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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) issue@Qu21. After
reviewing the DEIS, the Executive Summary, the backgroseghdie Reports and the additional
PlanningLevel Cost Estimates (issued August 9, 2@A1RA is nosubmitting our comment$or your
response and consideration

CLIPA is 801(c)@) organization of community stakeholders, including a mdisciplne team of
experiencedorofessionalsthat began its review of thetatus of the Capitol Lake Basin beginning in

2009 with the CLAMP Studynd extending to the current Capitol Lakeschutes Estuary EIS. Our
members have participated jpublic forums andgdvisory groups with Ecology, Thurston County, DES
andare currently part of the Community Sounding Board (CSB) for this EIS. We have met regularly for
twelve years to developn 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 prglyio

For this document, @ have arranged our input with@ENERAL COMMEMNSt for your consideration
followed by a brief synopsis of tiéEY FINDINGS IMPORTANT TO THE STATE DECISION PROCESS
beginning on Pagé. Beginningn Pagell, we havearranged ouiSPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR EACH
SECTION OF THE DRAFT EIS INCLUDING DETAILS FOR KoY édbliDgdGion of the Draft EIS in

the general order they appean your presentation Our submission ends with &PPENDICIE&ction

for your reference

GENERAL COMMENT




PROJECT VS PROGRAMMATIC EIS

For years the community has been divided on the {tergn future of the Capitol Lake Basin. One issue

on whichthe community largely agrees, however, is the needdtuallybegin action in the basin and

bring the studies to a close. After spending an estimated $10Maoiousstudies over the padtventy

years or soboth the community and the State Legislature are ready for actitms durrent EIS process

is the most promising effort to make that happetdowever, this EIS is somewhat unusual in that it
O2YoAySa StSySyda 2F 020K | aLINR2SOG 9L{¢ FTYR I «a
project, andthe desired outcomes, have been clearly outlined following a robust stakeholder and
community dscussion. 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 outcomesTherefore we have an EIS that must not only eadduthe 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 providd@he Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, in particular, have been
poorly defined leading up to this current effort. This, in part, has lesbtoe of the major deficits in the
Draft EIS; namelgignificant gaps innderstandinghe alternatives incomplete critical data, lack of the

use of local experiencand expertiseandthe absence of defined funding sources. Compounding this
problem with the Draft EIS is the position of DES as siatdge June 30, 2021 oparg letter from

William Frare, the SEPA Responsible Official:

Neither shortterm actions nor a longerm management alternative can be implemented until
an EIS is completed and a Preferred Alternative is selected.

2 OFy (GKS O2 YYdzy Adsite@aactiorybk mgt iSe¥en &hoderin dald<ndust R

wait until a preferred alternative is selected antthe final EIS approved® KS 5N} T4 9L{ R2Say
work to begin until 2028, and that assumes that there are no delays in moving from theadfiatl EIS.
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information to select a preferred alternative. If this proves to be the case, any action will be further

delayed, and further frustrate theoenmunity and the Legislature.

Q)¢

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 stepand a precursor ofiny work specific tall of the alternatives Somenf 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
AAtFYRA® CKAAOGWEI PAASHNBRISSS FaXWADlYNRBE2 G(KS £ a
consistent with the historical requirement for DES to maintain this portion of the Capitol Capus.

alternatives will continue to remain viabiehile this dredging is underwayVhy is itnecessary to

commit to a preferred alternative at this stage?

CLIPA suggests that DES modify their process, within the SEPA guidelines, to create a phased
AYLX SYSydatrdAazy GKFG gAftf ft2¢ GKAA aYFAY(daSylyOS
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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 alternativé/e suggest thathe consultant could advise DES and create a brief

Project EIS for the minimal environmentaly LJF Ot a 2F GKS aYIFAyiaSylryOS RNBR
during the 1987 dredging operatiofDES could then move forward to request funding from the

Legislature fothis limited work.

The concurrent work during this initial phase would essentialliheeSupplementar§nvironmental
Review (SEIS)alled forin 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 followinglsdotion
(including he establishment of funding sourcegjus additional items raised by other commenters on
the Draft EIS that are also determined to be substantial. Addititmaioughanalysis for the SEIS may
be required for any of these additional comments that areanflict with those of CLIPA or others, so
that all community members feel that they have been heard.

Following public review of this SEl$: recommendatiorfor a preferred alternativavould then move

forward and DES could request funding from the Uatyiee for the specific alternative selecteBy the

timethisT dzy RAy 3 Aa | LILINE @S R Iwouldkbé wedt ohtlehngdydtlythispdgosaR NE R3S ¢
G2 ONBFGS I LKFASR ILILINRIFOKSE (KS LINE 2 $nbiizidmg2 dzf R 06 S
the overall project timeline Is DES willing to work, within the SEPA Guidelines and with the

Legislatureto make a phased implantation such as this to move the project forward?



KEY FINDINGS IMPORTANT TO THE STATE DECISION PROCESS

CAPITOL LAKE WATEBALITYMPROVEMENTS
To quote from the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS, Page 12:
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monitoring data from 2004 to 2014 and also collected water quality samples intd@ifnpare
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 relativelydgnderms 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
RA&a&a2f SR 2E&3Sy d¢
And:

GThese improving war quality trends reduce the level of management that would be needed
under a Managed Lake Alternative to meet lake management objedtives.

This improvement in water quality is evidence that adaptive management can work. The City of
Olympia and DES hawerked to remove many of the sources of contamination, along with others who
continue to improve upstream conditions to make Capitol Lthkecleanest in Thurston County his
adaptive managemertoncept must be remembereakwe now look to the future ofCapitol Lake with
respect to control of invasive plants and animal species.

PASSIVE NITROGEN REMOVAL IN CAPITOL LAKE

902f 238 Q& InitkEkv¥ih tNESouthl SGuBd\Eitie overallSalish Sea their study, thePuget
Sound Nutrient Reduction Projeathich is focused on meeting the dissolved Oxygen (DO) water quality
standards by reducing both the human point and samint sources of excess nutrients. The primary
nutrient impacting water quality in Budd Inlet is Nitrogen.

The Draft EIS failed to consider the natural effecdaiaticplants in removing a substantial portion of

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

this downstream environmental improvement rigghesummer seasoilitrogen removal capacity of

the LOTT Wastewater Treatment Plant, installed in about 1990 at a cost of more than $68Nake's

costfree Nitrogen removabill be lost with theeliminationof Capitol Lake and creation of an

estuary. Focusing o OTTthe primaryNA § N2 3Sy LR AY (G &2 dz2NOS RAAOKFNBS G
upcoming TMDL is likely to require LOTT to make up the differeidier@ggen removal if the Capitol

Lake contribution is lostHowever, even witlotal removal ofNitrogen from their discharge, LOTT will

still not be able to compensate for thargeamount removed in Capitol Lak&heefore, theresultof

dam removais likely to be a degradation of water quality in Budd Inet2 S&ay Qi G KA & RANBOGT
withthS LINR 2SO0 3I21f 27F & KBINR @Nigen @rRoiabadpest ozthé A (& € K
Managed Lake Alternative recognized as a significant benefit?



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 :

GLG Aa rfaz2 y24iSR GKIFG G2t yAGNRB3ISY YR yAGN
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 discharfyorg the wetland

L2YR& | @SNI IAYy3IT uHdy YIAkK[ £ 6 t13S nnxX 2FadGasSsl
Characterization(Task 1.3) LOTT Clean Water AlliReelaimed Water Infiltration Study

Technical Memorandum February 7, 2017.)

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

2L AAGS Aa GNHZST [F1S @0S3aASGFaGA2y T f AdeStuatyilind he¢¢ 6 S
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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 imgdition for LOTT if this removal capacity is lost.

