭŜ тΦмΦмύ ŀƴŘ ά/ƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ /ƻǎǘǎέ ό¢ŀōƭŜ 9{ΦпύΦ  Where did these cost 

ranges come from?   

¶ Fourth, we fear that the terms that characterize the various impacts and benefits, if not properly 

assigned, will be used as a rating tool that unfairly influences the selection of the preferred 

alternative.  For this reason, we will highlight several questionable rating instances in our 

following comments. 

¶ And finally, we have several questions regarding the viability of the proposed construction 

elements and sequencing for the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives. 

Details and Examples: 

¢ƘŜ άōŜǎǘ ŎŀǎŜκǿƻǊǎǘ ŎŀǎŜέ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ first bulleted comment is sometimes subtle, and 

sometimes blatant.  The following is one of the more egregious examples in the construction and 

transportation categories. 

The proposed schedules for the alternatives (Figures 2.4.1, 2.4.2 and 2.4.3) appear to unnecessarily 

extend the Managed Lake schedule, while compressing the Estuary and Hybrid schedules.  This results in 

making the alternatives appear to be similar in duration, rather than acknowledging that the Estuary and 

Hybrid alternatives are likely to take roughly twice as long to complete, due to the sequential nature of 
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the work and the substantially increased duration for the construction of the new bridge, roadways and 

barrier wall.   

Specifically, for the Managed Lake alternative, the dredging and material placement begins in the middle 

of the first year and extends for four and one-half years, to the end of year five.   However, the habitat 

island construction is shown to be complete by the end of year four, and yet the dredging extends a full 

year after the habitat islands are in place.  The pedestrian bridge is scheduled at the end of the project, 

but could easily be moved earlier.  It appears that the overall project completion could be a year earlier 

than shown.   

For the Estuary alternative, the same start time for the dredging is used, but completion extends 

further; several months into year six.  This is to be expected due to the increased volume of material 

dredged, and the need to move a portion of it upland for disposal.  However, unlike the Fifth Avenue 

dam overhaul, which can be done independent of the dredging, many of the major construction 

elements for the Estuary alternative must be done sequentially; only after the dredging is complete.  

These construction elements include the placement of the coffer dams, excavation of the isthmus, 

removal of the Fifth Avenue dam and construction of the new bridge and approaches; most of which 

must be done during the in-water work window.  Despite this, these construction elements are shown 

to begin slightly less than two years into the nearly five-year dredge period.  Further, the schedule 

shows all construction work complete just fifteen months after the end of dredging.  It appears highly 

unlikely that the completion date in the middle of year seven can be met,  and will likely be one or two 

years longer.  

¢ƘǳǎΣ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 5ǊŀŦǘ 9L{ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǳŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǳǊ άōŜǎǘ ŎŀǎŜκǿƻǊǎǘ ŎŀǎŜέ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 

durations of the Managed Lake and Estuary alternatives are five and seven years, respectively.  The 

more likely durations are closer to four years for the Managed Lake and eight to nine years for the 

Estuary.  Please reevaluate Figures 2.4.1, 2.4.2, and 2.4.3, and make adjustments consistent with our 

estimates or explain why our analysis is incorrect. 

We now examine (second bulletύ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƎƴƛǘǳŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ά ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ 

which encompasses roughly the first 6 to 8 years and includes the design, permitting, predredging and 

all construction activities.  At first look, the three active alternatives appear to be somewhat similar in 

scope, as shown in Table 7.1.1.  Using the average of the high and low estimates, the Managed Lake 

comes in at $125M, with the Estuary at $183M and the Hybrid at$248M.  We will consider the accuracy 

of these Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƭŀǘŜǊΣ ōǳǘ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǿΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭƭ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ άōŀƭƭǇŀǊƪέΦ  .ǳǘ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŎƭƻǎŜǊΣ 

we see that all three alternatives have several common elements, which would all be done regardless of 

the selection of the preferred alternative.  Because we have no information available for the individual 

cost elements (more on this later), in order to compare the true differences, we can resort to a simple 

description of the unique elements for each alternative.  Removing the common elements, we find: 

 Managed Lake  Dam Refurbishing  
    Jet grouting and buttressing the earthen dam 
 
 Estuary   Permitting and Design for new bridge and roadways 
    Property acquisition  
    Permitting for dam removal and excavation 
    Replacement of Capitol Lake culverts & sealing concrete 
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    Installation and later removal of two coffer dams 
    5ŀƳ ŀƴŘ CƛŦǘƘ !ǾŜƴǳŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ рллΩ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ 
    /ƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ рллΩ CƛŦǘƘ !ǾŜƴǳŜ ōǊƛŘƎŜ 
    Construction of roadway connections to/from the new bridge 
    Armoring at Fourth Ave bridge, RR Bridge, Interstate 5 Bridge 
    Slope stabilization along Deschutes Parkway (West side of new estuary) 
 Hybrid   All Estuary elements plus 
    Permitting and design for 2600-foot barrier wall 
    Installation of barrier wall 

It is now apparent that we are looking at three substantially different projects when the common 

elements are removed.  For the Managed Lake alternative, we have a relatively small maintenance 

project, involving a small crew and minimal equipment, and estimated to take about seven weeks to 

complete.  For the Estuary alternative, we have a major Civil Engineering Bridge and Roadway project, 

rivaling the largest projects seen in the Downtown Olympia Area since the replacement of the Fourth 

Avenue Bridge 20 years ago or the original dam installation in 1951.  The project is estimated to take 5.5 

years to complete.  And the Hybrid adds yet another major component and additional time to the 

project.   

This fundamental difference in scope among the three projects is not apparent when reading the 

Executive Summary or even digging deeper into the draft document.  Please make additions throughout 

ǘƘŜ 5ǊŀŦǘ 9L{ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎǊȅǎǘŀƭ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǿƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŜƴǘŀƛƭǎΦ  5ƻ ƴƻǘ ƭŜǘ ǘƘƛǎ ΨŦŀƭǎŜ 

equivalencyΩ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘΦ  The addition of the common elements to the tables obscures the fact that they 

could all be completed as a preliminary stand-alone project that would still retain the ability to pursue 

any of the three alternatives.  Also of importance here is that most all the common elements must be 

done before the bulk of the construction begins.  tŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ άƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ōƻȄέ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƻŦ 

value here? 

hǳǊ ƭŀǎǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ άŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛǾƛŀƭ ǘƻ ƻōǎŎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎέΦ   

We are told that it is premature to provide even basic cost information for the various key elements for 

each alternative; information that would help the reader understand the true nature of the project 

differences.  At the same time, in both the construction and transportation sections, we find page after 

page of details regarding street networks, parking issues, transit issues, construction worker trips, street 

capacity and so forth.  If we are truly at the conception stage, then the 12 pages in section 4 and the 23 

pages in section 5, meet the criteria of obscuring what otherwise could and should be obvious. 

The third bulleted comment follows up on some of the issues previously raised.  Looking at table 7.1.1, 

someone had to determine these cost numbers and place them in the table.  How was this done?  Even 

if they were educated estimates, or even guesses, someone provided them and this should be disclosed.  

And to do this, the estimator would need to at least be able to provide a breakdown of the major 

elements that add up to the totals.  For example, the Managed Lake alternative consists of several 

disparate elements, including dredging, constructing pedestrian walkways, building a boat launch facility 

and refurbishing the dam and Fifth Avenue bridge.  The only one of these elements that is unique to the 

Managed Lake alternative is refurbishing the dam and Fifth Avenue bridge.  The other elements are 

common to all the alternatives.  Each of these discrete elements must have also been estimated to be 

able to develop the total cost of $89M to $160M.  Therefore, the cost for refurbishing the dam and Fifth 

Avenue bridge should be available.  Likewise for the other alternatives, the cost elements unique to 
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each alternative should be available, even if only in the aggregate.  Comparison of these unique costs for 

each alternative is a critical way to evaluate the alternatives, and is actually much more instructive than 

the overall estimated construction costs in the tables.  For these reasons,  we request that the Draft EIS 

Tables ES.4 and 7.1.1 be amended to include a column that provides these unique costs for each 

alternative.  References to these tables in the text of the Draft EIS will also need to be amended.  If 

you are unable or unwilling to do this, then we recommend that the Estimated Construction Cost 

column be eliminated.  For different reasons, in previous comments for the long-term dredging chapter, 

we have recommended elimination of the two other cost columns in these tables.  Thus, if you are not 

able to add the requested unique cost information, we are essentially requesting the elimination 

these tables in their entirety, throughout the entire Draft EIS.  In short, what we are advocating for is 

that no cost information is better than incomplete, unsupported, potentially inaccurate and misleading 

cost information. 

Now, we have complained about this inability to obtain the cost estimates for the major elements, in 

particular to allow us to evaluate the relative costs of the unique parts of each alternative.  But by 

making a few assumptions based on the comments above, we may have a way to help our 

understanding.  We will use the average costs mentioned previously and look at the Managed Lake 

alternative first.  Looking at the scope of the dam refurbishing and Fifth Avenue repairs, it seems 

reasonable to assume that these costs will be a very small part of the total $125M construction cost, 

perhaps one to three percent.  Therefore, the balance, somewhere near $120M, is the cost of the 

common elements.  If we now look at the average Estuary cost of $183M and subtract the common 

element costs that we just estimated, we are left with the remaining unique construction costs for the 

Estuary alternative at about $63M.  Moving to the unique Hybrid alternative cost, in this case relative to 

the Estuary alternative, they are easier to calculate.   Because every element is the same except for the 

barrier wall, we simply subtract the two  construction cost amounts, and find the barrier wall costs to be 

$65M, which coincidentally, is about the same as all the Estuary alternative unique costs.   

If the above assumptions and calculations are anywhere near correct, the questions that now must be 

answered is:  do the Draft EIS tables of construction costs meet the sanity test?  Can the volume of 

work necessary to complete the Estuary alternative be done for $63M?  (seems low relative to the 

costs for replacement of the Fourth Avenue bridge about 20 years ago)  Will the Hybrid barrier wall 

require an additional $65M to complete?  Is it time to reconsider the inclusion of any cost data in the 

Draft EIS at this stage of the project?   