SWIMMING IN CAPITOL LAWET CONSIDERED

Many in the community have memaories of swimming in Capitol (aen from 1964 to 1985and this

is often citedas adesirable recreationand socializingpportunity. The Draft EIS recognizes that

Capitol Lake now has better water quality than several local swimming areas, such as Black Lake and
Long LakeObviously, only with the Managed Lake Alternativihisrecreational option possible.

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

DES has rejected consideration of this recreational opportusiffing:

0Operating formal swimming facilities is not in alignment with the mission of Enterprise
Servees, and there are no known plans to introduce such services into the agency mission or
scope of services.

. SO0l dzaS 27 hoOraf Blsdpeas foplaseny \Eluelion the potential for swimming as a
component of the Managed Lake AlternativeE$lsodid not have the mission of providing swimming

RdAZNA Y3 (GKS wmdoyet e City of Qlydndia daw tRe valigeteicommunity and operated

this swimming beaclior many years Ignoring this possibility diminisheseaof the key recreatioal

opportunities for the Managed Lake Alternativilm fairessa K2 dzf Ry QG G KS LR Sy Al f
Capitol Lakebe reconsideredas a significant benefd ! y R Ay 3ISYSNI X &aK2dzZ Ry Qi
desires be considered as an important element inyaissue bearing on the selection of the preferred
alternative?

NEW ZEALAND MUD SNAIL (NZMS) EVALUATION

Thefuture persistence of the NZMS is a question of key importance in the evaluation of the dmstrof
term dredging, both in the freshwater of a Mared) Capitol Lake and in the marine waters of an Estuary
or Hybrid Based on the Plannidgevel Cost Estimates recently provided by DES for the Draft EIS, we
find some startlingnformation based orhe impact of this one questionFor the Managed Lake
Alternative, the differencén total cost using upland disposal (due to NZMS) versusater 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 HitbAlternative, $564M.

LGQa LI NBYyG GKFG ¢S Ydzad oNRy3 |t LIaaraoftsS AyT
any chance of making a valid preferred alternative selection. For this reason, CL&Xarhased the

literature, commisgined 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 RQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES (AND IMPRRIDEDJISANCE 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 occue have asked that DES resume the exploration of the
Capitol Lake Basin immediatéty NZMSo provide current datavhich has been missing for the last

five years. We have also asked a number of questions designed to narrow the uncertainty around the
NZMS persistenceAgain, these critical issues must be thoroughly explored so thairformed

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 aurning Basin and Navigation Channel dredge before the Estuary and Hybrid
Alternatives could proceed. Therefore, we assume that the Capital Lake and Deschutes Estuary

t NE2SOGkt NEANI Y KIFa | a{GFGSkCSRSNI f deoiSafdzaé | yR |
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 thelfg@ge is a prerequisite for the

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

work. { K 2 dzfthR figeussion be included in the Draft RIS

The COE algulays an integral part in determinirttisposalocation andthe sediment propertieshat

are appropriate fordee I 4§ SNJ RAaLRal f @ CKA& Aa F3IFAY Fy Ayaidl
is no discussion of this in the Draft EIS. The deafer disposal criteria may prove to be critical in

determining the disposition of up to 80000 cubic yards of sediment over the next thirty years.

{ K2dzZ Ry Qi (akdbaincRded iOttizDiak 21§57

THE HYBRID ALTERNATIVE HAS A CRITICAL FLAW

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

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 sigrdfifaht] S €
feature being the addition of a barrier wiah the North Basin to create a reflecting pobhe irony of

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

block the viewof the reflecting pool from most of the significant viewpoints along Breschutes

Parkway. Instead of the scenic view across the water to the East shore and Capitol, this ineicsiléal
barrier will predominate the viewThe Draft EIS needs to include simulated views at both high and low
tide from the Deschutes Parkwayceoss the North Basin to fully inform the public.

FUNDING SOURCES FOR EORNRBA DREDGING ARE NOT IDENTIFIED

In a heading in one section Ghapter 7, the Draft EIS asks the question
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In answer, they provide the following background:
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governance would be sediment management in impacted areas of West Bay. Recurring

maintenance dredging, at@ 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 area® T 2 SaXi¢ .2 R{vK 2 dzi -tednKilindd Rnd faReynaAnce, 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 dstacle to adequate lonterm management of the Capitol Lag@eschutes

9a40dz NE @¢

Despite the abovethe Draft EIS fails to identifyow this 6Governing Bodwould 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 expedtion isto select the altenative 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 ldagm management. And in the case of the Estuary

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

0KS ASRAYSYy(d gAatt 1SSLI O2YAy3aA: yR O2YAy3aA: | yR 02

COST COMPARISON WITH THE FOURTH AVENUE BRIDGE IGNORED

A review of the planningevel cost estimates fahe new Fifth Avenue Bridge and Deschutes Parkway
realignment reveals that both the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives assign a ¢ost ohder $40M

escalated to a start date of 2028 .S80FdzaS GGKA& Aa | LIXIYyyAy3 fSoSt
way to evaluate whether this is a reasonable number or not. However, we do have the costs for a
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comparison, but both bridges span the same waterwa@, art 6 2 dzi pnnQ Ay fSy3adKz Iy
additional element of theelevatedDeschutes Parkway approach to the bridge and reabdut, while

the other has the installation of the rourabout itself. Overall, they are certainly simildor

comparison, lhe actualcostto The City of Olympia fdhe Fourth Avenue Bridg®ith escalation to

2028 isabout$87M. A text search of the entire Draft Bitakes no mention of the Fourth Avenue

Bridgeas acomparative costo the new bridge Why was this comparisorgnored? Thismakes the

nearly $50M discrepandyetween the two bridgesuspect and also raises doubt about the validity of

other cost estimates.

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT IGNORED FORTERNE DREDGING PROCEDURES AND COSTS

The only longerm 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 CiE$statesthat:
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Lake Alternative because invasive species are expected to persist in the freshwater
environment, at high densities similar to existing condifiof® ¢

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 commsers 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 adapémagement
practices wilkesult in procedures to allow deepater disposalor 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 becausehaf impact that upland disposal has on the PlanHiegel

Cost Estimatéor the Managed Lake AlternativdJpland disposal, in this case, has been determined in

the Draft EIS as requiring trucking to Eastern Washington, 250 mileg 6ng @ ¢ KSsegsedSy | f G &¢
for this disposal option compared to degyater disposal ranges fro®200M to $350M, usingcosts

from Table 7.1.1

OLYMPIAYACHTALUBDREDGING EXPERIENCE IGNORED

The Draft EIS has concluded that all loeign dredged sediment in West Bay for the usty and Hybrid
Alternatives willikely be clean enough for deewater 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 kesent to upland disposal. Thestdifferencebetween these two disposal
options is estimated in the Planniigevel Cost Estimates to be $400M for the Estuary Alternative and
$564M for the Hybrid Alternative. Therefore, this question of whether the \Bastsediments 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 (@0C3,iincluded 10,000 cubic

yards of sediment thatwdef R KIF S 6SSy OKF NI OGSNRAT SR a aoOf SIysé
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 sedimentreBhige

experience raises serious questions aboutBhvaft EIS assumptions and resulting cost estimates. We

find no information in the Draft EIS that this actual experience was considered in the an&wsis/ou

explain why this was ignored?

COSTMPLICATIONS BASED ON THE THREE IGNORED ITEMS ABOVE

Creatinga newanalysidor the estimated costs, based dhe realworld, actualinformationthat has

beenignored in the Draft EIS, would have profound implications for the comparative costs for tiee thre

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

about £60M, while the Estuary Alternative would increase by about $200M and the Hybrid Alternative

would increase by about $275M his would make th 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./ 'y GKS 59{ O2yadzZ GFryida LINBLINBE | avyz2ad A4
ideas? 5 2 S athfsQridvide a more realistiand defensiblecomparison of the alternatives?