For the fourth bulleted comment, we have several examples of questionable ratings of impacts and 

benefits.   

In Section 4.12.5 and in subsequent tables, a Substantial Transportation Benefit is claimed for the 

Estuary and Hybrid alternatives based on the addition of a new bridge and associated roadways.  This 

Ƴŀȅ ǾŜǊȅ ǿŜƭƭ ōŜ ŀ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ hƭȅƳǇƛŀΩǎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΤ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ 

considered a benefit for this project.  Rather, it is a burden for the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives, 

required in order to facilitate the opening of the waterway to allow tidal flows.  The bridge/roadway 

does not advance any of the four stated project goals.  Therefore, we request that this benefit be 

deleted from any tabulation of impacts and benefits used to rate the relative merits of the 

alternatives. 
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In Section 5.12 Transportation Construction Impacts, all active alternatives are rated the same; as having 

significant unavoidable impacts.  These impacts come from the closure of Fifth Avenue and the bridge.  

Although the logic for the specific impact may be reasonable for each alternative; from an overall 

perspective, equating a 7-week potential interruption as having the same impact as a 5.5-year complete 

ǊƻŀŘ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭΣ Ƙŀǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŎǊŜŘƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άŦŀƭǎŜ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴŎŜέΦ  CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ 

system to have any validity, it must be able to discriminate between these two widely different time 

periods. Please correct these transportation construction impacts to reflect the widely different 

impacts. 

Now, we could make this same type of comment regarding many other impacts, such as transit impacts, 

development of CTMP and Traffic Control Plans, the impact on Downstream Economic Activity and 

Downtown Development, and so forth.  You get the idea.  One of the major requirements of this Draft 

EIS is to compare and contrast the alternatives.  Again, and particularly for the construction and 

transportation impacts for these two widely different alternatives, the methodologies must be able to 

discriminate effectively. 

We recommend that this system of characterizing the benefits and impacts throughout the document 

be reviewed and modified to more effectively reflect the true nature of the alternatives.  Lacking this, 

we strongly request that you not use any of these characterizations to create numerical ratings or 

otherwise influence the selection of a preferred alternative. 

As stated in the fifth bulleted comment, we have several construction related questions and comments 

from Chapter 2, section 2.4.  Refer to Figure 2.4.4 and related text. 

An area of shoreline restoration is shown under the new bridge and within the 500-foot opening.  Please 

correct. 

The roadway connection from the roundabout to the Deschutes Parkway is described as being built 

using an MSE retaining wall structure, rather than an elevated structure.  Because the bridge is an 

elevated structure and ties into this roadway near the elevation of the roundabout, where is the 

transition from the elevated structure to the MSE retaining wall structure?  This West end of the 

project is difficult to visualize.  Please provide an elevation drawing to aid in understanding how this 

fits together.  Better yet, could you also provide a visual simulation of the bridge and roadway 

connection looking Northwest from a couple hundred feet offshore, similar to those provided across 

the North Basin from the Law Enforcement Memorial?  In the visualizations across the North Basin for 

the various alternatives, the bridge and roadways are so far away that they can not be distinguished, 

one from another. 

On the sides of the 500-Ŧƻƻǘ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎΣ ƴƻ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ōƻǘǘƻƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅ ǘƻ άǎǘǊŜŜǘέ 

elevation is shown.  Are the sides of the opening vertical walls or do they slope, and if they slope, at 

what angle?  Is it possible that the bridge will need to be longer than 500 feet to accommodate the 

slope? 

What waterway depth is assumed to accommodate the current and projected tidal range?  Will the 

bottom of the waterway ever be completely exposed? 

The intersection of the Fifth Avenue bridge and the roadway from the roundabout to the Deschutes 

tŀǊƪǿŀȅ ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŀ άǘŜŜέΦ  How will traffic be controlled at this intersection? 
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Parcel boundaries should also be shown on the East side of the waterway, as it appears that some will 

be impacted by the project.  Please add these parcels to Figure 2.4.4, the related text and your 

analysis.  

Is the overall design and specific detail for the new Fifth Avenue bridge consistent with the existing 

Fourth Avenue bridge?  Are the relative elevations similar?  Has this been reviewed with the City of 

Olympia? 

For the Hybrid Alterative, The Draft EIS assumes the reflective basin will be filled using marine water 

from the estuary at high tide, but also discusses as an alternate, using freshwater.  What is the source of 

this freshwater? If it is groundwater, have existing water rights been considered?  What infrastructure 

is assumed for providing and treating this freshwater?  Have these costs been included in the 

analysis?  

UPDATED COMMENTS BASED ON ADDITIONAL COST DATA PROVIDED ON AUGUST 9, 2021 

Now that we have the planning level cost estimates for each of the alternatives, some of our questions 

have been addressed, but the new information has also raised additional concerns.  Because our original 

Draft EIS comments were nearly complete prior to receiving the new information, we are continuing to 

provide these original comments so that you can see the progression of our concerns. 

Our comments will focus on two types of costs as detailed in your new documents.  The first are the 

ŘƛǊŜŎǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƛǘŜƳΤ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ άŦǳƭƭȅ ƭƻŀŘŜŘ ŎƻǎǘǎέΣ ƻǊ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻǎǘǎΣ ǿƘŜƴ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ 

indirect costs, escalation to 2028, contingency, soft costs and engineering and permitting are included.  

The ratio of total costs to direct costs varies slightly with each alternative (from 2.65 to 2.81) but for 

simplicity, we will assume that the total cost contribution from each individual direct cost can be 

obtained by multiplying the direct cost by 2.75. 

Looking first at the Managed Lake Alternative, we have several concerns and questions.   

¶ How is it possible to spend nearly $5.7M in total cost for the dam overhaul (including 

mob/demob) in an estimated seven weeks?   

¶ This is the first time we have seen a revetment called out for the project.  Apparently, this is the 

ǊƛǇ ǊŀǇ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ пллΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²Ŝǎǘ .ŀȅ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘŜƴ ŘŀƳΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 

is shown as more than $6.5M and includes 37,500 tons of rock.  That seems like a lot of rock in a 

small space.  It is not clear what is at risk that is being protected by this revetment.  We are also 

spending more than $4.5M for jet grouting of the earthen dam for additional earthquake 

protection.  Is this necessary?  To provide context, we can look specifically at the damage 

caused by the Nisqually Earthquake in 2001.  The Fourth Avenue Bridge and the Deschutes 

Parkway were heavily damaged and required repair/replacement.  No significant damage 

occurred to the Fifth Avenue roadway, the dam or the earthen dam  that is adjacent.  Of note is 

the fact that repairs to the Deschutes Parkway, totaling $5M, excluded earthquake protection 

due to the estimated additional cost of $9-11M.  Apparently, the decision makers at that time 

determined that the risk of future damage was not significant enough to justify the additional 

expenditure.   Yet, for this Managed Lake project, an additional $11M is being allocated for 

ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ пллΩ ŜŀǊǘƘŜƴ ŘŀƳΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ been unaffected for the past 70 years of tidal 

action, and several earthquakes.  Are either or both of these really necessary?  Please justify 
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ǿƘȅ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ǎǇŜƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ Ϸммa ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǘƘƛǎ пллΩ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊΦ  !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 

suggesting it, would it be less expensive to install a sheet pile and concrete barrier wall similar 

to the Hybrid alternative barrier?  (Note: on a per foot unit basis, the Hybrid wall total costs are 

ŀōƻǳǘ Ϸсa ŦƻǊ пллΩΦύ   

¶ There is also another inconsistency here, when comparing this earthen dam slope protection 

with the scour protection needed for Interstate 5, the RR Bridge, the Deschutes Parkway Bridge, 

the Fourth Avenue Bridge and the new Fifth Avenue Bridge.  For the Estuary and Hybrid 

alternatives, the scour protection called out is for 2000 tons of rock, at a total cost of $300K.  

Not much compared to the $6.5M for the revetment.  Also for reference, the entire Deschutes 

Parkway slope stabilization, over about 1.6 miles in the North and Mid basins, is estimated to 

cost slightly more than $1M.  Please explain these cost inconsistencies that appear to favor the 

Estuary and Hybrid alternatives. 

¶ Although not a significant cost item at $60K, why does an epoxy coating need to be applied to 

the Arc of Statehood for this freshwater alternative?  It is not called out for the case that the 

Hybrid reflective pond is freshwater; only if it is marine water. 

Moving to the Estuary Alternative, the cost of the new Fifth Avenue bridge and Deschutes Parkway 

reconfiguration are of most concern.   

¶ The bridge direct cost is a single line item at more than $11M.  No further detail is provided.  

Combining this cost with the parkway and bridge mob/demob and the parkway reconfiguration, 

ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŦƻǊ άǘƘŜ ōǊƛŘƎŜέ ŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ϷплaΦ  .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƭŜǾŜƭ Ŏƻǎǘ 

ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜΣ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǿƘŜǘher this is a reasonable number or not.  

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿŜ Řƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ άōǊƛŘƎŜέ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƴŜȄǘ ŘƻƻǊΦ  DǊŀƴǘŜŘΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ ŜȄŀŎǘ 

ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ōƻǘƘ ōǊƛŘƎŜǎ ǎǇŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅΣ ŀǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ рллΩ ƛƴ ƭŜƴƎǘƘΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ Ƙŀǎ 

the additional element of the Deschutes Parkway elevated approach to the bridge and round-

about, while the other has the installation of the round-about itself.  Overall, they are certainly 

similar.  The design of the Fourth Avenue bridge underwent significant public comment, before 

the current design was accepted.  It is logical to assume that the public would desire a similar 

design for the new Fifth Avenue bridge.  Has this been taken into consideration in the basic 

design of the new bridge?  Has the City of Olympia been consulted on this design?   Are they in 

agreement that the design meets their expectations? 