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 keybenefis 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 undeyixg tidal conditions. The Draft EIS
does a good job of providing some of these views, but unfortunately, misses or misregrézest key

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

9 The Northwest end of the NortBasin 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 presefatethis area is a small
plan view of the project areaNeither the Executive Summary, or the long and stemtn
sectionsof the Draft ElSprovide any simulations of this areReading the text description of
the areais confusing and leaveamany unansweed questions. A simulated view of the
Northwest shoreline along theew elevatedparkwayandincludngthe new bridge would
provide the community a clearer picture of the chang@&be simulated view would essentially

0S I Gayl LAK2Gé dfedt®ifshdre tavardgltie SortivdsisNBEwW should
be presented as a part of the Executive Summary, as well as in the visual sections of the Draft
EIS.

1 The extensive mudflats at low tid&lthough there are depictions of the Estuary and Hybrid
alternatives at low tide in the lonterm visual section, the Executive Summary has only one
view of each at midide. Because the critical difference for these alternatives is the creation of
an estuary, the depiction at low tide is the key change that thielip will observe.This view
should be placed prominently in the Executive Summary.
9 The Hybrid barrier wall from Deschutes ParkwaiieHybridbarrier wall isesssentially the only
physical change from the Estuary Alternative, #@rths severe impactsnathe appearance of
the North Basin from any viewpoint. The most significant viewpoint is to the East from the
55a0KdziSa tIN)]Jglesz RdzS G2 GKS ol NNgvew) gt ff Qa 2
shouldalsobe placed prominently in the ExecutivaiSimary.
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maintained. For decades, it has served as a community attraction for celebrations, outdoor
educational displaysoating, 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.




TOXIC CONTAMINANTS WILL INVADE THE ESTUARY

How does dam removal affegdhe nature of the Capitol Lake BasinPhe Draft EIS is silent on one key
issue. The emptying and filling of thieasin twice each dayitih the marine waters from BudBaywill
expose the basin to the same toxic contaminantd #r@ now presentn the bay And we know that
contaminants tend to be higher at the terminal end of estuari€his invasion will change the character
of the basin from dreshwater lake with relatively good water quality to an intertidal mudflat with
Thurston County warning signs to avoid contact due to toxic contaminants and entrapment hdmards.
addition to the public health hazards, fish and wildlife could be impactedp@and in the community

will find the aesthetics and recreation potential dimished. These issues are explored more fully in the
Specific Comments sections for Fish and Wildlife, Recreation and Aesthetics.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR EACH SECTION OF THEINRABDIEG 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 lagldthen provide
more specific details and examples in the following sections.

f CANRGZ GKS S@lfdza A2y 2F GKS FEGSNYyFrGA@Sa Ay i
problems that we have addressed in other comments, particularly in the sadimelated
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potential problems are reduced to footnotes or ignored.

1 Second, for both the construction and transportation issues, the fundamental difference in
magnitude between the Managed Lake alternative and the Estuary alternadives
adzFFAOASY(Gte NBO23IyAl SRo 2SS a4SS (GKAa +Fa alftf?
explain this deficiency later.

1 Third, costs for the major elements of each alternative are not addressed in the EIS draft or the
relevant discipline rnports. 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 EtBeand
9ESQdzi A @S {dzYYI NB KI @S ARSYGAFASR I NIy3IS 2F O
g [/ 2yaiNHzOGA2y [/ 2a0aé¢ 6¢1o0fS 1 dinebevdid thesg €dsta / 2 y &
ranges come from?

1 Fourth, we fear that the terms that enacterize 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.

1 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:

¢KS ao0Said Ol aSkg2N& I firgbule®d conieatidz®metirfeS stiitla, B SR Ay (K
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 umitgcessa

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 roulg 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 mapéai@ment begins in the middle

of the first year and extends for four and chalf 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 sameauttime 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 eftlneA

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 ofabffer damsgxcavation 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 wvater work window. Despite this, these construction elements are shown
to begin slightlydss than two years into the nearly fiyear 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 mand will likely be one or two
years longer.

¢KdzaX F2NJ GKS 5N TG 9L{ SadAyYliSar oKAOK adzFFSNI ¥
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 nowexamine ¢econd bulled G KS YI IyAGdzRS 2F GKS IfGSNYyI GABSa
which encompasses roughly the first 6 to 8 years and includes the design, permitting, predredging and

all construction activities. At first look, the three aetialternatives 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
oftheseO2aida fFGSNE odzi F2N) y2¢> (GKSe& Fff &aSSYy G2 oS
we see that all three alternatives have several common elements, which would all be done regardless of

the selection of the preferred alternative. Becawse 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 culvettsealing concrete
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Installation and later removal of two coffer dams
5)'Y YR CAFTOK ! ¢SydzS NBY2@It IyR SEO
I 2YyaidNHzOGA2Yy 2F yS6 pnnQ CAFTOIK ! @Sy adz
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 266@ot 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, anihestied 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 20ears 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 projsct®t apparent when reading the

Executive Summary or even digging deeper into the draft docunfélease make additions throughout

GKS 5NI F4 9L{ a2 GKFd AG Aa ONeBadGlt OfSIN G2 GKS
equivalencyD LJS W additibof the common elements to the tables obscures the fact that they

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

any of the three alternatives. Also of importance herénat imost all the common elements must be

done before the bulk of the construction begits.SNK I LJa | fAGGf S &a2dziaARS GKS
value here?

hdzNJ £ Fad O02YYSyld F2NJ 0KA&a aSO0A2y NBf | @%2 diaz o2 dzNJ
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 bothaltonstruction 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 pagestion 4 and the 23

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

Thethird bulleted commenfollows 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 t&lbes was this done7Bven

if they were educated estimatesr evenguesses, someone provided them andtbhould 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 totalsFor example, the Managed Lake alternative consists of several
disparate elements, including dredgj, constructing pedestrian walkways, building a boat launch facility
and refurbishing the darand 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. Tvestgments 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 availableikewise 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 actuadli more instructive than

the overall estimated construction costs in the tables. For these reasemsequest 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 tthese 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 loeign dredging chapter,
we have recommended elimination of the two other cost columns in these tafless, if you are not

able to add the requested unique cost information, we are essentially requesting the elimination
these tables in their entirety, throughat 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 estir®s 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 avgecosts 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 constrasion ¢
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 thenaning 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 anywheeg nerrect, 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 $63f8@ems low relative to the

costs for replaement of the Fourth Avenue bridge about 20 years agtl) 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 thefourth bulleted @mment, we have several examples of questionable ratings of impacts and
benefits.

In Section 4.12.5 and in subsequent tableSuaastantial Transportation Benefis claimed for the

Estuary and Hybrid alternatives based on the addition of a new bridg@ssociated roadways. This

YIe @GSNEB ¢Sttt o0S | o0SYSTFAG F2NJGKS /AdGe 2F hfeadYLAR
considered a benefit for this project. Rather, it is a burden for the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives,

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

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

deleted from any tabulation of impacts and benefits used to rate the relative teof 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 fothe specific impact may be reasonable for each alternative; from an overall

perspective, equating awWeek potential interruption as having the same impact as ayg&r complete

NEFR NBY2@0Ft>X KIFIa fAGGES ONDBRAGGAS ASljedgn O | ¢f kS0 SG20dzt R
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 couldnake 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 majairesnents 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 charat@rations to create numerical ratings or
otherwise influence the selection of a preferred alternative.

As stated in thdifth bulleted commenj we have several construction related questions and comments
from Chapter 2, section 2.4. Refer to Figure 2ahd related text.

An area of shoreline restoration is shown under the new bridge and within théds@@pening. Please
correct.

The roadway connection from the roundabout to the Deschutes Parkway is described as being built
using an MSE retaining watfigcture, rather than an elevated structure. Because the bridge is an
elevated structure and ties into this roadway near the elevation of the roundalhére is the

transition from the elevated structure to the MSE retaining wall structurérhis West ed of the

project is difficult to visualizePlease 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 coupleumdred feet offshore, similar to those provided across
the North Basin from the Law Enforcement Mem##ién 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.