¶ Now, have you compared the final cost of the Fourth Avenue bridge with the estimated cost 

of the new Fifth Avenue bridge?  We have found no information about this in the Draft EIS or 

the additional information on planning level cost estimates.  ²ƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǘƘƛǎ ōŜ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ 

ŎƘŜŎƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘΩǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜΤ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ Ŏŀƭƭ ŀ ǎŀƴƛǘȅ ŎƘŜŎƪΚ  

Lacking this information, we checked with the City of Olympia and found that the final cost of 

ǘƘŜ CƻǳǊǘƘ !ǾŜ .ǊƛŘƎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛƴ нллп ǿŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ϷоуaΦ  ¦ǎƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ 

escalation of 3.5 percent, the comparative cost in 2028 would be about $87M, or more than 

twice the Fifth Avenue Bridge estimate.  How do you account for this discrepancy?  ²ŜΩǊŜ 

looking at a nearly $50M difference with the actual current construction cost of the Fourth 

Avenue Bridge.   

For the Hybrid Alternative, the same comments apply as for the Estuary.   
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¶ There is one additional discrepancy, however.  On item 4, for the Fifth Avenue Dam demolition, 

the line-item cost for the Hybrid is $881,110, while the similar line-item for the Estuary is 

$2,232,836.  All other line-items in item 4 are the same.  Why are these amounts different?  

Does this difference translate to the final analysis for the Grand Total?  If so, the total cost for 

the Hybrid is undercounted by about $3.7M. 

We now come back to one final, rhetorical, question.  Why does it appear that the Managed Lake 

costs are inflated (revetment, jet grouting, dam overhaul, epoxy coating),  while the Estuary and 

Hybrid costs are low-balled (bridge, parkway stabilization, scour protection)?  Considering our 

comments, a case can be made that the total costs for the Managed Lake Alternative could be from $8 

-15M less (using your +35%/-25% range), while the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives could be from $40-

70M more.   

²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ōƛŀǎ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ǊŀŦǘ 9L{ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ƛǘ ŀǎ άōŜǎǘ 

ŎŀǎŜκǿƻǊǎǘ ŎŀǎŜέ ƻǊ άŦŀƭǎŜ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴŎŜέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘŜŘ 

if the Draft EIS is to be considered as an impartial document. 

 

SEDIMENT QUALITY 

Our primary comment for this section is to provide an example of how inconsistency or bias in an 

underlying document such as this discipline report, intentional or non-intentional, can lead to a major 

misrepresentation as the information passes forward to the main report and on to the Executive 

Summary.  

In this Sediment Quality Discipline Report, the conclusions presented regarding the quality of sediments 

are said be the most likely outcome for each alternative, but this approach does not provide a full 

analysis of other possible outcomes.   For example, for the Managed Lake Alternative, this discipline 

report assumes that the long-term maintenance dredge material from Capitol Lake will require upland 

ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ōȅ ǘǊǳŎƪ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ b½a{Φ  ¢Ƙƛǎ άworst-ŎŀǎŜέ conclusion does not allow for the 

possibility that NZMS populations may decrease over time, that their impact will be deemed 

insignificant or that adaptive management techniques or BMPs may mitigate the problem.  Also, what 

recent research indicates that NMZS, dumped in deep salt water with dredge spoils, poses a risk of 

infestation of adjacent shores? If there is no such research, this should be acknowledged.  If NZMS are 

not a problem, could dredge spoils from the North Basin be pumped under Fifth Avenue or through 

the dam structure to a waiting barge in West Bay for deep water disposal?  Also, this single-minded 

approach that trucking will always be required, does not allow for the possibility that efficiencies and 

economy of scale will reduce costs over the next 20 to 30 years.  Some questions come to mind.  With 

regard to hauling dredged sediment away from the Lake, why is the impact on traffic said to be 

άǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘέ ƛŦ ƛǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŦŜǿ ƳƻƴǘƘǎΣ ƻƴŎŜ ŜǾŜǊȅ нл ȅŜŀǊǎΚ  ²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ Ƙŀuling dredged 

ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ [ŀƪŜΣ ǿƘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ōŜ άǳƴŀǾƻƛŘŀōƭŜέ ƛŦ it can be done 

using railroad cars? (The Deschutes Parkway railroad crossing could be left open while cars on the 

railroad bridge are loaded)   These questions are particularly relevant for this long-term dredging 

operation, as it is not scheduled to occur for nearly 30 years, until about 2050, which coincidentally is 

the project time horizon (per comment on page 7-3 of the main EIS document).  Incidentally, this 2050 

time horizon was selected because to predict events beyond that time would be too speculative.  LǎƴΩǘ ƛǘ 
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also reasonable to consider that this long-term dredging event might also fall into the speculative 

category?   

On the other hand, for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, this discipline report assumes that the long-

term maintenance dredge material, occurring on a 5ς6-year cycle from West Bay, does not require 

ǳǇƭŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ άbest-ŎŀǎŜέ conclusion assumes that NZMS will not be present in marine waters 

and sediment mixing from over dredging or upward migration of contaminants will not require any 

upland disposal. 

To be fair, this discipline report and Chapter 7 do provide some narrative regarding other options.  The 

problem comes when the conclusions are used to create cost estimates for the project alternatives.  In 

Table 7.1.1 of the main EIS document, some other options are noted as footnotes (which by the way, are 

mis-numbered and confusing ς please correct).  And by the time the information passes to the Executive 

Summary in Table ES.4, the footnotes are gone. 

So, with this background, what would table ES4 or Table 7.1.1 look like if, by 2050, the long term 

dredged material for the Managed Lake Alternative qualified for deep-water disposal, similar to the 

Estuary alternative?  Because the total amount dredged for all alternatives is based on the amount 

deposited by the Deschutes River over this 30-year period, the Managed Lake costs would be essentially 

the same as those for the Estuary Alternative, i.e., between $48M and $101M.  In this case, if the 

conclusions regarding the quality of the sediments are reversed, the swing in overall project costs is 

between $200M and $345M.   

Conversely, what would the table look like if the long term dredged material from the Estuary 

Alternative did not qualify for deep-water disposal?  Per the footnote for Table 7.1.1, the Estuary 

Alternative would increase to between $367M and $660M.  In this case, if the conclusions regarding the 

quality of the sediments are reversed, the swing in overall project costs is between $319M and $558M. 

Considering the magnitude of the potential cost swings (up to one-half billion dollars) based on 

speculative and questionable assumptions, ǿƘȅ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ-Level Cost Estimates expanded to 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǘƘŜ άōŜǎǘ ŎŀǎŜέ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άǿƻǊǎǘ ŎŀǎŜέ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎΚ   

Due to our concerns with this apparent bias and the lack of any nuance in the tabled long term cost 

presentation, we attempted to examine the Draft EIS to help us understand and better evaluate the 

relative sediment disposal costs used to establish the tabled ranges.  Because we have been given the 

relative amounts for dredging each alternative, having the unit costs for the alternative disposal options 

would provide a check on the tabled ranges.  Additionally, we have current unit cost information from 

actual current dredging operations by the Olympia Yacht Club to verify the Draft EIS numbers.  

Unfortunately, we were unable to find any information on the unit costs for the various dredging 

scenarios.  Repeated questioning at the review meetings and open house options with the consultant 

likewise resulted in no unit cost information.  Without this, we were unable to verify the cost figures in 

Tables ES4 and 7.1.1, or compare them with actual current disposal costs.  Further, we do not 

understand how the costs presented in the tables could be developed without assuming unit costs, and 

are left with a lack of confidence in the basis for these numbers.  Please correct this deficiency  or 

explain how the cost tables were created. 

Considering all the preceding issues, we have reached the following conclusions and recommendations: 
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 The extremely large magnitude of these potential cost swings, the range of possible alternate disposal 

techniques developed through adaptive management, the fact that these costs are dependent on 

projections 30 years in the future, the lack of demonstrated support for the costs and the potential 

impact of unknown outside influences in the future, makes the long-term costs estimates for tables ES4 

or Table 7.1.1 virtually meaningless, and certainly indefensible. 

We recommend that the Table 7.1.1 be modified to eliminate the third column for 30-year 

maintenance costs and the fourth column for construction +30-year maintenance dredging totals.  

This would leave the second column, which includes design, permitting and construction costs.  We will 

also have comments regarding these second-column costs, but because of their short-term nature, they 

are more defensible and provide the public with a clearer picture of the cost impact for the various 

alternatives.   

We also recommend similar changes to Table ES-4 in the Executive Summary. 

We recommend revisions to the qualitative discussions in the Sediment Quality Discipline Report, 

/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ т ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ {ǳƳƳŀǊȅ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ άǿƻǊǎǘ ŎŀǎŜκōŜǎǘ ŎŀǎŜέ 

comments, and with emphasis on the high probability that the dredge for the Managed Lake alternative 

in 2050 will not incur the high costs associated with upland disposal by truck. 

The next comment for this section concerns the characterization of West Bay sediments as having 

Substantial Beneficial Effects, as described in Table E-2 of the Sediment Quality Discipline Report.  This 

ǘŀōƭŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άaƛƴƻǊ ǘƻ {ǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ .ŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ 9ŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘǎ 

ƛƴ ²Ŝǎǘ .ŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǾŀǊƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ǎǘǳŀǊȅ 

Alternative.  This is a mis-characterization that gives the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives an undeserved 

advantage. 

CƛǊǎǘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƴƻ άƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘǎέ ŀǎ ŀƭƭ ŘǊŜŘƎƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƭƻƴƎ-term 

maintenance dredge is planned to be in sediment levels above the legacy contaminated sediments.  All 

existing contaminated sediments will remain; there will be no recovery.  Otherwise, this maintenance 

dredging would not qualify for deep water disposal, as concluded elsewhere in this section.   

Second, the case for Substantial Beneficial Effects is also advanced for the Estuary and Hybrid 

alternatives because the contaminated sediments will be covered by the relatively clean sediments from 

future deposition, particularly in the southeast, east, and northwest portions of West Bay where 

contamination is highest.  How can this be a άSubstantial Beneficial Effectέ if the contamination is not 

removed, but simply buried under the new sediments?  Perhaps it could be characterized as a minor 

beneficial effect, but stating it to be substantial is a mischaracterization.  Further, if we were looking at 

sediment deposition, similar to that in Capitol Lake, it might be reasonable to assume a minor beneficial 

effect due to layering of sediments.  The layering of lake sediments might be more effective in the lake 

due to the one-way flowrate South to North and the relatively slow-moving currents in the wide basin.  