Onthesidesofthe5082 2 G 2 LISy Ay 3> y2 GNIYyairAdGgAaAz2y FNRY GKS o02i
elevation is shownAre the sides of the opening vertical walls or do they slope, and if they slope, at

what angle? Is it possible that #hbridge 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 Avenueitbge and the roadway from the roundabout to the Deschutes
tFN] gl & Aa SaHoBwiltafficthd cdntrdlled@tiih® Siterdection?
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Parcel boundaries should also be shown on the East side of the waterway, as it appears that some will

be impaced 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 elevatiossnilar? 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 freshwétert isthe source of
this freshwater? If it is groundwater, have existing water rights been considered? What infrastructure
is assumed for providingnd treatingthis freshwater? Have these costs been included in the
analysis?

UPDATED COMMENTS BASED ON ADNDALICOST 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 HS 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 dodemehe first are the
RANBOG 02aGa F2NJ SIFIOK AGSYT IyR GKS aS0O2yR I NB

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

The ratio of total costo 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 théMlanaged Lake Alternatiyeve have several concerns and questions.

T

T

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 outiferproject. Apparently, this is the

i K
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isshown agnore than $6.5M and includes 37,500 tons of ro¢kat seems like a lot of rock in a
small spacelt is rot 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 damadditional earthquake
protection. Is this necessary?o provide context, we can look specifically at the dgm

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 isedja©f note is
the fact that repairs to the Deschutes Parkway, totaling $5M, excluded earthquake protection
due to the estimated additional cost of §94M. Apparently, the decision makers at that time
determined that the risk of future damage was nagrsficant enough to justify the additional
expenditure. Yet, for this Managed Lake project, an additional $11M is being allocated for
LIN2EGSOGA2Y 27F (KS n beefundféctddifét hg/padk T0 Years df #dal O K
action,and several earthqakes. Are either or both of these really necessary? Please justify

16

KT



gKe S OFy &aLISYR Y2NB (KIFIy Pmma (G2 LINRPGSOG GKA
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
F62dzi Pca FT2NI nanQaodod

1 There is also another inconsistency here, when comparingthitien damslope protection
with the scour protection needed fonterstate 5, the RR Bridge, the Deschutes Parkway Bridge
the Fourth Avenue Bridgend the new Fifth AvenuBridge. 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 tthe $6.5M for the revetmentAlso for reference, the entire Deschutes
Parkway slope stabilization, over abdu6 miles in the North and Mid basins, is estimated to
cost slightly more than $1MPlease explain these cost inconsistencies that appear teofahe
Estuary and Hybrid alternatives.

1 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® is not called outor the case that the
Hybrid reflective ponds freshwater; only if it is marine water.

Moving to theEstuary Alternativethe cost of the new Fifth Avenue bridge and Deschutes Parkway
reconfiguration are of most concern.

9 The bridge direct cost is a single line item at more than $11M. No fuditerl is provided.
Combining this cost with the parkway and bridge mob/demob and the parkway reconfiguration,
GKS d2aGrt O2aia FT2NJ adKS ONARISE I NB 2dzald dzyR
SAGAYIIGST 6S R2y Qi KI Oier this ish 2eAsBnaldelnémbeér ar nd. @ f dzl G
| 26 SOSNE ¢S R2 KI@S GKS O02ada FT2NI I aAYAEL N a
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the additional element ofhe Deschutes Parkway elevated approach to the bridge and round
about, while the other has the installation of the rouaBlout itself. Overall, they are certainly
similar. The design of the Fourth Avenue bridge underwent significant public commeng befor
the current design was accepted. It is logical to assume that the public would desire a similar
design for the new Fifth Avenue bridgElas this been taken into consideration in the basic
design of the new bridge? Has the City of Olympia been consldte this design? Are they in
agreement that the design meets their expectations?

1 Now, have you compared the final cost of the Fourth Avenue bridge with the estimated cost
of the new Fifth Avenue bridge?e have found no information about this in theaBtrEIS or
the additional information on planning level cost estimatés? dzf Ry Qi G KA & o6S |y |
OKSOl 2y GKS I OOdaNY O 2F (GKS O2yadzZ Gl ydiQa Sada
Lacking this information, we checked with the City of Olngmd found that the final cost of
0KS C2dz2NIK ! @S . NAR3IS LINB2SOO AYy wHnnn gl a I o62d
escalation of 3.5 percent, the comparative cost in 2028 would be about $87M, or more than
twice the Fifth Avenue Bridge estimatelow do you account for this discrepancy? S Q NB
looking at a nearly $50M difference with the actual current construction cost of the Fourth
Avenue Bridge.

v U

O

For theHybrid Alternativethe same comments apply as for the Estuary.
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1 There is one additional disgpancy, however. On item 4, for the Fifth Avenue Dam demolition,
the line-item cost for the Hybrid is $881,110, while the similariteen for the Estuary is
$2,232,836. All other linkems in item 4 are the samelhy are these amounts different?

Does this difference translate to the final analysis for the Grand Tot#i 30, 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 inflatedrevetment, jet grouting, dam overhaul, epoxy coating), while the Estuary and
Hybrid costs are lowballed (bridge, parkway stabilization, scour protection)? Considering our
comments, a case can be made that the total costs for the Managed Lake Altematuld be from $8
-15M less (using your +35%5% range), while the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives could be from-$40
70M more.

2S KI@gS ftaz2 y20SR GKAa o0Ala Ay 21
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if the Draft EIS is to be considered as an impartial document.
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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 orimbentional, can lead to a major
misrepresentation as the information passes forwardhie 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 lorgerm maintenance dredge material from Capitol Lake will require upland
RAaALIRAlIT o0& GNXzO1 RdzS woest-Qil KASnEWBLE do&syha Sllovefdr thé Ysa { @ ¢
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 proBlsm, what

recent research indiates 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 undéhRvenue or through

the dam structure to a waiting barge in West Bay for deep water disposal8o, this singleninded

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

economy of scale will reduamsts over the next 20 to 30 years. Some questions come to. iiitith

regard to hauling dredged sediment away from the Lake, why is the impact on traffic said to be
GairAAYyAFAOIY(GeE AT AG 2yte 200dz2NBE T2 NJ lling®edgedy 2y (1 Ka =
ASRAYSY(d Igle& FNRBY (GKS [F1S2 ¢6Ke Aa itc&anPedoneld OG 2y
using railroad cars? (The Deschutes Parkwaijroad crossing could be left open while cars on the

railroad bridge are loaded) Thesequestions are particularly relevant for this leteym dredging

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

the project time horizon (per comment on pageof the main EIS document). Incidaihy, this 2050

time horizon was selected because to predict events beyond that time would be too spegulativy QG A {
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also reasonable to consider that this lorigrm dredging event might also fall into the speculative
category?

On the other hand, fothe Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, this discipline report assumes that the long
term maintenance dredge material, occurring ongd4ear cycle from West Bay, does not require

dzLX | Y R R A HeseOd lad&elusion dssudmes that NZMS will not besent 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 \wen 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 please correct. And by the time th information passes to the Executive
Summary in Table ES.4, the footnotes are gone.

So, with this backgroundgvhat would table ES4 or Table 7.1.1 look likehf 2050, the long term

dredged material for the Managed Lake Alternative qualified for deejater 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 thisyg@ar period, the Managed Lake costs would be essentially
the same as those for thestuary 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.

Converselywhat would the table look like if the log term dredged material from the Estuary

Alternative did not qualify for deepwater 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
guality of he sediments are reversed, the swing in overall project costs is between $319M and $558M.