However, in West Bay, with the estuary, we have twice daily tidal flow in both directions, at times with 

relatively high velocity creating turbulence.  And the nature of the largest sediment transporting events, 

which occur a couple times each winter during extreme Deschutes River flooding, would create 

additional turbulence.  Therefore, the potential for sediment mixing is much greater here, and combined 

with the potential for upward migration of contaminants, raises questions of even the characterization 
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of a minor beneficial effect.  Considering this potential mixing of contaminated and clean sediments, 

Ƙƻǿ Ŏŀƴ ŀ Ψǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘΩ ōŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘΚ 

Also, in the Port area, the theory that the relatively clean new sediments will overlay the contaminated 

sediments and future dredging will only encounter clean material, is even more tenuous.  We were 

reminded, in reviewing with the Port, that they service many extremely large vessels in the turning basin 

and along the Port docks.  They describe the prop wash from these vessels and the tugs that position 

ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ άŀ ōƛƎ ƳƛȄƛƴƎ ōƻǿƭέ ǿƘƛŎƘ disrupts the stratification that might otherwise occur.  Have 

you considered this Port experience in the analysis? 

Further supporting these comments is the experience of the most recent dredging operation, in the 

West Bay area, by the Olympia Yacht Club (OYC). Their dredge took place above the z-layer, with 

sedimenǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŎƭŜŀƴέ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎΦ  ¸ŜǘΣ пл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ 

of this 10,000 cubic yard dredge did not meet deep water disposal requirements due to contamination 

and were disposed upland at a cost approximately five times more than deep water disposal ($145 per 

cu yd versus $30 per cu yd).  This dredging experience also lends credence to our issues regarding the 

presentation of cost projections discussed in the earlier comment for this section.  ²Ƙȅ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǘƘƛǎ h¸/ 

dredging experience taken into account in the analysis? 

For these reasons, we ask that the sections of Table E-2 for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives be 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǘƻ άbƻ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎέ ƻǊ άaƛƴƻǊ .ŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ 9ŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ 

sediments ƛƴ ²Ŝǎǘ .ŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǾŀǊƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜέΦ 

Our third comment for this section relates to an apparent inconsistency in the Sediment Quality 

Discipline Report between the text on Page 2 (paragraph 3) and Tables E-1 and E-2.  The text identifies a 

άminor beneficial effectέ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘ ǎǳƭŦƛŘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ /ŀǇƛǘƻƭ [ŀƪŜΦ  

However, for all alternatives in Table E-1 and the Managed Lake alternative in Table E-2, the impact 

ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ άNo adverse impactsέΦ  Please explain or correct this inconsistency. 

UPDATED COMMENTS BASED ON ADDITIONAL COST DATA PROVIDED ON AUGUST 9, 2021 

Now that we have the planning level cost estimates for maintenance dredging for each of the 

alternatives, the new information has raised additional concerns.  Because our original Draft EIS 

comments were nearly complete prior to receiving the new information, we are continuing to provide 

these original comments so that you can see the progression of our concerns. 

First, it should ōŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀŘƛƴƎǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ tŀƎŜ м ǘŀōƭŜ ΨIƛƎƘ [ŜǾŜƭ {ǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ ŀǊŜ ƳƛǎƭŀōŜƭŜŘΦ  

Please correct. 

We were surprised to see that the consultant had developed detailed maintenance dredging cost 

estimates for the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives for Upland Disposal.  Our basic question is, why 

ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƻǊ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ǊŀŦǘ 9L{ ŀƴŘ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ {ǳƳƳŀǊȅΚ 

(Other than in an obscure, mis-labeled footnote)   

We also noted that In-water disposal for the Managed Lake Alternative was not even a consideration, 

and labeled Not Applicable in the table.  This is not surprising based on the Draft EIS statement in 

Chapter 7, on Page 7.4: 
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ά¦ǇƭŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŘǊŜŘƎŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ aŀƴŀƎŜŘ 

Lake Alternative because invasive species are expected to persist in the freshwater 

ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ ŀǘ ƘƛƎƘ ŘŜƴǎƛǘƛŜǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

Are NZMS expected to persist for 30 years?  Are existing densities high?  What evidence supports 

these conclusions?  We have explained in detail in our earlier comments why it is unlikely that the NZMS 

will be present, or a significant factor when the time for the long-term dredge is required; or if it is still 

present, how adaptive management could be used to greatly reduce the cost.  Apparently, these ideas 

were not even considered in the Draft EIS analysis.  In fact, instead of considering disposal within the 

watershed, or dewatering on site and NZMS desiccation, followed by disposal locally or marketing as a 

soil amendment, the Draft EIS projected that the entire 472,000 cu yd would be transported 250 miles 

one-way to the Roosevelt Regional Landfill in Eastern Washington.  Do none of these ideas rise to the 

ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ άŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ƻǇǘƛƻƴέΚ  Should the author of the Not Applicable designation for in-

water disposal of sediment 30 years from now have their crystal ball license revoked? 

Why did the Draft EIS fail to consider any options other than this $250 to $450M disposal option?  Do 

the authors of this Draft EIS have so little confidence in DES, their consultants, other State Agencies, 

local Universities, community organizations (such as CLIPA), and the community at large to research, 

adaptively manage and creatively analyze this issue, over the next 30 years?  

If, after reviewing all the comments submitted for this Draft EIS, none are found to be substantial 

ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀ {ǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ wŜǾƛŜǿΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǎƴΩǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŀƭƻƴŜ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǘƻ 

require such a review?  We would find it incomprehensible that this Draft EIS could move to a final EIS 

without additional analysis.  At a minimum, this analysis is necessary to recognize the high probability 

that the dredge for the Managed Lake alternative in 2050 will be substantially less in cost.  Upland 

ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ƛƴ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ ōȅ ǘǊǳŎƪ ƛǎ ŀ άǿƻǊǎǘ ŎŀǎŜέ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǳƴǊŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ōǳǊŘŜƴǎ ǘƘŜ 

Managed Lake Alternative by as much as $350M.   

 

HYDRODYNAMICS AND SEDIMENT TRANSPORT 

Our first comment is one you have heard before, regarding flooding events for the various alternatives.  

After review of Chapter 4, we have concluded that there is not sufficient recognition of the value of 

current dam operating procedures in limiting high water (i.e., flooding) in areas adjacent to Capitol Lake.  

To briefly review our past comments, this flooding protection is accomplished by lowering the lake level 

and utilizing its storage capacity in anticipation of high river flows that would otherwise overflow the Arc 

of Statehood wall and any other low points around the lake.  Please note that in Chapter 2, page 2-17, in 

the section describing sediment management, the following is stated: 

Within the 30-year project time horizon, the Capitol Lake Basin would still provide flood storage 

capacity, given project rates of sediment deposition and because flood storage capacity is 

largely controlled by early release of lake water through the 5th Avenue Dam. 

After searching in the Chapter 4 Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline report, we were able 

to find only one reference to this procedure after reading through 44 pages in the Existing Conditions 

section and a second comment at page 90 in the Modeling Assumptions and Limitations.  However, in 
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Chapter 4, page 4.4, this flooding protection procedure is deemed to be insufficiently robust to remove 

the risk of flooding in every case, because the dam operations have the potential for failure.  As a result, 

throughout Chapter 4, it is assumed that this procedure will not be used and therefore flooding will be 

more extreme in the Managed Lake alternative.   Keeping in mind that a significant element of the 

Managed Lake alternative is refurbishing the Fifth Avenue Dam, we do not believe it is appropriate to 

reject this operating procedure, which has been effective in the past, and should be even more reliable 

in the future.  The Lake Alternative should not be penalized 100 percent of the time due to the remote 

possibility of a mechanical failure.  Although this Draft EIS does not provide sufficient detail regarding 

the dam refurbishment, it seems reasonable to conclude that spending nearly $5.7M in total cost for the 

dam overhaul for this work would include any necessary improvements in reliability and redundancies 

to essentially eliminate or greatly reduce the risk of failure.   

And after all, the name of this alternative is the Managed Lake Alternative, and using the lake for flood 

storage capacity is the essence of adaptive management.  Why does the Draft EIS, and public 

statements by the EIS contractor (Daily Olympian August 1, 2021), continue to promote the idea that 

flooding due to the lake alternative is more severe than the other alternatives, and fail to recognize 

the obvious benefit of this long-standing procedure?  How will removal of the dam (with its ability to 

mitigate downtown flooding by coincident high tides and heavy rainfall) be replaced by equivalent 

flood control capacity in the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives? 

To correct this deficiency in the Chapter 4 analysis; Key Findings on Page 4-2, the text on the following 

pages and Figure 4.1.1 all require revision.  Further, it would also be accurate and appropriate to state 

that under all high tide/high Deschutes flow conditions, the Managed Lake Alternative provides more 

protection from flooding than either the Estuary or Hybrid Alternatives, and sea level rise will make high 

tide flooding more severe and frequent.  Appropriate corrections are also required for the Chapter 4 

Executive Summary and in section 4.8 Land Use, Shorelines, & Recreation (Key Findings and 4.8.4.1).   

Our second comment for this section is to ask for more information to allow the public to better 

understand the maximum velocity of the water through the new 500-foot opening for the Estuary and 

Hybrid Alternatives.  This is important to help evaluate boating and other recreation opportunities 

throughout the tidal cycle.  The consultant has provided substantial information on maximum depth-

averaged velocity, but it is not clear how this relates to the surface velocity, which is probably most 

important to the public.  Tables 4-22 and 4-23 show the maximum velocity through the 500-foot 

opening (observation point NB06) under two extreme scenarios as 1.36 and 0.79 meters per second.  

Conflicting with these numbers is Table 4-26, which shows 2.2 and 0.5 meters per second for the same 

scenarios.    