Considering the magnitude of the potential cost swings (up tolmaébillion dollars) based on
speculative and questionable assumptiogsk & | NB y Q (i -LélekCst Estiratey expériied to

AyOft dzRS 4 €£SIrad GKS aoSad OFLasSé F2NI &t FEAOAGSNYI

Due to our concerns with this apparent bias and the lack of any nuance in the tabled long term cost
presentation, we attemptedo 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 thenalige 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 torfd 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 thefiguses 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 these numbersPlease 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 gajithe 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 unknowroutside influences in the future, makes the letggm 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 fory8gar

maintenance cost and the fourth column for construction +3@ear maintenance dredging totals.

This would leave the second column, which includes design, permitting and construction costs. We will
also have comments regarding these secaontlimn costs, but because ofdin shortterm 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 Table4=8 the Executive Summary.

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

/ KFLWGSNI T YR GKS 9ESOdziAgS {dzYYENE FT2N) O2yaAraiasSy
comments and with emphasis on the high probability that the dredge for the Managed Lake alternative

in 208 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 Effectsis described in TableZEof the Sediment Quality Digtine Report. This

GroftS adlraSa GKIFG daAy2N) 2 {dzoadlydAilrt . SyYySTAOAL
Ay 28&aid .lé& GKIG OFNASaE 6AGK tS@St 2F SEAaGAy3d O2
Alternative. This is a m@haracterization that gives the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives an undeserved
advantage.

CANRGE GKSNB gAff 0SS y2 aylddaNIt NBO2gSHdn 2F O2y i
maintenance dredge is planned to be in sediment levels above gaeyecontaminated 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 f@ubstantial Beneficial Effect$s 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 cdtVBay where
contamination is highestHow can this be @Substantial Beneficial Effe€if the contamination is not
removed, but simply buried under the new sedimertsPerhaps it could be characterized as a minor
beneficial effect, but stating it to bsubstantial 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 eeffective in the lake

due to the oneway flowrate South to North and the relatively slomoving 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 velocit 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 muehtgr 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 effectConsidering this potential mixing of contaminated and clean sediments,
K2g Oly | WBEaa®&rYIibFFSO8Y 6S RSGISNNAYSRK

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 sewimany 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
GKSY | & ONBI oAy ¢a digripi\dEstrafificktibnyttit might otherwise occuHave

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 abdagehenzth

sedmenia GKFd 62dzZ R 6S OKI N} OGSNART SR a wOfSkyé¢ oe @&
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 timese 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 sectidee 6+ ay Qi (KA &
dredging experience taken into account in the analysis?

For these reasons, we ask ttibe sections of Table- for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives be
OKIy3aSR (2 ab2 FTROSNBS AYLI OlGaég 2N darAyz2Nl . SySTAo
sedimentsh y 2 Said . L& GKFEG OFNASE 6AGK £ S@St 2F SEAaGAY

Our third comment for this section relates to an apparent inconsistentdyeirediment Quality

Discipline Report between the text on Page 2 (paragraph 3) and TablaeadE=2. The text identifies a

éminor beneficial effecE 61 &SR 2y GKS NBRdzOUGA2Yy 2F KAIK &adzZ FAR!
However, for all alternatives in TablelEand the Managed Lake alternative in Tabi Ehe impact

F A Y RA a8 adgelsépacts ®lease 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 informatiohas 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,itshould S y2GSR (KI{d GKS KSIRAy3a 2y (GKS tI3S m 0t
Please correct.

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

estimates for the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives@ptandDisposal Our basic question is, why

glayQi GKAE AYF2NXIFGA2Y LINPGARSR 2N Fd €SlFad adzyy
(Other than in an obscure, mimbeled footnote)

We alsonotedthat Inwater disposal for théManaged Lake Alternatiugas not even a consideration,
and labeled\Not Applicablen the table. This is not surprising based on the Draft EIS statement in
Chapter 7, on Page 7.4:
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G! LXFYR RAALRAFE A& GKS 2yfeée FTSIFLaAofS RAALRAL
Lake Akernative because invasive species are expected to persist in the freshwater
SYOGANRYYSYyGzZ G KAIK RSyardAasSa aavYAtl NI G2 SEAA

Are NZMS expected to persist for 30 years? Are existing densities high? What evidence supports
these conclusions?Ve 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 ldegn dredge is required; or if it is still
present, how adaptive management could be used to greatiyice 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 Washindgdmone of these ideas rise to the

f S@St 2F o6SAy3a | & Biduidihe audhd of RéNDiLABpichedesignkitidnFoy e K
water disposalof 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 Drét 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 issaeer the next 30 yees?

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

Sy2dzZaK (2 NBIdzZANB | {dzLJLJX SYSY (Gl NE 9YyGBANRYYSyillf w
require such a review? We would find it incomprehehke 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
RAALRAIE Ay 9FaGSNYy 2l akKAay3adzy oe& (GNXzO1 Aa I+ ao2N
Managed Lake Alternative by as much as $350M.

HYDRODYNAMICS AND SEDIMENT TRANSPORT

Our first comment is one you have heard before, regarding floodiegtevfor 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 aroutng take. Please note that in Chapter 2, pagé 2in

the section describing sediment management, the following is stated:

Within the 30year project time horizon, the Capitol Lake Basin would still provide flood storage
capacity, given project rates adédiment 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 réerence 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 tosodficiently 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 extremein 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,@ast 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 refirbishment, it seems reasonable to conclude tepénding nearly $5.7M in total cost for the
dam overhaul for this work would include any necessamyrovements in reliability and redundancies

to essentially eliminate or greatly reduce the risk of failure.

And after all, the name of this alternative is th@anagedLake Alternative, and using the lake for flood
storage capacity is the essence of adaptive managemafity does the Draft EIS, and public
statements by the EIS contractor (Daily Olympian Auglis021), 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 longstanding 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 Ragéhé text on thefollowing
pages and Figure 4.1.1 all require revisioRurther, 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 th&stuary or Hybrid Alternatives, and sea level rise will make high
tide flooding more severe and frequenfppropriate corrections are also required for the Chapter 4
Executive Summary and in section 4.8 Land Use, Shorelines, & Recreation (Key Findirng8.4r).

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 506 opening for the Estuary and
Hybrid Alternatives. This is important to hepaluate 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. Tables22 and 423 show the maximum velocity through the 5fibt

opening (observation point NBO6) under two extreme scenarios as 1.36 and 0.79 meters per second.
Conflicting with these numbers is Tabl®@, which shows 2.2 arei5 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
SINIASNI OSNBRAZ2Y 2F (GKS 5S8SfFho5 O2YLMziSNI Y2RSt (2
Transport MRSt Ay 3 wSLIR2 NI € ® DSYSNIf ! RYAYAAUNF GA2Yy I y2¢
help understand the findings from this feasibility study. In CLAMP Fact Sheet #4, they stated:

G XiKS NBaili NR@vehug, BurlingRoh Maitkern Sahta pénead trestle, and
interstate 5 would need to be reinforced to resist scour during flood or extreme tidal events. At
those times, velocities up tb6 feet per secontt NS LINBERA OG SR P
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Converting this velocity from feet per second to meters per secondindehe CLAMP study prediction

Ad nddp YSGSNE LISNI 4SO2yRX 2NJ [ 62dzi F2dz2NJ 6AYSa 3INB
velocity in Tables-22 and 423. Which of these projections are correct? What is the practical impact

of this velocity onsafe 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 pointsWhat 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 enforcediese 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, Irte.Jook beyond the historical conditions in the Capitol

[F1S . FaAy FyR 902t23eQa ljdSadAaz2yloftsS O2y Ot dzarzya
Lake on the water quality of Budd Inlet. Tdensd § | yséi dRcurrent sample results atite

j dzS & G A 2 y A Y HnalgsiBandcangldsianBas shad 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, toquote from the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS, Page 12:

G!'a LI NG 2F GKS 41 GSNIljdz- f AGe FylFfeara F2N GKS
monitoring cata 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 qualititbmms
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 sligénges in temperature and
RA&a&az2t gSR 2E&@3Sy dé
And:

GThese improving water quality trends reduce the level of management that would be needed
under a Managed Lake Alternative to meet lake management objectives.

' YR FdzNIKSNE g AGK HNIBsTdr Wadker gliditypani@aldr2disoled Oxygey [D0])dz
in Budd Inlet due to the lake discharge, we agree with the cons@ant & dzY Y NB adl 4 SYSy
quality discipline report, Page4.
Gh@SNI fts GKS RATFSNBEYyOSa 0SGoSSy LINSRAOGSR ¢h
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, contributecertainty 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. Comprehlensionitoring 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 thver. 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
sincethemo&f Ay3 STFT2NIové

The consultant calls for a closer examination due to this uncertainty. We agree with this, and encourage
the consultant toreviewthe R S (i I A f SASsebsRdriPoNRiatedDiscipline Section 4: Affected
Environment [AE] £ LIsdsdifi.alNdoRthe Draft EIS comment request, by David H. Milne, PhD.
(Faculty Emeritus, TESC, Environmental Studisis report is provided in its entirety in the Appendices
Section.

YySe StSySyida 2F 5N aifySQa NBLRNI AyOf dzRSY

9 Capitol Lake does ndtave the widespread negative effect on Budd Inlet showthewater
quality discipline report, Figure 43
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CAIdzZNE nod dqaz2RSf t NBRAOGA2Yy&a 2F 5h 5S8SLX S
Anthropogenic Effects and (b) Solely Due to tHeéA\§enue Dam

1 Capibl Lake does not contribute more TOC to Budd Inlet (in total, and in particular during the
growing season) than would an estuary.

' Many of9 O2 f 2oAduUSIdRS are in error, because thgtent of WQ violations attributable to
Capitol LakendthroughoutBudd Inlet are based on an assumption of accuracy that the model
R2SayQi LkRraasSaax 2y 5h OFftOdzZ GA2ya OGKIFG FIlF AT
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production by benthic algae in East Bay, dochotda K2 ¢ (G KS SEGSydG 2F 2v QA2

(pre-dam) Budd Inlet.

AQUATIC INVASIVE SPEGAESIMPERILED AND NUISANBPEECIES)
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 -spgcesrished of all
familiar aquatic environments and are wide opanrtew invasions by every newly introduced species
everywhere around the entire Salish Sea. (Several new marine invaders, including the purple varnish clam,
are presently moving dowSound in the direction of Budd Inlet.) The Lake is a speicie€nvirorment

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

Speciegich ecosystems are inherently much more resistant to invasive species establishment than are
speciespoor ecosystems.

Destroying the Lake and its invasiveespes would bring an equal number of marine invasive speges
or more¢ 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 replaeatestuary? What disadvantages?

In Chapter 4, Page 18'he Draft EIS maintains

GThe action alternatives would create lotgym changes in habitat quality and distribution, with

a greater diversity of habitat types, including tide flats and estuaringands 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 diversitgpparently nd, 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 watersdaabout half that of mieestuarine 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 AlejétzzArancibia.

1989. Estuarine Ecology. John Wiley & Sons, New York. 658 pp

New Zealand Mud Sna8pecific Questionand Comments

When was the last lake wide survey of the distribution and abundance of New Zealand Mudsnails
0 b Yba { Q& uCapitdl Rake? MWiat were the findings?
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The last lake wide survey that determined snail population densities wasuténowledge) in 2011
(Johannes 2011, data first examined in 2PD1§Johannes, Edward J. 2011. Distribution Survey for
Potamopyrgus anpiodarum (New Zealand Mudsnail) in the North and Middle Basins of Capitol Lake,
Thurston County, Washington. Final Report Contract #FA126.0 Prepared [by Deixis Consultants] for
General Administration Facilities Division, Olympia) WA

Do we have recehcomparable data for assessing population changes?

52 LRLJzA FGA2ya 2F b¥%a{Qa tAOS Ay lye 2F GKS ONBS]
to the railroad tracks going from Capitol Lake to Chehalis?

This question bears on the possilyilitif 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 environmeistalvhether they are present

or not.

2 KFG LRLMzZ FGA2y RSyYyaaxidAasSa 2F tAQGAy3d b¥ha{Qa IINBE F2.
G2 068 RNBRIASR G2 YIFAYyGlrAy | aal ylI 3SE®his[béais 8rktide 2 K S NS
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 pes@adiment
bears on the next question.

What threshold levelof A @Ay 3 b%a{Qa Ay RNBRISR aSRAYSyd g2dzZ R
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 ecold A OF f 2NJ 20KSNJ LINROf SYa o6Soa3d>s o0A2F2dz Ay3Io |
Where have those other problems manifested themselves?

I gARSALINBIR SIFNIeé NHzr2N) 0KFdG GKS@ Ol dz&aSR Yl aaag@gs
intake provel false. fin 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

Ad t @ Iy (PardI2ormin NBADD Myers, Idaho Power iEonmental Affairs, March 2017.
OW2KlFyySa YIRS GKAa SalbdAYFdS odzi KS KAYaStF O2dz R
2017] Many such alarming statements proved false after that time.

Please engage an owtf-state consulting firm to reveéw all published literature identifying problems

Ol dzZaSR 0@ b%a{Qa Ay 2l aKAy3idz2y {GFrGS O0AF lFyeosx | f
personnel where obtainable and reliable, and render a judgment on whether the snails are menacing
enoughto warrant strenuous expensive efforts to control their spreadaid 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 opilons 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 fifitultdto abandon a

YIENNI GAQGS o0alirRSya YISk (KNI R SB@OK | @ Sstataddhsiiing SR T2 N
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firms might be reluctant to disagree with agencies that might employ them in the future. A truly
independent, unbiased judgmenhsuld be sought.

This is the KEY QUESTIORNre New Zealand Mud Snails, contrary to their reputation, actually so
harmless that the EIS need not consider them?

CKA& ljdzSadAz2y A& NIFrA&ASR 0SOlFdzaS Al Aa odtlydcto3a 2 LAY
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
disposalg S I NS LINPGARAY3I GKS F2ff26Ay3 Rl At SR |y
NZMS are harmless

Summary of key points

T bl GAGS LINBRFG2NER Ay /FLAG2f [F1S S AYdNRBRdzOS

T b%a{ Qa 6SNBE LINBaSySFIANG {/ LSIOINE I F25NEF 20N SA NI aR
during those years waterfowl and boaters on the Lake did not spread them to any other nearby
waters.

1T b%a{Qa FNB LINBaSyid Ay +id tSrad on 20KSNI 20 0;
problems caused by them have (to my knowledge) ever been reported.

T b%a{Qa KIFI@S y2 3ISYySGAO lIoAfAGe (G2 S@2t dS NBAEAASZ
climate, or to adapt to any other adverse or favorable environmental factors.

2 KSNX bhawe inaeased to huge abundances, their numbers have dropped back to low
levels, a pattern seen in the population histories of many newly introduced species.

Introduction.

CKS AYAGALIf NBIF OGAz2y o6& aitlidS | 3SylakbwasonkSy b ¥a{ Q
of hysteria. In the words of WDFW workers;

GLY FRRAGAZ2YS b%a{ IINB NBilGA@GSte NBOSyild AydIR
invasive harntontinues to evolve with each new locationwhich they become established,

developing elationships with other invasive speciasd the effects of climate changePleus 6

and Schultz, 203®mphasis added by me)

Many similar mistaken claims were made about how abundant they would become, how easily they

would be transported to other lakdsy waterfowland boaters how disruptive they would be in native
ecosystemsgg.FA &K ¢g2dzZ R St G o6dzi O2dzZ RYyQid RAISAG GKSY |y
O2dzf Ry Qi 02LIS gAGK (GKSYX K2g¢g Fl al (Ke8®thepudit, R Ydz i
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“

GKS R201 Ay alNlriKz2y tIFIN] 6KSNBE (GKS&g
gFNYyAy3I 2F GKS aKFTFNRéE GKSeé LRasS ¢
closed to public use on accounttbe snails.