Here is where we have a problem.  In the Fall of 2006, the consultants for the CLAMP study used an 

ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ŜƭŦǘо5 ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ƳƻŘŜƭ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ άIȅŘǊƻŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘ 

Transport MoŘŜƭƛƴƎ wŜǇƻǊǘέΦ  DŜƴŜǊŀƭ !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƴƻǿ 59{Σ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ CŀŎǘ {ƘŜŜǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘƻ 

help understand the findings from this feasibility study.  In CLAMP Fact Sheet #4, they stated: 

άΧǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻŦ рth Avenue, Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad trestle, and 

interstate 5 would need to be reinforced to resist scour during flood or extreme tidal events.  At 

those times, velocities up to 16 feet per second ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŜŘΦέ   
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Converting this velocity from feet per second to meters per second, we find the CLAMP study prediction 

ƛǎ пΦф ƳŜǘŜǊǎ ǇŜǊ ǎŜŎƻƴŘΣ ƻǊ ŀōƻǳǘ ŦƻǳǊ ǘƛƳŜǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 9L{ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘǎΩ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ 

velocity in Tables 4-22 and 4-23.  Which of these projections are correct?  What is the practical impact 

of this velocity on safe operations at these constriction points?   

This discrepancy between the CLAMP study and the Draft EIS needs to be resolved.  More important, 

however, is to put this velocity in perspective with respect to kayaking, canoeing or waterboarding 

through these constriction points.  What percentage of the time will these activities be curtailed, both 

during high flow and also low water conditions?  Will warning signs or restrictions be needed to 

ensure safe operations?  How will restrictions be enforced?  These are all questions that need to be 

addressed, and compared/contrasted with the benign boating situation in the Managed Lake 

alternative.  

 

WATER QUALITY 

CLIPA would like to acknowledge the willingness of the consultants for the water quality discipline 

report (Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc.) to look beyond the historical conditions in the Capitol 

[ŀƪŜ .ŀǎƛƴ ŀƴŘ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴŀōƭŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƘŀǊƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ /ŀǇƛǘƻƭ 

Lake on the water quality of Budd Inlet.  The consuƭǘŀƴǘΩǎ use of current sample results and the 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ analysis and conclusions has shed a new light on the improving water quality in 

Capitol Lake.  CLIPA and our water quality consultants have been in the forefront of this analysis for 

several years, and it is rewarding to see that much of our work is now being accepted. 

Again, to quote from the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS, Page 12: 

ά!ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 5ǊŀŦǘ 9L{Σ ǘƘŜ 9L{ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ¢ŜŀƳ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ 

monitoring data from 2004 to 2014 and also collected water quality samples in 2019 to compare 

current conditions against the historical dataset. Despite what has been perceived to be 

worsening conditions in Capitol Lake, monitoring data indicate that water quality conditions 

have actually been improving in the lake and are relatively good in terms of physical and 

chemical characteristics important to aquatic life. There are only occasional seasonal violations 

of water quality standards, primarily associated with slight changes in temperature and 

ŘƛǎǎƻƭǾŜŘ ƻȄȅƎŜƴΦέ 

And: 

άThese improving water quality trends reduce the level of management that would be needed 

under a Managed Lake Alternative to meet lake management objectives.έ 

!ƴŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳsions for water quality (particularly dissolved Oxygen [DO]) 

in Budd Inlet due to the lake discharge, we agree with the consultantΩǎ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ 

quality discipline report, Page 4-41: 

άhǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŜŘ ¢h/ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ 

the atypical year that was used to calibrate the model, and the apparent lack of a relationship 

between the onset of DO problems and changes in TOC, contribute to uncertainty in 

interpretation of TOC results. This is exacerbated by the general lack of TOC data, i.e., data from 
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just 2 years that were separated by a period of over 10 years and during a time when lake 

conditions appear to have been changing. Comprehensive monitoring of the lake was last 

completed over 15 years ago and there have been significant changes in water quality over the 

past decades. Ecology (2012) (based on data from 1988 to 2008) indicated there were 

measurable trends in water quality in the river. The analysis of more recent data (based on 2004 

to 2014 data reported in this study) indicates there have been improving trends in both the lake 

and river during that time. This implies that the water quality conditions may have changed 

since the modŜƭƛƴƎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΦέ 

The consultant calls for a closer examination due to this uncertainty.  We agree with this, and encourage 

the consultant to review the ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ άAssessment of Water Discipline Section 4: Affected 

Environment [AE]έΣ  ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ specifically for the Draft EIS comment request, by David H. Milne, PhD.  

(Faculty Emeritus, TESC, Environmental Studies).  This report is provided in its entirety in the Appendices 

Section. 

YŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ 5ǊΦ aƛƭƴŜΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΥ 

¶ Capitol Lake does not have the widespread negative effect on Budd Inlet shown in the water 

quality discipline report, Figure 4-13  

 

 CƛƎǳǊŜ пΦ άaƻŘŜƭ tǊŜŘƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 5h 5ŜǇƭŜǘƛƻƴ όƳƎκ[ύ CǊƻƳ όŀύ ǘƘŜ /ǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ 

Anthropogenic Effects and (b) Solely Due to the 5th Avenue Dam 

¶ Capitol Lake does not contribute more TOC to Budd Inlet (in total, and in particular during the 

growing season) than would an estuary.   

¶ Many of 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ conclusions are in error, because the extent of WQ violations attributable to 

Capitol Lake and throughout Budd Inlet are based on an assumption of accuracy that the model 

ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǇƻǎǎŜǎǎΣ ƻƴ 5h ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŧŀƛƭ ǘƻ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƘŀƭƭƻǿ ōƻǘǘƻƳ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƻȄȅƎŜƴ 
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production by benthic algae in East Bay, and do not ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ²v Ǿƛƻƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ άƴŀǘǳǊŀƭέ 

(pre-dam) Budd Inlet.  

 

AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES (AND IMPERILED AND NUISANCE SPECIES) 

General  Questions 

Why is removal of freshwater invasive species from the Lake not compared with arrival of marine 

invasive species in the Estuary alternative?   

Estuaries are veritable hotbeds of invasive species, brought there by shipping and other human activities.  

Heads of estuaries (as the Lake basin would become) are among the most species-impoverished of all 

familiar aquatic environments and are wide open to new invasions by every newly introduced species 

everywhere around the entire Salish Sea.  (Several new marine invaders, including the purple varnish clam, 

are presently moving down-Sound in the direction of Budd Inlet.) The Lake is a species-rich environment 

isolated by intervening land from easy entry by new freshwater invasive species.   

Species-rich ecosystems are inherently much more resistant to invasive species establishment than are 

species-poor ecosystems.   

Destroying the Lake and its invasive species would bring an equal number of marine invasive species ς 

or more ς to the basin.   

What, if any, advantages would be obtained by replacing the very high species diversity of the Capitol 

Lake ecosystem with the very low species diversity of a replacement estuary?  What disadvantages? 

In Chapter 4, Page 187, the Draft EIS maintains: 

άThe action alternatives would create long-term changes in habitat quality and distribution, with 

a greater diversity of habitat types, including tide flats and estuarine wetlands under the Estuary 

and Hybrid Alternatives compared to the Managed Lake Alternative, which would have primarily 

freshwater wetlands and deep freshwater habitat types. 

Does this diversity of habitat types translate to species diversity?  Apparently not, as described in the 

following comments about the heads of estuaries, from Estuarine Ecology, by John Day, et al: 

Heads of estuaries have the lowest species diversity of any familiar aquatic ecosystems; about 25% that 

of lakes and shallow ocean waters and about half that of mid-estuarine waters.  (Day et al, 1989)  

Ecosystems with high biodiversity are much more resistant to establishment of invasive species than those 

with low biodiversity. (Day, John W., Charles A. S. Hall, W. Michael Kemp, and Alejandro Yáñez-Arancibia.  

1989.  Estuarine Ecology.  John Wiley & Sons, New York.  558 pp) 

 

New Zealand Mud Snail Specific Questions and Comments 

When was the last lake wide survey of the distribution and abundance of New Zealand Mudsnails 

όb½a{Ωǎύ ƳŀŘŜ ƛƴ Capitol Lake?  What were the findings? 
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The last lake wide survey that determined snail population densities was (to our knowledge) in 2011 

(Johannes 2011, data first examined in 2016).  (Johannes, Edward J.  2011.  Distribution Survey for 

Potamopyrgus antipodarum (New Zealand Mudsnail) in the North and Middle Basins of Capitol Lake, 

Thurston County, Washington.  Final Report Contract #FAC 10-026.  Prepared [by Deixis Consultants] for 

General Administration Facilities Division, Olympia WA).  

Do we have recent comparable data for assessing population changes?   

5ƻ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ b½a{Ωǎ ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŜƪǎΣ ƻǇŜƴ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ ŎǊƻǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ƻǊ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ 

to the railroad tracks going from Capitol Lake to Chehalis? 

This question bears on the possibility of spreading the snails to new waters by transport of sediment by 

rail cars. If the snails are already present, there is no new environmental risk even if the snails are known 

to be harmful. If the snails are not really harmful, there is no environmental risk whether they are present 

or not. 

²Ƙŀǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜƴǎƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ b½a{Ωǎ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ōƻǘǘƻƳ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƴŜŜŘ 

ǘƻ ōŜ ŘǊŜŘƎŜŘ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŀ άaŀƴŀƎŜŘ [ŀƪŜΚέ ²ƘŜǊŜ Ŏŀƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ Řŀǘŀ ōŜ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘΚ (This bears on the 

next question.) 

Dredged sediments will contain large numbers of dead shells from many years past as well as a lesser 

number of live snails of the present generation.  Knowing the numbers of living snails per m3 of sediment 

bears on the next question. 

What threshold level of ƭƛǾƛƴƎ b½a{Ωǎ ƛƴ ŘǊŜŘƎŜŘ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƘŀȊŀǊŘƻǳǎ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ 

warrant isolating the dredged material on land (vs dumping it in deep marine water)?  What is the 

population density threshold below which the risk can be deemed minimal? 

What ecoloƎƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ ōƛƻŦƻǳƭƛƴƎύ ƘŀǾŜ b½a{Ωǎ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΚ  

Where have those other problems manifested themselves? 

! ǿƛŘŜǎǇǊŜŀŘ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǊǳƳƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ƳŀǎǎƛǾŜ ōƛƻŦƻǳƭƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ LŘŀƘƻ tƻǿŜǊ {ȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ ŎƻƻƭƛƴƎ ǿŀǘŜǊ 

intake proved false. (άIn the summer most of the [fouling] material is aquatic plants that are being moved 

downstream by flow.  We have no idea how he [Johannes] might have estimated that half of the weight 

ƛǎ tΦ ŀƴǘƛǇƻŘŀǊǳƳΦέ Pers. comm., Ralph Myers, Idaho Power Environmental Affairs, March 2017.  

ώWƻƘŀƴƴŜǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ōǳǘ ƘŜ ƘƛƳǎŜƭŦ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƘŜΩŘ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƛǘΦ tŜǊǎΦ ŎƻƳƳΦ !ōƻǳǘ 

2017] Many such alarming statements proved false after  that time.   

Please engage an out-of-state consulting firm to review all published literature identifying problems 

ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ b½a{Ωǎ ƛƴ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ {ǘŀǘŜ όƛŦ ŀƴȅύΣ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ōȅ ŦƛŜƭŘ 

personnel where obtainable and reliable, and render a judgment on whether the snails are menacing 

enough to warrant strenuous expensive efforts to control their spread.  Said consultant to begin work 

immediately and report to the EIS writers in time to inform their statements about management of the 

Lake Alternative in the final EIS.   

Independent expert opinions should be sought from authorities who are not employed by Washington 

State agencies (WDOE, WDFW, WDNR, DES, etc.) and who have not been affiliated with those agencies 

by consulting or in other ways in the past.  The agencies themselves could find it difficult to abandon a 

ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ όάǘƘŜ ǎƴŀƛƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƴ ŜŎƻ-ƳŜƴŀŎŜέύ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘŜŎŀŘŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ-state consulting 
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firms might be reluctant to disagree with agencies that might employ them in the future.  A truly 

independent, unbiased judgment should be sought. 

This is the KEY QUESTION.  Are New Zealand Mud Snails, contrary to their reputation, actually so 

harmless that the EIS need not consider them? 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ /[L!Ωǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƘŀǊƳƭŜǎǎΦ  LŦ ǎƻΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ǾŜǊȅ Ŏostly actions 

taken for granted by the DEIS would be unnecessary.  The following presents evidence that they are, in 

fact, harmless in western Washington State. 

Because of the overriding cost implications of the likely status of NZMS for sediment 

disposal, ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ /[Lt!Ωǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ that 

NZMS are harmless. 

 

Summary of key points   

¶ bŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŜŘŀǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ /ŀǇƛǘƻƭ [ŀƪŜ Ŝŀǘ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ b½a{Ωǎ ŀƴŘ ƪŜŜǇ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƭƻǿΦ 

 

¶ b½a{Ωǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ /ŀǇƛǘƻƭ [ŀƪŜ ŦƻǊ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ȅŜŀǊǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ άŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊȅέ ƛƴ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нллфΤ 

during those years waterfowl and boaters on the Lake did not spread them to any other nearby 

waters. 

 

¶ b½a{Ωǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ол ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ {ǘŀǘŜΦ   bƻ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

problems caused by them have (to my knowledge) ever been reported. 

 

¶ b½a{Ωǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ƎŜƴŜǘƛŎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜǾƻƭǾŜ ǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŜŘŀǘƻǊǎΣ ƻǊ ǘƻ ŀŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ 

climate, or to adapt to any other adverse or favorable environmental factors.   

 

¶ ²ƘŜǊŜ b½a{Ωǎ have increased to huge abundances, their numbers have dropped back to low 

levels, a pattern seen in the population histories of many newly introduced species. 

 

Introduction. 

¢ƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǿƘŜƴ b½a{Ωǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ άŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊŜŘέ ƛƴ /ŀǇitol Lake was one 

of hysteria.  In the words of WDFW workers; 

άLƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ b½a{ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ƛƴǾŀŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 

invasive harm continues to evolve with each new location in which they become established, 

developing relationships with other invasive species, and the effects of climate changeΦέ  όPleus 

and Schultz, 2015; emphasis added by me) 

 Many similar mistaken claims were made about how abundant they would become, how easily they 

would be transported to other lakes by waterfowl and boaters, how disruptive they would be in native 

ecosystems (e.g. ŦƛǎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ Ŝŀǘ ōǳǘ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŘƛƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƻǎŜ ǿŜƛƎƘǘύΣ Ƙƻǿ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ 

ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŎƻǇŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳΣ Ƙƻǿ Ŧŀǎǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ [ŀƪŜ ǿŀǎ Ŏƭƻǎed to the public, 
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ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎƪ ƛƴ aŀǊŀǘƘƻƴ tŀǊƪ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ άŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊŜŘέ ǿŀǎ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŘƛǎƳŀƴǘƭŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƎƴǎ 

ǿŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άƘŀȊŀǊŘέ ǘƘŜȅ ǇƻǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƻǎǘŜŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ [ŀƪŜΦ  ¢ƻŘŀȅΣ мн ȅŜŀǊǎ ƭŀǘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ [ŀƪŜ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ 

closed to public use on account of the snails. 

{ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜΩǾŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ς all of it supportive of the idea that the snails are actually 

ƘŀǊƳƭŜǎǎΦ  ά[ƻǎŜǊǎΣέ ƛƴ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ǿŀȅΦ 

Details 

LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ b½a{Ωǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ƎŜƴŜǘƛŎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŜŘŀǘƻǊǎΣ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ ƻǊ ŀƴȅ ƻther 

hostile or beneficial environmental feature. 

¢ƘŜ b½a{Ωǎ ƛƴ /ŀǇƛǘƻƭ [ŀƪŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭ ŘŜǎŎŜƴŘŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŦŜƳŀƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŀǎŜȄǳŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭ 

genetically identical.  They have zero ability to evolve defenses (thicker shells, protective coloration, 

distasteful flavor, cryptic behavior, etc.) against native predators or to adapt to any other environmental 

factors, including effects of climate change. The claim quoted above (Pleus and Schultz) is grotesquely 

mistaken. 

Many native species in Capitol Lake were able to eat and digest b½a{Ωǎ from the moment the snails 

were first introduced to the Lake. 

One initial fear of wildlife biologists was that the snails, with their ability to close their shells and pass 

through predators undigested, woulŘ ŀύ ŜƴŀōƭŜ b½a{Ωǎ ǘƻ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŘŀǘƻǊǎ ς specifically ducks ς 

moved to other water bodies, and b) starve the predators that mistook them for suitable prey, with 

consequent weight loss and malnourishment.  But Capitol Lake is home to many predators that can eat 

ŀƴŘ ŘƛƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŜƳΦ hǳǊ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƛƎƴŀƭ ŎǊŀȅŦƛǎƘ ŎǊǳǎƘŜǎ ƛǘǎ ǇǊŜȅ ŀƴŘ Ŝŀǘǎ ƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǎ b½a{Ωǎ ǘƻ 

native prey in experimental tests (Brenneis et al, 2011).  Mallards, all other dabbling ducks, Canada geese, 

and four species of native fishes ς redside shiner, riffle sculpin, largescale sucker, and peamouth minnow, 

known from studies elsewhere to eat snails ς Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ŘƛƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŜƳΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘǳŎƪǎ ƘŀǾŜ άǇƘŀǊȅƴƎŜŀƭ 

ǘŜŜǘƘέ ŀƴŘ ƎƛȊȊŀǊŘǎΣ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΣ ǘƘŀǘ ōǊŜŀƪ ǳǇ ǎƴŀƛƭ ǎƘŜƭƭǎΦ  tǊŜŘŀǘƛƻn by these species and others is 

almost certainly the reason why folks looking at clear pale surfaces (stones, white plastic, etc.) in Capitol 

Lake almost never see a NZMS. (Brenneis, Valance E. F., Andrew Sih, and Catherine E. de Rivera.  2011.  Integration 

of an invasive consumer into an estuarine food web: direct and indirect effects of the New Zealand mud snail.  

Oecologia 2011: Sep; 167(1): 169-179.  Available on line athttp://w ww.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles 

/PMC3155678/) 

{ƻƳŜ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŜŘŀǘƻǊǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ Řƻ ƭƻǎŜ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎǳƳƛƴƎ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ b½a{Ωǎ ς but they can evolve 

ways of overcoming that handicap. 

Rainbow trout (lacking pharyngeal teeth) are native predators that have been shown to lose weight when 

ŦŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ b½a{Ωǎ όVinson & Baker, 2008).  But as sexually reproducing animals, they also have the potential 

for overcoming that constraint.  In New Zealand, they actually did so. LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ όǿƘŜǊŜ b½a{Ωǎ 

are native) in ~ 1885, rainbow trout did not thrive at first.  But they soon became much better adapted to 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴŜǿ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΦ  Lƴ ǘƘŜ мффлΩǎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŜȄǇƭƻǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ b½a{Ωǎ ƛƴ [ŀƪŜ 

Aniwhenua. The snails blanketed the bottom and crowded out nearly every other benthic species that 

trout could use as food (Wells & Clayton, 2001).  The rainbow trout in the lake, with nothing else to eat 

ōǳǘ b½a{Ωǎ ŦƻǊ ŀōƻǳǘ ŦƻǳǊ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ƎǊŜǿ ƘǳƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ŀƴŘ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƪŜ ŀ ƳŀƎƴŜǘ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 

trophy fishermen and -women for years.  A classic picture shows one of the huge rainbows the anglers 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles%20/PMC3155678/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles%20/PMC3155678/
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were catching. A similar picture shows a NZ fisherman with a gigantic brown trout ς another introduced 

ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŀŘŀǇǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜŀǘƛƴƎ b½a{ΩǎΦ  !ŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ [ŀƪŜΩǎ b½MS population was obliterated, sizes 

of trout there returned to normal.   