6SNBE FANBRO ¢

&
SNB LRadSR | Ne

{AyOS GKSyYy 6SQ@S ctafof NFuppartivé &f he ifled that 2hé Bndil are actually
KI NXYf Saao G[ 2aSNBE>Z¢ Ay | NBI gl &

Details

LYGNRRdzOSR b%a{Qa KI@S y2 3ISySGiA0O oAt Aldeéthedi2z I RIL
hostile or beneficial environmental feature.

¢tKS b®%a{Qa Ay /[/FLAG2t [F1S FINB Fff RSaOSyRIyilGa 27
genetically identical. They have zero ability to evolve defenses (thicker shells, protamtvation,

distasteful flavor, cryptic behavior, etc.) against native predators or to adapt to any other environmental
factors, including effects of climate change. The claim quoted aleleaig and Schultzs grotesquely

mistaken.

Many native species inCapitol Lakenvere able toeat and digestb Y2 a {frnd 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, waRl | 0 Syl 6f S b¥%a{ Qa @echidalyBuckg | & (K
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 prethatocan eat

FYR RA3ISalG GKSY®D hdzNJ yIFGAGS airaylrf ONIFe&FfFAakK ONMza k
native prey in experimental testBfenneis et al, 2091 Mallards, all other dabbling ducks, Canada geese,

and four species of native fissg redside shiner, riffle sculpin, largescale sucker, and peamouth minnow,

known from studies elsewheretoeatsn&l® y I f 82 RA3ISad GKSY® ¢tKS FTAAK
G§SSGKE YR 3FATTINRAZ NBaLISOG AN thésE speriks afd oth®iSis | dzLJ
almost certainly the reason why folks looking at clear pale surfaces (stones, white plastic, etc.) in Capitol

Lake almost never see a NZNEenneis, Valance E. F., Andrew Sih, and Catherine E. de Rivera. 201atidntegr

of an invasive consumer into an estuarine food web: direct and indirect effects of the New Zealand mud snail.
Oecologia 2011: Sep; 167(1): 1610. Available on line bttp://w ww.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pmc/articles
[PMC3155678/

{2YS yIFIGAGS LINBRFG2NER NBIFffe& R2 f 2¢b8tthéySdnawile s KSy
ways of overcoming that handicap.

Rainbow trout (lacking pharyngeal teeth) are native predators that have sleamnn to lose weight when

FSR 2yt ¥insbri&dBaker 2008 But as sexually reproducing animals, they also have the potential

for overcoming that constraintin New Zealand, they actually did 40y’ i N2 RdzOSR G KSNB 6 6K
are native) in ~ 188 rainbow trout did not thrive at first. But they soon became much better adapted to
GKSANI YSs KEoAdtdoe Ly (GKS mMdpbdnQa S$08yida 200dNNBR
Aniwhenua. The snails blanketed the bottom and crowded ouwtrlyeevery other benthic species that

trout could use as food/ells & Clayton, 20Q1 The rainbow trout in the lake, with nothing else to eat

0dzi b%a{Qa F2NJ I 62dzi F2dzNJ €SI N&E> 3INBg Kdz3AS I yR K
trophy fishermen and-women for years.A classipicture shows one of the huge rainbows the anglers
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were catching. A similar picture shows a NZ fisherman with a gigantic brownctemgther introduced
aLISOASa GKFEG o0SOFYS |RILI SR Mbpopddtiah ivgs Bblitatesa Sjz€58 © I ¥
of trout there returned to normal.

Rainbow trout in Capitol Lake have been expo$e®l b %2a{ Qa T2 NJ | Theydady akeady & S| NA
be adapted to preyingonthesesnalls I & YI & 234 KSNJ y I (nbtéhBalljdgd&Rrien.2 NE (0 K
(Vinson, M., and M. A. Baker. 2008. Poor growth of rainbow trout fed New Zealand MudPstaiteopyrgus

antipodarum North Am. J. Fish. Manag. 28: 7@9Wells, Rohan D. S., and John S. Clayton. 2001. Ecological
impacts ¢ water net Hydrodictyon reticulatuin Lake Aniwhenua, New Zealand. New Zealand Journal of Ecology

25(2): 5563)

b Y a {afe dre in Capitol Lakéand in Lake Washington)

In winter 20092010 an acquaintance dug up a few square feet of Capitol Ledienent during a
drawdown.After examiring that sample it wasfoundto have onlyt ¥ S & a0 GGSNBR b%al{ !
we have watched for them by looking from the walls, the bridge, and other vantage ppans, even

knowing whatwe werelooking for, lave never seen oneA few years ago, a colleague obtained a permit

FNRBY 59{ (G2 FAYR b®%a{Qa Ay /[/FLAG2t [+F+1S YR aKz2g
difficulty even finding them (they were always rare and always on the undersidesrefsgtand asked

G2 Keé NP (GKSasS GGkKAy3aa O2ya8ARSNBR | YSyl OSK¢ I O:
FLIJSEFNBR | tAGGES 0ST2NBE GKSANI aRA&AO2OSNEBE AY [ | L
LY 620K fF1S8az b¥%a{Qad KI OJShoyaindantth@Sneulddzedonie2 Ot | A Y4

b%a{ Qa ¢SNB LINB aydinot hoficedclong®d® &F &2 NB I 1i & S A NeD08. fhisi 02 @S NE
fact negates two alarmist claims made about the snails; see below

¢KS FANRG NBLR2NISR b%a{Qa ¢6SNB aF2dzyR¢ 04 /I LAG2T
a half later (June, 2011) a mollusk expert (Ed Johannes, Deixis Consulting) surveyed the Lake for the DES
G2 RSOGSNXYAYS (KS LINB a &ty3D beatdrid) Fived yeddsy1dde® (2@E) thd Lake{ Q&
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 sptieadrsbpast

0KS alN}GK2y tIFN)] GRAAO02OSNERé¢ arAiaS o0& hOG20SNI wnn
b%a{Qad ¢6SNB Ay (GKS [F1S ¥F2N $and&dre ndverispigad td dher2 NS (i K
water bodies by waterfowl! or public users of the Lake.

Surveys of the nearest 85 ponds, stnes, and lakes within five miles of Capitol Lake by Johannes in 2010
showedthanone2 ¥ (G KS&A4S 20KSNJ 61 GSNJ 62RASa KIR I2040) Qa Ay
of public boating and waterfowl overwintering in nearby Capitol Lake before tkeewas 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 unjustifiedJohannes, Edward J. 2010b. Survey for Potamopyrgus
antipodarum (Nw Zealand Mud Snail) within a fineile radius of Capitol Lake, Thurston County, Washington. Final

Report [by Deixis Consultants] Contract #i8D8. Prepared for: Washington Invasive Species Council, Washington

State Recreation and Conservation Offioéympia Washingtoi.
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to scarcity.

Earlyworries were voiced that the snails would become so numerous on the bottom that they would
displace the prey orgasins of native predators. A common (not universal) feature of populations of
AYGNRRdAzZOSR &4LJSOASAE Aa | Kdz3S &qalLA1S¢é Ay ydzYyoSNaA 7T
GKFG LISNEA&AGAE FTNRY GKFEG GAYSST | stuarg BEkshndticad :1R996G & b Y%a
near the Astoria Yacht Club and thereafter sampled +yearly, they egloded in numbers to about
250,000/n¥in 2000, then dropped back to 50,000 #tine next year, then droped to a few thousand per

square meter during thyears after thatThat patternis a common feature of introduced species presence

in newly invaded habitats. Initial scaraityhen a population explosiogthen a presipitous drop as native
LINBRFG2NAR ay23A 0S¢ (KS eating théhtizRne MEuder poiilatiniis dedimatadS S A y
andcSaLISOALFffe F2NJ aLISOASa f A1S b YetHe réadatdrKgetbett® | vy Qi |
and better at finding and eating the new species.