Rainbow trout in Capitol Lake have been exposed ǘƻ b½a{Ωǎ ŦƻǊ ŀōƻǳǘ нл ȅŜŀǊǎ ƴƻǿΦ  They may already 

be adapted to preying on these snails Χ ŀǎ Ƴŀȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŜŘŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ not initially digest them.  

(Vinson, M., and M. A. Baker.  2008.  Poor growth of rainbow trout fed New Zealand Mud Snails Potamopyrgus 

antipodarum.  North Am. J. Fish. Manag. 28: 701-709.Wells, Rohan D. S., and John S. Clayton.  2001.  Ecological 

impacts of water net (Hydrodictyon reticulatum) in Lake Aniwhenua, New Zealand.  New Zealand Journal of Ecology 

25(2): 55-63.) 

b½a{Ωǎ are rare in Capitol Lake (and in Lake Washington).   

In winter 2009-2010 an acquaintance dug up a few square feet of Capitol Lake sediment during a 

drawdown. After examining that sample,  it was found to have only ŀ ŦŜǿ  ǎŎŀǘǘŜǊŜŘ b½a{ΩǎΦ  {ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜƴ 

we have watched for them by looking from the walls, the bridge, and other vantage points ς and, even 

knowing what we were looking for, have never seen one.  A few years ago, a colleague obtained a permit 

ŦǊƻƳ 59{ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ b½a{Ωǎ ƛƴ /ŀǇƛǘƻƭ [ŀƪŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ŀ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊ ŦǊƻƳ !ǊƎŜƴǘƛƴŀΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƘŀŘ ƎǊŜŀǘ 

difficulty even finding them (they were always rare and always on the undersides of stones) and asked 

ά²Ƙȅ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ ƳŜƴŀŎŜΚέ  ! ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜ ǳǇ ŀǘ [ŀƪŜ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ b½a{Ωǎ 

ŀǇǇŜŀǊŜŘ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ άŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊȅέ ƛƴ /ŀǇƛǘƻƭ [ŀƪŜΣ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ 

Lƴ ōƻǘƘ ƭŀƪŜǎΣ b½a{Ωǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ƭƛǾŜŘ ǳǇ ǘƻ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ƳŀŘŜ ŀōƻǳǘ how abundant they would become. 

b½a{Ωǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ /ŀǇƛǘƻƭ [ŀƪŜ ς and not noticed ς long ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ άŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊȅέ ƛƴ 2009. [This 

fact negates two alarmist claims made about the snails; see below.] 

¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ b½a{Ωǎ ǿŜǊŜ άŦƻǳƴŘέ ŀǘ /ŀǇƛǘƻƭ [ŀƪŜΩǎ aŀǊŀǘƘƻƴ tŀǊƪ ƻƴ hŎǘƻōŜǊ ннΣ нллфΦ ! ȅŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ 

a half later (June, 2011) a mollusk expert (Ed Johannes, Deixis Consulting) surveyed the Lake for the DES 

ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻǊ ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ b½a{Ωǎ at 31 locations. Five years later (2016) the Lake 

protection association (CLIPA) hired Mr. Johannes to reexamine the samples and count the snails in each 

of them.   

The snails probably entered the Lake at Heritage Park about 2001 and had already spread southward past 

ǘƘŜ aŀǊŀǘƘƻƴ tŀǊƪ άŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊȅέ ǎƛǘŜ ōȅ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нллфΦ 

b½a{Ωǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ [ŀƪŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƛƎƘǘ ȅŜŀǊǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ [ŀƪŜ ǿŀǎ ŎƭƻǎŜŘ ς and were never spread to other 

water bodies by waterfowl or public users of the Lake. 

Surveys of the nearest 85 ponds, streams, and lakes within five miles of Capitol Lake by Johannes in 2010 

showed that none ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ƘŀŘ b½a{Ωǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƳΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŜƛƎƘǘ ȅŜŀǊǎ όнллм ς 2010) 

of public boating and waterfowl overwintering in nearby Capitol Lake before the Lake was abruptly closed. 

The hazard of transporting the snails to other waters is nonexistent.  The closure of the Lake for fear of 

spreading the snails to other waters is unjustified.  (Johannes, Edward J. 2010b.  Survey for Potamopyrgus 

antipodarum (New Zealand Mud Snail) within a five-mile radius of Capitol Lake, Thurston County, Washington.  Final 

Report [by Deixis Consultants] Contract #10-1908.  Prepared for: Washington Invasive Species Council, Washington 

State Recreation and Conservation Office, Olympia Washington.)   
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²ƘŜǊŜ b½a{Ωǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ƘǳƎŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜƴǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƻƻƴ ŘǿƛƴŘƭŜŘ ōŀŎƪ 

to scarcity.   

Early worries were voiced that the snails would become so numerous on the bottom that they would 

displace the prey organisms of native predators.  A common (not universal) feature of populations of 

ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƛǎ ŀ ƘǳƎŜ άǎǇƛƪŜέ ƛƴ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ƘǳƎŜ ŘǊƻǇ ƛƴ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ŀ ƭƻǿ ƭŜǾŜƭ 

ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀǎ ŜȄƘƛōƛǘŜŘ ōȅ b½a{Ωǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀ wƛǾŜǊ Ŝstuary.  First noticed in 1990 

near the Astoria Yacht Club and thereafter sampled near-yearly, they exploded in numbers to about 

250,000/m2 in 2000, then dropped back to 50,000 /m2 the next year, then dropped to a few thousand per 

square meter during the years after that. That pattern is a common feature of introduced species presence 

in newly invaded habitats.  Initial scarcity ς then a population explosion ς then a precipitous drop as native 

ǇǊŜŘŀǘƻǊǎ άƴƻǘƛŎŜέ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘǊǳŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǊǘ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ eating them.  The intruder population is decimated 

and ς ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ b½a{Ωǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŜŘŀǘƻǊǎ ς the predators get better 

and better at finding and eating the new species.  

 

Figure 1.  Outbreak, then collapse of NZMS population in Columbia River near Astoria. Bersine et al, 

2008. (This graph has ŎƻƴǾŜǊǘŜŘ .ŜǊǎƛƴŜΩǎ ƭƻƎ-scale graph to this one with an arithmetic scale for better 

ǾƛǎǳŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǎǇƛƪŜέ ƛƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅΦύ 

The snails existed at a population density of some 17,000+ per square meter at Heritage Park in 2011 

(Figure 1).  If they existed at that density today, there would be about 2 snails on every square centimeter 

of bottom at present.  None can be seen on the bottom there today,  (Source: Bersine, K., V.E.F. Brenneis, 

R.C. Draheim, A. Michelle Wargo Rub, J.E. Zamon, R.K. Litton, S.A. Hinton, M.D Sytsma, J.R. Cordell, and J.W. 

Chapman. 2008. Distribution of the invasive New Zealand Mudsnail (Potamopyrgus antipodarum) in the Columbia 

River Estuary and its first recorded occurrence in the diet of juvenile Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). 

Biological Invasions 10:1381-1388.) 

b½a{Ωǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ол ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ όƳƻǎǘƭȅ ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴύ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΦ  We know of no 

reports that they have ever caused problems in those places.  Locations that come to mind are Lake 

Washington, a pond at Ocean Park, and Blue Slough on the Chehalis River. ( http://nas2.er.usgs.gov/viewer/ 

omap.aspx? SpeciesID=1008)  

 

http://nas2.er.usgs.gov/viewer/
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Purple loosestrife Specific Questions and Comments 

Please prepare an alternative estimate of the costs of dredging and handling of Lake sediments if it 

were discovered that both New Zealand Mudsnails and Purple Loosestrife were harmless and required 

no special precautions.   

If purple loosestrife is not now or likely to pose a threat to nearby ecosystems, expensive precautions to 

prevent its spread would be unnecessary.  The following questions examine whether purple loosestrife is 

unlikely to create problems elsewhere if seeds of these plants are present in Lake sediments. 

¶ What recent research on the abundance of purple loosestrife at Capitol Lake has been cited as 

a reason for restricting sediment disposal and transportation options to avoid spreading its 

seeds?   

As a result of a sustained eradication effort started in 1988, purple loosestrife is now almost 

entirely absent from the shores of Capitol Lake and the Deschutes River (citation available).  It is 

likely that the last plants will be gone by the time dredging for any of the Alternatives begins, 

several years from now. 

A survey of the Lake shores by the author and a colleague (August 8, 9, and 12, 2021) showed that 

these plants are even scarcer today than they were in 2018. (See the DEIS purple loosestrife 

distribution map for 2018 shown here, updated to 2021; DEIS Figure 3.4.1).  All plants found in 

the survey are near the I-5 bridge or farther south, most of them are some 100 feet from the 

South Basin shore at Tumwater Historical Park and unable to easily seed Capitol Lake waters.  (One 

plant, easily removŀōƭŜΣ ƛǎ ŀǘ ǿŀǘŜǊΩǎ ŜŘƎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ŝŀǎǘ ǎƘƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǎŎƘutes River near the old 

brewery building.)  All are present in small patches or as single individuals.  These plants are 

flagged for removal, which will probably happen this year (2021).  Their increasing scarcity and 

confinement to the south end of the Lake has probably diminished the presence of their seeds in 

the sediments. 
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Figure 1.  Diminished presence of purple loosestrife at Capitol Lake. 2021.  Yellow: Present in 2018, 

absent in 2021. Red: present in 2018, still present in 2021.  Black: present in 2018, probably absent 

at Percival Creek (upper). 

¶ Do purple loosestrife seeds sink?  Accumulate in bottom sediments? If so, how long do purple 

loosestrife seeds remain viable in lake bottom sediments? 

With purple loosestrife near extermination at this time, a year remaining to finalize this EIS, and 

ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ƭŀƎ ǘƛƳŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ŘǊŜŘƎƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎŜŜŘǎ 

now remaining in the sediments (if any) will probably be dead.  The likelihood that the last viable 

purple loosestrife seeds will be gone by the time dredging for any of the alternatives begins has 

huge significance for the cost of any Lake Basin dredging. 

¶ Are purple loosestrife seeds present in Capitol Lake sediments? If so, what percent of them are 

viable? 

Please have an impartial expert (say, a palynologist) examine samples of Lake sediments for 

evidence of viable purple loosestrife seeds.  (An expert would be needed; the seeds are the size 

of small sand grains.)  Sediment samples might already be available from recent studies (oil spill, 

brewery source; sewage, Percival Creek source; bathymetry study, etc.)  
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¶ What would be the cost of sediment disposal in the Managed Lake alternative if purple 

loosestrife seeds were absent or could be regarded as harmless? 

Please provide this information in the final EIS. 

 

Eurasian Milfoil Comments 

As described in Chapter 3, Page 3-51: 

άώ9ǳǊŀǎƛŀƴ aƛƭŦƻƛƭϐ Χƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘƛƴƎ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ƻǊ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ 

the Capitol Lake Basin based on its ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŀōǳƴŘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǉǳŀǘƛŎ Ǉƭŀƴǘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦέ 

It was effectively treated in 2004 with Triclopyr, and since that time has been kept under control by hand 

pulling where it has reappeared.  These minimal maintenance procedures should continue to be effective 

in the future.  

 

Imperiled  And Nuisance Species Specific Questions and Comments 

Northern Pikeminnows 

What would be the statewide impact on native Northern Pikeminnows (Novumbra hubbsi) if Capitol 

Lake were replaced by an estuary? 

This is the only species of fish that is endemic to Washington State.  Its geographic distribution includes 

streams and shallow ponds on the west slope of the Olympics (but also includes Lake Ozette) with its 

southern boundary reaching Capitol Lake.   Known occurrences over its former range have been 

decreasing during the past decades (Mongillo and Hallock, 1999). 

Although this species lives in Capitol Lake (Entranco 1997, also Herrera 2004), it was dismissed by the 

/[!at wŜǇƻǊǘ όIŀȅŜǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нллуύ ƛƴ ŀ ŦƻƻǘƴƻǘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ [ŀƪŜ άƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛǘǎ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΦέ όIƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 

ƛǘ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƭƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ άǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘέ ŀǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ōȅ tŀƎŜ ϧ .ǳǊǊ όнлммύ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǊŜŀŘǎ ƭƛƪe a 

description of Capitol Lake.) 

Citations:  Mongillo, P. E., and Hallock, M. 1999.  Washington State Status Report for the Olympic 

Mudminnow.  Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife; Fish Program.  Olympia, WA. 43 pp.  

Hayes, Marc P., Timothy Quinn and Tiffany L. Hicks.  2008.  Implications of Capitol Lake Management for 

Fish and Wildlife.  Report prepared for Capital (sic) Lake Adaptive Management Program Steering 

Committee by The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 92 pp 

Page, Lawrence M. and Brooks M. Burr.  2011.  Peterson Field Guide to Freshwater Fishes. 

Entranco, 1997.  1997 Capitol Lake Drawdown Monitoring Results.  Report Prepared for the Capitol Lake 

Adaptive Management Plan [=CLAMP] Steering Committee.  Bellevue, WA.   

Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc., 2004.  Capitol Lake Vertebrate and Invertebrate Inventory.  

Prepared for the Washington Department of General Administration, Division of Capital Facilities.  Seattle, 

WA. 76pp.  
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Freshwater Mussel 

What would be the statewide impact on the native freshwater mussel Anodonta oregonensis if Capitol 

Lake were replaced by an estuary?  

This species, first discovered in Capitol Lake on October 22 2009, has been disappearing over its entire 

range in the West, including Washington waters (Nedeau et al, 2009). 

Nedeau, Ethan J., Allan K. Smith, Jen Stone, and Sarina Jepsen.  2009.  Freshwater Mussels of the Pacific 

Northwest.  Second edition. The Xerces Society, Portland, OR.  51 pp 

±ŀǳǎΩǎ {ǿƛŦǘΣ tǳǊǇƭŜ aŀǊǘŜƴǎ 

²Ƙŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ±ŀǳȄΩǎ ǎǿƛŦǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǳǊǇƭŜ ƳŀǊǘŜƴǎΣ ƛƴǎŜŎǘƛǾƻǊƻǳǎ ōƛǊŘǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ōŜ 

imperiled in the CLAMP 2008 report but not mentioned in the DEIS? 

Dragonflies 

What impact on dragonflies (and potentially on mosquito control) would replacement of Capitol Lake 

with an Estuary create?    

Dragonflies are not addressed in the DEIS.  These easy-to-overlook but common consumers of mosquitoes 

live as immature forms for a year or more on lake bottoms with sufficient oxygen before emerging to 

become flying adults.  With all other lakes in Thurston County experiencing zero dissolved oxygen at the 

bottom during the summers, Capitol Lake provides by far the best and most extensive open-water 

dragonfly habitat in our county.  

Western Pond Turtles 

Are there state-listed Western Pond Turtles in Capitol Lake?  Could the Lake provide habitat for this 

scarce and imperiled species? 

 If removing the Lake destroys potential suitable habitat for Western Pond Turtles, that would be a serious 

loss and negative impact. 

Saltmarsh Mosquitoes (Nuisance Species) 

What is the likelihood that the Estuary alternative will unleash saltmarsh mosquitoes on our 

communities? 

²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΩǎ ǎŀƭǘƳŀǊǎƘ ƳƻǎǉǳƛǘƻŜǎ όhŎƘƭŜǊƻǘŀǘǳǎ ώ!ŜŘŜǎϐ ŘƻǊǎŀƭƛǎύ ŀǊŜ Řŀȅ-biting far-ŦƭȅƛƴƎ άǾƛŎƛƻǳǎέ 

ƳƻǎǉǳƛǘƻŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊƛǎŜ ǘƻ όǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜέύ ƴǳƛǎŀƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ ŀƴŘ LǎƭŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ 

Olympia area is fortunate that this species is not found here and other species are not common enough 

to be bothersome.   

With diminished populations of bats, swifts, and dragonflies, and in the presence of saltmarshes created 

by the Estuary alternative, what is the likelihood that these factors will introduce that species to our 

area? (citations available upon request) 
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FISH AND WILDLIFE 

Background 

The dam creating Capitol Lake protects its waters, habitat, fish and wildlife, and shorelines from the 

substantial contaminants currently and continuously pervasive in the waters of Budd Inlet. 

If the dam is removed, the toxics from Budd inlet derived from shore, groundwater, bottom, run-off 

from the surrounding area, and southward flow of Puget Sound would infiltrate what is now a virtually 

toxic free Capitol LakeΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘƻǳǘŜŘ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƳƛȄƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŦǊŜǎƘǿŀǘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ǿŀǘŜǊέΣ 

would likely become a significantly harmful characteristic to the entire basin of 264 acres. 

 Capitol Lake will become a Terminal Urban Estuary. According to several public health officials 

interviewed (state and county), Terminal Urban Estuaries are well known for unusually high 

contamination. The Capitol Lake Terminal Urban Estuary would be the southern-most estuary of Puget 

Sound and would be especially vulnerable to a variety of toxics currently and continuously affecting 

Budd Inlet.   

!ǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ LƴǎƭŜŜΩǎ Southern Resident Orca Task Force Report of November 2018, 

άMoreover, the survival of juvenile Chinook salmon from these urbanized estuaries was 45% lower 

ǘƘŀƴ /Ƙƛƴƻƻƪ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǳƴŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ŜǎǘǳŀǊƛŜǎΦέ (p.31)  

Consider the following from the same report :   

1.  Adult Chinook salmon are a major source of persistent toxic chemicals to Southern Resident Orcas. 

(p.30) 

2.  In particular, toxics can reduce juvenile Chinook salmon survival by reducing their growth and making 

them more susceptible to disease. (p.30). 

оΦ  IƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǘƻȄƛŎ ŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀƴǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ t/.ΩǎΣ t.59ΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ 55¢Ωǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

blubber of Southern Resident Orcas potentially resulting in harmful health effects including alterations 

in hormone levels, reproductive disruption or miscarriages, reduced immunity to diseases, neurotoxicity, 

neurobehavioral disruptions and cancer. (p.31). 

4.  Isolation from these toxins should provide a lesser likelihood that these disease inducing toxins will 

find their way into the tissues of Southern Resident orcas via the food web (p. 30). 

The following questions immediately come to mind: 

Why are these findings, which are so important to our vulnerable Southern Resident orcas, not 

mentioned in the DEIS? 

²Ƙȅ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ¢ŜǊƳƛƴŀƭ ¦Ǌōŀƴ 9ǎǘǳŀǊȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 59L{Κ  

Why would we choose to contaminate the virtually toxic free Capitol Lake basin?  

These Chinook are also consumed by humans, especially tribal members. (According to Nate Tyler- 

council member Makah Indian Tribe, Amy Grondin- commercial fisherman and co-owner , Duna 

Fisheries, and Chris Wilke--executive director, Puget SoundkeepŜǊ  !ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜ άǘǊƛōŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ 

ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜ ŦƛǎƘ ŀǘ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǊŀǘŜΦέύ    
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 Without the Dam, a New Aquatic (Toxic) Environment for Capitol Lake Basin 

   

 

 

Health warning signs at Budd Bay adjacent to Mission Creek 

Dozens of these warning signs exist throughout Budd Bay and will likely need to be placed around the 

Capitol Lake Basin 

At least five sources continuously supply contaminants to Budd Inlet: 

¶ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ǎǘƻǊƳǿŀǘŜǊ ǊǳƴƻŦŦΣ όt!IΩǎΣ t/.ΩǎΣ /9/Ωǎύ 

¶ 9ŦŦƭǳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ [h¢¢ /ƭŜŀƴǿŀǘŜǊ !ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜΣ όt.59ΩǎΣ t/.Ωǎ ςƭƻǿ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ /9/Ωǎύ 

¶ Southern Puget Sound marine flows flowing south,  

¶ Turbulence induced mixing of sediment and legacy toxics by large port vessels in the turning basin. 

¶ Legacy industrial pollutants from toxics clean-up sites. (Listed below from Washington Department 

of Ecology Website.) 