Densities of New Zealand Mudsnails in the Columbia River
Estuary at Astoria Yacht Club. 1988 - 2006.
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Figure 1. Outbreak, then collapse of NZddPulation in Columbia River near Astoria. Bersine et al,
2008.(This graph ha® 2 y @S NIi S R -scaleNyBaph yo3hi &ne fvith An arithmetic scale for better
GradzZ t AT FGAR2Y 2F GKS GaLA1Sé Ay LRLAFGA2y RSyaid

The snails existed at a population dapf some 17,000+ per square meter at Heritage Rark011

(Figurel). If they existed at that density today, there would be about 2 snails on every square centimeter

of bottom at present. Nonecan be seen on the bottom there todaySourceBersineK., 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 Zealanddwait(Potamopyrgus antipodarujrin the Columbia

River Estuary ahits first recorded occurrence in the diet of juvenile Chinook salm@rc¢rhynchus tshawytscha

Biological Invasions 10:138B88)
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reports that they have &er caused problems in those placed.ocations that come to mind are Lake
Washington, a pond at Ocean Park, and Blue Slough on the Chehalis Ripginds2.er.usgs.gov/viewer/
omap.aspxBpecies|D=1008
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Purple loosestrifeSpecific 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 Mudsnadad 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 ppblems elsewhere if seeds of these plants are present in Lake sediments.

1 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 spreadtsg
seed?®

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). Itis
likely that the last plants will be gone byetiime dredging for any of the Alternatives begins,
several years from now.

A survey of the Lake shorestiwe authorand 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 surveyare near the b 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, easilyremovo £ S Aa G 61 §SNDa SR o€ RRef nearkh€oldS | &
brewery buildng.) All are present in small patches or as single individuals. These plants are
flagged for removal, which will probably happen this year (2021). Their ifmegessarcity and
confinement to the south end oftte Lake has probably diminished the presence of their seeds in

the sediments.
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Figure 3.4.1 Purple Loosestrife Distribution in Capitol Lake in 2018
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RESULTS OF AUGUST 2021 SEARCH
FOR PURPLE LOOSESTRIFE SHOWN
ON DEIS 2018 MAP FIGURE 3.4.1

PRESENT IN 2018, GONE IN 2021
% Y PRESENT IN 2018, PRESENT IN 2021

¢ A SITE NOT INSPECTED IN 2021

Figure 1. Diminished presence of purple loosestrife at Capitol Lake. 2021. Yellow: Presentin 2018,
absentin 2021. Red: present in 2018, still present in 2021. Bigdentin 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 #tis time, a year remaining to finalize this EIS, and
aSOSNItf @SFENBRQ 13 GAYS 0SGsSSy GKS FAYFEATIFGA
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 lalegitam recent studies (oil spill,
brewery source; sewage, Percival Creek source; bathymetry study, etc.)
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1 What would be the cost of sediment disposal in the Managed Lake alternative if purple
loosestrife seeds were absent or could be regarded as harnfless

Please provide this information in the final EIS.

Eurasian Milfoil Comments
As described in Chapter 3, Pagb13

@9 dzNI A AXAYA af AME1TSRMAE 8y 20 AAIYATFAOLYGEE AYLI OGAyY3
the Capitol Lake Basin based onOQtslzZNNB y i | 6 dzy R yOS FyR GKS I ljdzl A

It was effectively treated in 2004 with Triclopyr, and since that time has been kept under dontrahd
pulling where it has reappeared. These minimal maintenance procedures should continue to be effective
in the future.

Imperiled And Nuisance Speci&pecificQuestions and Comments
Northern Pikeminnows

What would be the statewide impact on nat& Northern PikeminnowgNovumbra hubbgi 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 Olympigsdlso 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 183 ,Herrera 2004), it was dismissed by the
/[!'at wSLRNI o61F&Sa SiG X wnnyo Ay | F224y24S Of I
AlG I OGdzrtfe ftA@PSa GKSNB YR adeLAOFt KIoAdia G¢ | 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., TimotlQuinn and Tiffany L. Hicks. 2008. Implications of Capitol Lake Management for
Fish and Wildlife. Report prepared for Capitsit)(Lake Adaptive Management Program Steering
Committee by The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 92 pp

Page, LawrerecM. 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 musggiodonta oregonensig 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 Westincluding 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
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imperiled in the CLAMP 2008 report but not mentioned in the DEIS?

Dragonflies

What impact on dragonflies (and potentially on mosquito control) would reptament of Capitol Lake
with an Estuary create?

Dragonflies are not addressed in the DEIS. Theseaeasyerlook but common consumers of mosquitoes

live as immature forms for a year or more on lake bottoms with sufficient oxygen before emerging to
becane 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 extensivenvapsm
dragonfly habitat in our county.

Western Pond Turtles

Are there statelisted 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.

SaltmarshMosquitoes(Nuisance Species)

What is the likelihood that the Estuary alternative will unleash saltmarsh mosgei on our
communities?

2 AKAYy3G2yQa Al faYFINBK Y2aldzh (2 SkitingdfdrDiKE SWR (0 & G HzO A 2
Y2alidAaid2S8a GKIFIG NR&AS (2 0a2YSGAYSa GaSEGNBYSE0 ydzi
Olympia area is fortunatthat 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 thahese 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 contaminantsurrently and continuously pervasive in the waters of Budd Inlet.

If the dam is removed, the toxics from Budd inlet derived from shore, groundwater, bottornffun
from the surrounding area, and southward flow of Puget Sound would infiltrate what iavatually
toxic free Capitol Laké ¢ KS (G 2dzi SR SO02t 23A0Ff FdzyOlAazy 27
would likely become a significantly harmful characteristic to the entire basin of 264 acres.

Capitol Lake will become a Terminal Urban Estuaxgcording 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 soutitatnestuary of Puget
Sound and would bespecially vulnerable to a variety of toxics currently and continuously affecting
Budd Inlet.

l'a YSYGAz2ySR A BouberResidgn OidaTaskForSeSRa@bovember 2018,
dMoreover, the survival of juvenile Chinook salmon from thesebanized estuaries was 45% lower
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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).

o®d Il A3K S80St a 2F LISNBAAGSYG G2EAO O2yil YAyYylyida

blubberof 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. bolation 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 findigs, which are so important to our vulnerable Southern Resident orcas, not
mentioned in the DEIS?

2 Kgd ¢gSNByQi GKS ySariaods aLlsoda 2F 1 ¢SNYAYyFE | N

Why would we choose to contaminate the virtually toxic free Capitol Lddasin?

These Chinook are also consumed by humans, especially tribal memp&esording to Nate Tyler

council member Makah Indian Tribe, Amy Grondmmmercial fisherman and emwner , Duna

Fisheries, and Chris Wilkexecutive director, Puget SoundkeéeNJ ! £ €t A yOS GO NROI f
O2yadzyS FAaK G I KAIKSNI GKFYy F@SNIF IS NIGSdPeD
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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 sigasist throughout Budd Bay and will likely need to be placed around the
Capitol Lake Basin

At least five sourcesontinuouslysupply contaminants to Budd Inlet:

T ! NblFy A0G2NNgFGSNI NHzy2FF= o6t! 1 Qaz t/.Qaszx /9/ Qav
T 9FFtdzSyid FNRBY [h¢e¢ [/ fBIlcpabiORAYOEVENYDOEZYAE. bONAS
1 Southern Puget Sound marine flows flowing south,
9 Turbulence induced mixing of sediment and legacy toxics by large port vessels in the turning basin.
1 Legacy industrial pollutants from toxics cleam sites. (Listed belofvom Washington Department
of Ecology Website.)
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